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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 AECOM is commissioned to undertake Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in support of the emerging Chichester 

Local Plan.  Once adopted, the plan will establish a strategy for growth and change up to 2039, allocate 

sites to deliver the strategy and establish policies against which planning applications will be determined.   

1.1.2 It is important to note that the plan area covers that part of Chichester district outside of the South Downs 

National Park (SDNP), and the local plan area is broadly divided into two sub-areas: the northeast plan 

area (north of the SDNP); and the southern plan area (south of the SDNP).  

1.1.3 SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the effects of an emerging plan, and alternatives, 

with a view to minimising adverse effects and maximising the positives.  SA is required for Local Plans.1 

1.2 SA explained 

1.2.1 It is a requirement that SA is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the Environmental 

Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.     

1.2.2 In-line with the Regulations, a report (known as the SA Report) must be published for consultation 

alongside the draft plan that essentially appraises “the plan, and reasonable alternatives”.2  The report 

must then be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan. 

1.2.3 More specifically, the SA Report must answer the following three questions: 

• What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?  

─ including consideration of reasonable alternatives 

• What are the SA findings at this stage?  

─ i.e. in relation to the draft plan 

• What are next steps? 

1.3 This SA Report3 

1.3.1 At this current stage of the plan-making process, the Council is consulting on the formal draft plan, known 

as the ‘proposed submission’ plan, under Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations.   

1.3.2 As such, this is the formal SA report.  It presents all the legally required information, with a view to informing 

the consultation and plan finalisation.  It supersedes previous reports. 

Structure of this report 

1.3.3 This report is structured in three parts, according to the three questions above.   

1.3.4 Before answering the first question, there is a need to further set the scene by introducing: the plan scope 

(Section 2); and the SA scope (Section 3). 

Commenting on this report 

1.3.5 This report can be referenced as part of comments on the plan and/or comments can be made specifically 

on any part of this report.  Further guidance is provided below, including within the ‘next steps’ section. 

 
1 Since provision was made through the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 it has been understood that local planning 

authorities must carry out a process of Sustainability Appraisal alongside plan-making.  The centrality of SA to Local Plan-making 
is emphasised in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 
2012 require that an SA Report is published for consultation alongside the ‘Proposed Submission’ plan document.  
2 Regulation 12(2) of the SEA Regulations  
3 See Appendix I for a ‘checklist’ explaining more precisely the regulatory basis for presenting certain information.   
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2 The plan scope 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 The aim here is to briefly introduce: the plan area (drawing text from the plan document, and mindful that 

spatial issues and opportunities are discussed in more detail elsewhere in this report); the plan period; the 

legislative and policy context; and the objectives that are in place to guide plan preparation. 

2.2 The plan area 

2.2.1 Chichester District is located in West Sussex, stretching from the south coast to the southern border of 

Waverley (Surrey) and East Hampshire in the north; and from Havant (Hampshire) in the west to Arun and 

Horsham (both within West Sussex) in the east.  Over two-thirds of the district lies within the South Downs 

National Park (SDNP).  The local plan covers that part of the district falling outside of the SDNP. 

2.2.2 There are 33 parish councils located within the local plan area, including six parishes which are also partly 

located within the SDNP.  There local plan area is split into two broad sub-areas: 

• Southern plan area – comprises land to the south of the SDNP.  It includes Chichester and the A27 

corridor (also known as the “east-west corridor”) and the Manhood Peninsula. 

• Northeast plan area – comprises land to the north of the SDNP.4   

2.2.3 The cathedral city of Chichester (population estimated at 29,193 in 2021) is the main centre for higher 

order services, facilities and retail, as well as employment.  The city is renowned for its historic 

environment (including its Roman walls) / heritage, as well as for a successful and rapidly growing 

university.  There is considerable ‘committed’ growth, following the adopted local plan (2015), but options 

for further growth through the new local plan are fairly limited, as discussed below. 

2.2.4 The plan area also has four other significant ‘settlement hubs’, all in the southern plan area:  

• East-west corridor – Southbourne is located to the west of Chichester (population 6,820), and has links 

to the nearby towns of Havant and Emsworth; there is a train station, a secondary school, an 

employment area and a relatively modern leisure facility, although there is no direct access onto the 

A27, and community facilities are dispersed throughout the settlement, such that there is no clear centre.  

Tangmere is located to the east of Chichester (population ~3,158) and lacks rail connectivity, but there 

is direct access onto the A27, and good access to a range of employment.  It currently lacks many of 

the services and facilities normally associated with a settlement of its size, but a committed urban 

extension is set to deliver significant new community infrastructure. 

• Manhood Peninsula – Selsey has a population of around 10,668 and East Wittering / Bracklesham (the 

village of East Wittering expanded into Bracklesham Parish in the 20th Century) has a population of 

4,899.  Whilst both are coastal settlements, and strongly associated with the tourism industry, they are 

notably distinct in a range of respects.  Both settlements are associated with significant recent and/or 

committed growth, but flood risk means that options for further growth through the new local plan are 

very limited, as discussed further below.  

2.2.5 The A27 runs east-west through the southern plan area, linking to Portsmouth, to the west, and Brighton 

to the east.  There are also rail links along the south coast and to London from Chichester station.  North-

south transport links are comparatively poorer in quality, and transport connectivity in the northeast plan 

area is generally quite poor (Haslemere and Horsham are nearby towns, connected by minor roads).   

2.2.6 The district is associated with a notably ageing population, with 27.7% of the population over the age of 

65, compared to 18.5% nationally.  By 2039, those of working age are expected to account for only half of 

Chichester District's total population.  Ethnic minorities make up 7% of the total population of the district, 

which is lower than county (11.1%), regional (14.8%) and national (20.2%) averages. 

  

 
4 There is also a third plan sub-area, at the northern extent of the district; however, this is a very small area comprising the 
southern extent of Haslemere, with no significant growth opportunity.  Land here is within Linchmere Parish.  
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2.2.7 The proportion of people in the district aged between 16 – 64 years with a level 4 qualification (degree 

level or above) is 45.6%, which is higher than the South East (45.1%) and national (43.5%) figures.  There 

are three institutions in the plan area that offer further education for 16-18 year olds (all in the southern 

plan area), including Chichester College, which is the largest further education institution in West Sussex.   

2.2.8 The employment rate of 16-64 year olds is lower than the national average of 74.8% at 71.3%, however 

the proportion of people in part time employment is above both South East and national averages.  The 

majority of existing employment and business space is focused around Chichester City and the A27 

corridor; and there is an identified need to support and diversify economic activity in the rural parts of the 

plan area, particularly on the Manhood Peninsula.   

2.2.9 The district’s horticultural industry is amongst the largest producer of salad crops in the country and 

supplies much of the South East region.  Major growers have established large scale glasshouse sites, 

which are mainly concentrated on the Manhood Peninsula and along the East-West Corridor.   

2.2.10 The visitor economy is also a significant employment sector, in light of the district’s scenic beauty, 

beaches, heritage sites, arts and crafts, festivals, museums and galleries and resident organisations in 

the fields of film, photography and new media.  Chichester Festival Theatre is key regional asset, and 

Goodwood is nationally renowned as a home for major events including horseracing and motor racing. 

2.2.11 Chichester District has a rich and varied natural, historic and built environment, stretching from the lowland 

marsh and creeks associated with Chichester Harbour and Pagham Harbour, across the coastal plain to 

the SDNP, and the Weald further north.  The Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

(AONB) is a key constraint to growth in the southern plan area, and in both plan areas there is a need to 

consider the setting of the SDNP. 

2.2.12 International, national and local biodiversity designations constrain both plan areas, but this is particularly 

the case for the southern plan area, which is heavily constrained on account of Chichester Harbour, which 

is internationally designated, and particularly susceptible to water pollution (nutrient enrichment).  The 

UK’s largest exposed-coast Managed Realignment Scheme is at Medmerry, west of Selsey.  Elsewhere, 

key green / blue infrastructure assets include woodlands, river corridors, former gravel pits and canals. 

2.2.13 With regards to the rich historic environment, there are 27 conservation areas across the plan area, many 

listed buildings outside of conservation areas (including grade 1 and grade 2* listed), two registered parks 

and gardens and two archaeological designations, specifically nationally designated scheduled 

monuments (such as Fishbourne Roman Site) and a series of archaeological priority areas. 

2.3 The plan period 

2.3.1 The duration of the plan is 18 years from 1st April 2021 to 31st March 2039, in light of the NPPF:  

“Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and 

respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major improvements in 

infrastructure.  Where larger scale developments… form part of the strategy for the area, policies should 

be set within a vision that looks further ahead (at least 30 years)...” 

2.3.2 A significant number of homes have already come forward since the start of the plan period, known as 

‘completions’.  There are also many homes that are set to come forward at sites with planning permission, 

known as ‘commitments’.  In turn, a key aim of the plan is to deliver housing (and wider forms of 

development) over-and-above completions and commitments.  There is also a need to consider when 

commitments are due to come forward, and seek to bolster the supply trajectory through the local plan, 

with a view to ensuring a steady trajectory over the entire course of the plan period (particularly the earlier 

years of the plan period, noting that NPPF paragraph 68 allows for some flexibility over the latter years).   

2.4 Context to plan-making 

2.4.1 The Government has signalled its intention to make significant changes to the English planning system 

through the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill, and proposed changes to the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) were published for consultation in December 2022.  However, the Government has 

also reiterated the importance of local authorities getting up to date local plans in place.   
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2.4.2 The Chichester Local Plan is therefore being prepared on the basis of the 2021 NPPF, the Localism Act 

2011, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

The primary regulations guiding plan preparation are the Town and Country (Local Planning) Regulations 

2012, and the local plan must also be prepared in accordance with Government’s online Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG).  A primary consideration, central to the NPPF (paragraph 11) is a requirement to maintain 

an up-to-date local plan that meets objectively assessed development needs, as far as is consistent with 

sustainable development.    

2.4.3 The plan is also being prepared taking account of objectives and policies established by various 

organisations at national and local levels, in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate established by the 

Localism Act 2011.  For example, context is provided by policy/strategy established by the Coast to Capital 

Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) and West Sussex County Council (most notably in relation to 

education, transport, minerals and waste).  The local plan must also be developed in close collaboration 

with neighbouring authorities, but it is those authorities to the east that Chichester has been seen to share 

the closest links with over recent years.  The Coastal West Sussex and Greater Brighton Planning Board 

published a Local Strategy Statement (LSS) in January 2016 (available here). 

2.4.4 Finally, it is important to note that the plan will be prepared mindful of ‘made’ (i.e. adopted) and emerging 

Neighbourhood Development Plans (or simply ‘neighbourhood plans’).  There is very strong support for 

neighbourhood planning locally, with the adopted local plan having provided a housing target to 17 

parishes, with a view to allocations then being made through neighbourhood plans.  Neighbourhood plans 

must be in general conformity with the local plan, which means that made and emerging neighbourhood 

plans may need to be reviewed to bring them into line with the emerging plan; however, it is equally the 

case that made and emerging neighbourhood plans are a consideration in preparing the local plan. 

2.5 Plan objectives 

2.5.1 The plan document presents a concise list of objectives that have been drawn upon to guide plan 

preparation.  The plan objectives are obviously important in and of themselves, but additionally are of key 

importance to the SA process, as a key legal requirement is to define, appraise and consult on reasonable 

alternatives taking account of “the objectives and geographical scope of the plan.” 

2.5.2 The plan objectives are as follows: 

• Climate change - mitigate and adapt to climate change, contributing towards a reduction of greenhouse 

gas emissions in line with the Council’s Climate Action Plan and the longer-term Government objective 

to achieve net zero by 2050. 

• Natural environment - protect and enhance the natural environment, achieving net gains in biodiversity, 

nature recovery and tree cover, contributing towards improvements in the condition of designated sites 

including Chichester Harbour, Pagham Harbour and Medmerry Compensatory Habitat, and protecting 

wildlife and landscape character. 

• Housing - deliver suitable, well designed, energy efficient and affordable housing to meet local needs, 

in safe and accessible neighbourhoods with mixed and balanced communities. 

• Employment and economy - support the delivery of a strong, thriving and diverse economy, improving 

job opportunities for all skill levels while supporting a move to a diverse and low carbon economy. 

• Health and wellbeing - encourage and enable healthy and active lifestyles for all, improving health 

indicators and life expectancy. 

• Design and heritage (ensuring beautiful places) - create safe and beautiful places, protecting and 

enhancing the area’s heritage and character with high standards of design, ensuring new development 

is well integrated and accessible to all. 

• Strategic infrastructure - work with infrastructure providers to ensure the timely delivery of key 

infrastructure to support delivery of new development. 

  

https://coastalwestsussex.org.uk/about-us/ws-strategic-planning-board/
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3 The SA scope 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 The scope of the SA refers to the breadth of sustainability issues and objectives that are taken into account 

as part of the appraisal of the plan and reasonable alternatives.  It does not refer to the scope of the plan 

(discussed above) or the scope of reasonable alternatives (discussed below, in Part 1). 

3.1.2 The aim here is to introduce the reader to the broad scope of the SA, recognising the need for the SA 

scope to be flexible and adaptable, responding to the nature of the emerging plan and reasonable 

alternatives, and the latest evidence-base. 

3.2 Consultation on the scope 

3.2.1 The Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Regulations 2004 require that: “When deciding on the 

scope and level of detail of the information that must be included in the Environmental Report [i.e. the SA 

scope], the responsible authority shall consult the consultation bodies.”  In England, the consultation 

bodies are the Environment Agency, Historic England and Natural England.5  As such, these authorities 

were consulted on the SA scope in 2016 and then again in 2021.   

3.2.2 The outcome was an SA ‘framework’ comprising 13 objectives.  The intention was that the SA framework 

should then be employed for the purposes of subsequent appraisal work (i.e. appraisal of the emerging 

plan and reasonable alternatives), ensuring that the appraisal is suitably focused and concise.    

3.3 The SA framework 

3.3.1 In 2022 it was considered appropriate to rationalise the SA framework slightly by placing the objectives 

under slightly broader topic headings in alphabetical order – see Table 3.1.   

Table 3.1: The SA framework 

Topic Objective 

Accessibility  • Provide access to services and facilities 

Air / env quality • Improve air quality 

Biodiversity • Protect and enhance biodiversity and contribute to nature recovery 

Climate change adaptation • Enable adaptation to climate change 

Climate change mitigation • Achieve zero net increase in greenhouse gas emissions 

Communities and health • Promote health and wellbeing 

Economy and employment • Support sustainable economic growth 

Heritage • Conserve and enhance heritage 

Housing • Meet local housing need 

Landscape • Enhance landscapes 

Land, soils and resources • Maximise efficient use of land and other natural resources 

Transport • Achieve a sustainable and integrated transport system 

Water • Protect water resources 

 
5 In-line with Article 6(3) of the SEA Directive, these bodies were selected because “by reason of their specific environmental 
responsibilities,[they] are likely to be concerned by the environmental effects of implementing plans and programmes.” 
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Part 1: What has plan-making / SA 
involved up to this stage? 
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4 Introduction to Part 1 

Overview 

4.1.1 Plan-making has been underway since 2016, with two formal consultations having been held prior to this 

current consultation (with SA reports published alongside) - see Figure 4.1. 

Figure 4.1 High level overview of the plan-making / SA process 

 

4.1.2 The focus here, within Part 1, is not to relay the entire ‘backstory’ of the plan-making /SA process, or to 

provide a comprehensive audit trail of decision-making over time.  Rather, the aim is to report work 

undertaken to examine reasonable alternatives in 2022.  Specifically, the aim is to: 

• explain the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with - see Section 5 

• present an appraisal of the reasonable alternatives - see Section 6 

• explain the Council’s reasons for selecting the preferred option - see Section 7 

4.1.3 Presenting this information is in accordance with the requirement to present an appraisal of reasonable 

alternatives and “an outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with” within the SA Report. 

What about earlier stages of work? 

4.1.4 Figure 4.1 provides a high-level overview, but additionally there have been numerous other key steps, 

including targeted consultations with key stakeholder organisations and numerous milestone meetings of 

elected Councillors.  With regards to the latter, this has included meetings of the Cabinet (e.g. a key 

meeting was held in December 2019, informed by targeted SA work), all member briefings (e.g. a key 

meeting in July 2021 considered a ‘Local Plan and Infrastructure Update’) and a regular series of meetings 

of the Development Plans and Infrastructure Panel (DPIP, introduced here).  In 2022 alone, AECOM 

presented to elected councillors on SA on three occasions.  

4.1.5 It is difficult to concisely summarise the ‘story’ of the plan-making process over time, for a number of 

reasons.  The plan has faced repeated obstacles to its advancement, and there has been a need to 

reconsider issues on several occasions, including due: the emergence of new issues / constraints to 

development, such as water neutrality in the north of the plan area; the emergence of new evidence, 

perhaps most notably in respect of infrastructure capacity and the potential to deliver upgrades; 

speculative planning applications gaining planning permission at appeal under the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development (due to the lack of a five year housing land supply);6 changes to the national 

context (e.g. the 2019 update to the NPPF, and more recently changes to flood risk planning guidance); 

and changes to the local political context (following a local election in 2019).   

4.1.6 Past work stages / evidence gathering is cited below as necessary, i.e. where it has informed the task of 

defining, appraising and consulting-upon reasonable alternatives.  The overriding focus is on providing 

up-to-date information on the plan and reasonable alternatives that is policy-relevant at the current time. 

 
6 Speculative sites gaining planning permission at appeal has created a major challenge to local plan-making.  In 2022 for example 
(including subsequent to the end of the 2021/22 monitoring year), several larger sites gained permission in the southern plan 

area despite not being allocated in the adopted plan, nor being emerging preferred allocations in the new local plan.  Each such 
permission led to significant implications for spatial strategy, both at a settlement / parish scale and for the southern plan area as 
a whole, given a ‘cap’ on the number of homes that can be delivered within infrastructure capacity (discussed further below).  

https://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s15976/Local%20Plan%20Review%20-%20Responses%20to%20Preferred%20Approach%20Consultation%20and%20Way%20Forward%20-%20appendix%204.pdf
https://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/mgListCommittees.aspx?bcr=1
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Reasonable alternatives in relation to what? 

4.1.7 The legal requirement is to examine reasonable alternatives (RAs) taking into account the objectives of 

the plan (see Section 2).  Following discussion of plan objectives with officers, it was determined 

appropriate to focus on the ‘spatial strategy’, i.e. providing for a supply of land, including by allocating sites 

and potentially broad areas (NPPF paragraph 68), to meet objectively assessed needs and wider plan 

objectives, as far as possible (i.e. as far as consistent with sustainable development, as per NPPF 

paragraph 11).  Establishing a spatial strategy is clearly an overarching objective of the Local Plan.7   

4.1.8 The decision was made to refer to the spatial strategy alternatives as ‘growth scenarios’, and growth 

scenarios can also be thought of as essentially taking the form of alternative local plan key diagrams. 

What about site options? 

4.1.9 Whilst individual site options generate a high degree of interest, they are not RAs in the context of most 

local plans.  Were a local plan setting out to deliver one site, then site options would be RAs, but that is 

rarely, if ever, the case.  Rather, the objective of local plans is typically, or invariably, to deliver a package 

of sites to meet needs and wider plan objectives.  In turn, the scope of RAs must reflect this key objective.  

Nonetheless, consideration is naturally given to the merits of site options as part of the process of 

establishing growth scenarios – see Sections 5.3 and 5.4.   

Is the focus on housing sites? 

4.1.10 Local Plans are tasked with meeting both housing and wider development needs.  However, establishing 

a supply of land to meet housing needs is typically a matter of overriding importance.  In turn, the 

discussion of reasonable growth scenarios presented below is ‘housing-led’, with stand-alone 

consideration to reasonable alternatives in respect of employment land supply and meeting 

accommodation needs of Traveller communities presented in Appendix II and Appendix III, respectively. 

What about other aspects of the plan? 

4.1.11 As well as establishing a spatial strategy, allocating sites etc., the local plan must also establish policy on 

thematic district-wide issues, as well as area and site-specific policies, to guide decision-making at the 

planning application stage.  Broadly speaking, these are ‘development management’ (DM) policies.  It is 

a challenge to establish DM policy alternatives that are genuinely reasonable.7  Discussions were held 

between AECOM and CDC officers in respect of possibly DM policy alternatives for appraisal (and 

consultation), but ultimately it was determined to focus efforts on the appraisal of draft policies. 

Structure of this part of the report 

4.1.12 This remainder of this part of the report is structured as follows:  

• Section 5 – explains a process leading to growth scenarios (also see Appendices IV-V);  

• Section 6 – presents an appraisal of the growth scenarios; and  

• Section 7 – presents CDC officers’ response to the appraisal. 

Whose responsibility? 

4.1.13 It is important to be clear that: selecting reasonable alternatives is the responsibility of the plan-maker 

(CDC), with AECOM acting in an advisory capacity; appraising the reasonable alternatives is the 

responsibility of AECOM; and deciding on the preferred approach is the responsibility of the plan-maker. 

Commenting on this part of the report 

4.1.14 Comments are welcomed on: the decision to focus primarily on ‘growth scenarios’ (this section); the 

growth scenarios selected, with reference to the process for defining these (Section 5); the appraisal of 

growth scenarios (Section 6); Officers’ response to the appraisal (Section 7); and work to consider 

alternatives for employment land and the accommodation needs of Traveller communities (Appendices). 

 
7 It was also considered appropriate to focus on ‘spatial strategy’ given the potential to define “do something” alternatives that are 
meaningfully different, in that they will vary in respect of ‘significant effects’, as measured against the baseline.  The Planning 
Practice Guidance is clear that SA “should only focus on what is needed to assess the likely significant effects of the plan” .     
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5 Defining growth scenarios 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The aim here is to discuss the process that led to the definition of reasonable growth scenarios. 

Figure 5.1: Establishing reasonable growth scenarios 

 

Structure of this section 

5.1.2 This section of the report is structured as follows: 

• Section 5.2 – explores strategic factors with a bearing on growth scenarios; 

• Section 5.3 – considers site options, which are the ‘building blocks’ for growth scenarios; 

• Section 5.4 – explores growth scenarios for individual parishes / settlements; and 

• Section 5.5 – draws upon the preceding sections to define reasonable growth scenarios. 

A note on limitations 

5.1.3 It is important to emphasise that this section does not aim to present an appraisal of reasonable 

alternatives.  Rather, the aim is to describe the process that led to the definition of reasonable alternatives 

for appraisal.  This amounts to a relatively early step in the plan-making process which, in turn, has a 

bearing on the extent of evidence gathering and analysis that is proportionate, also recalling the legal 

requirement to present an “outline of the reasons for selecting alternatives…”  [emphasis added]. 

5.2 Strategic factors 

Introduction 

5.2.1 The aim of this section of the report is explore the strategic factors (issues and options) with a bearing on 

the definition of reasonable growth scenarios.  Specifically, this section of the report explores: 

• Quantum – how many new homes are needed (regardless of capacity to provide them)? 

• Distribution – which broad areas within the plan area are more / less suited to growth, and what growth 

typologies are supported (e.g. the balance between strategic and non-strategic sites)? 

Quantum 

5.2.2 This section sets out the established Local Housing Need (LHN) figure for the district, before exploring 

arguments for the local plan providing for a quantum of growth either above or below LHN. 

Background 

5.2.3 A central tenet of plan-making is the need to A) establish housing needs; and then B) develop a policy 

response to those needs.  This stems from NPPF para 11, and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG):  

“Housing need is an unconstrained assessment of the number of homes needed in an area. Assessing 

housing need is the first step in the process of deciding how many homes need to be planned for. 

It should be undertaken separately from… establishing a housing requirement figure and preparing 

policies to address this such as site allocations.” 
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5.2.4 With regards to (A), the NPPF (paragraph 60) is clear that establishment of LHN should be informed by 

an “assessment conducted using the standard method… unless exceptional circumstances justify an 

alternative approach which also reflects… demographic trends and market signals” [emphasis added].  

5.2.5 With regards to (B), many local authorities will respond to assessed LHN by providing for LHN in full or, in 

other words, setting a housing requirement that equates to LHN, and a housing supply through policies 

sufficient to deliver this housing requirement (at a suitable rate/trajectory over time, which typically 

necessitates putting in place a ‘buffer’ to mitigate against the risk of unforeseen delivery issues).  However, 

under certain circumstances it can be appropriate to set a housing requirement that departs from LHN. 

Chichester’s LHN  

5.2.6 A three-step standard method for calculating LHN was first published by the Government in 2017, and 

then a fourth step was added in 2020, although this is not relevant to Chichester.8   

5.2.7 There have also been some notable changes to guidance in respect of the data that should be utilised as 

an input to the standard method, since the method was first introduced.  Specifically, following a 

consultation in late 2018, the PPG was updated to require that the household growth projections used as 

an input to the method must be the 2014-based projections, rather than more recent projections.  The 

PPG explains that the change was made in order to:9 “provide stability… ensure that historic under-

delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s objective of 

significantly boosting the supply of homes.”  Updates to the PPG in late 2020 confirmed this approach. 

5.2.8 The standard method derived LHN for the plan area is currently 638 dwellings per annum (dpa), or 

11,484 in total over the plan period.  It should also be noted that this is a ‘capped’ figure, meaning that 

step three of the (three step) standard method applies.  Specifically, LHN is capped at 40% above the 

‘baseline’ need figure derived at step 1 of the method.  The uncapped figure is significantly higher, as 

discussed within the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA, 2022; see pg. 3). 

Is it reasonable to explore setting the housing requirement at a figure below LHN? 

5.2.9 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF states: “… strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively 

assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring 

areas, unless: i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 

importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development 

in the plan area; or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” [emphasis added] 

5.2.10 As a corollary to this, Paragraph 010 of the PPG on Housing and Economic Needs Assessment explains: 

“… there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider [higher growth]…  Circumstances where 

this may be appropriate include, but are not limited to situations where… an authority agreeing to take on 

unmet need from neighbouring authorities…” 

5.2.11 In the Chichester context, there is a clear basis for exploring growth scenarios that would involve setting 

the housing requirement at figure below LHN and, in turn, exporting unmet need to neighbouring areas.  

Key reasons are: 

• Firstly, the southern plan area (i.e. the east west corridor and Manhood Peninsula) is highly constrained 

by capacity on the A27.  Detailed discussions with National Highways and WSCC, over the course of 

2019-2022, have led to a resolution that there is capacity for no more than 535 dpa in this area.   

• Secondly, there are wide ranging planning reasons to suggest that the northeast plan area is not suited 

to providing for the resulting shortfall (638 – 535 = 103 dpa, or 1,854 in total), including relating to the 

rurality of the area and the fact that the entire area falls within a constrained water resource zone. 

• Thirdly, whilst discussions with neighbourhood local authorities, under the Duty to Cooperate, have not 

served to identify any clear options for providing for unmet needs from Chichester (at reasonably suitable 

locations), there is the potential for unmet needs across the sub-region to be addressed through a 

forthcoming Local Strategy Statement (LSS) prepared by the Coastal West Sussex and Greater Brighton 

Planning Board (this will be version 3, with version 2 having been published in 2016).  This is evidenced 

by the recently published Inspector’s Report for the Worthing Local Plan (available here), which states: 

 
8 See gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments.  
9 See paragraph 4 and 5 at: gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments 

https://www.adur-worthing.gov.uk/media/Media,168683,smxx.pdf#page=7
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
file:///C:/Users/mark.fessey/Desktop/1.%20West%20Suffolk/www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
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Meeting housing needs, not only in Worthing but across the West Sussex Coastal authorities as a whole, 

is unarguably the most important and pressing of all strategic issues facing the Councils…  As discussed 

later, the Plan falls some way short of meeting Worthing’s full housing or employment needs.  It is clear 

that this is a long-standing issue, and much time and effort has been dedicated to it through a range of 

formal Member and officer groups, including the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning 

Board and associated officer groups.  This is just one example and there is substantial evidence of other 

formal and informal consultation, engagement and feedback from… nearby authorities…   

… The Councils are collectively working on measures to help deliver housing and employment.  They 

are also in the process of preparing an updated Local Strategic Statement (LSS).  Version 3 of the 

document will explore options for meeting unmet needs across the area and will develop a long-term 

strategy for the sub-region for the period 2030-2050…  While this may not be the solution that everybody 

wishes to see, it is nevertheless clear evidence of long-term and ongoing engagement between 

authorities on strategic matters.”  

Is it reasonable to explore higher growth scenarios? 

5.2.12 As discussed above, the PPG on Housing and Economic Needs Assessment sets out reasons for 

providing for ‘above LHN’ through local plans, referring to situations where there are “growth strategies for 

the area… (e.g. Housing Deals); strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase 

in [need]; or an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities…”  Also, affordable 

housing needs can serve as a reason for considering setting the housing requirement at a figure above 

LHN, with the PPG stating: “An increase in the total housing figures included in the plan may need to be 

considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes.” 

5.2.13 However, in the Chichester context there is little or no argument for exploring scenarios whereby the 

housing requirement is set at a figure above LHN, given the issues discussed above at paragraph 5.2.11.  

Unmet housing needs are a widespread issue across the sub-region, but there is no realistic potential to 

provide for unmet housing needs within Chichester.  At the time of the Preferred Approach consultation 

(2018/19), the proposal was to provide for both locally arising housing needs in full and a proportion of the 

unmet needs arising from the SDNP (41 dpa).  Also, it is noted that the SA report published as part of the 

consultation considered scenarios – considered to be ‘reasonable’ at that point in time – that would see 

the housing requirement set at figures significantly above LHN (800 dpa and 1,000 dpa were tested).  

However, at the current time, in light of the latest available evidence, scenarios involving setting the 

housing requirement at a figure above LHN can be safely ruled out as unreasonable. 

Conclusion on housing quanta options to examine further 

5.2.14 The possibility of setting the housing requirement at LHN (638 dpa) cannot be ruled out as unreasonable 

at this stage in the process (of defining reasonable growth scenarios).  This is mindful that the proposal at 

the time of the last formal consultation (Preferred Approach, 2018/19) was to provide for needs in full.  The 

following statements from the preceding Issues and Options consultation are also important to recall: 

“In July 2015, the Council adopted the Chichester Local Plan...  However, due to uncertainty about delivery 

of future infrastructure (particularly improvements to the A27 Chichester Bypass and wastewater treatment 

capacity), the Plan was not able to meet the full identified housing need for the area.  To address this, the 

Council committed to undertake a Local Plan Review within five years….”  

5.2.15 Affordability is worsening, with median house prices in the district now 14 times the median earnings of 

those working in the district, and there is also a need to consider affordable and specialist housing needs. 

5.2.16 However, clearly there are major obstacles to providing for LHN in full, as discussed.  In turn, there is a 

clear need to also consider scenarios whereby the housing requirement is set at a figure below LHN 

(leading to unmet housing needs, in the context of a sub-region where this is already a significant issue).   

5.2.17 The matter of precise quanta figures is returned to within Section 5.5, subsequent to consideration of 

broad distribution options, site options and sub-area scenarios. 

N.B. under any reasonable growth scenario, there is also the question of whether, and the extent to which, 

total supply must exceed the requirement (such that there is a ‘supply buffer’), with a view to ensuring that 

the housing requirement is provided for in practice, i.e. ensuring resilience to unforeseen delivery issues, 

which commonly arise at the planning application stage.  This matter is discussed further in Section 5.5. 
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Broad distribution 

Introduction 

5.2.18 This is the second of two sections examining ‘strategic factors’.  The discussion is presented under a 

series of thematic headings, with distinctions drawn between the two plan sub-areas as appropriate. 

A27 capacity  

5.2.19 This warrants being discussed first, as arguably the key issue for the local plan.  A27 capacity primarily 

leads to implications for total growth quantum in the southern plan area (because all locations rely to some 

degree on the A27), but there are also considerations for distribution of growth within the area. 

5.2.20 There are six A27 junctions within the district, and the situation regarding capacity issues is complex.  Both 

National Highways and the County Council have dedicated websites.  The key chronology is as follows: 

• The Issues and Options consultation document explained that A27 capacity was a key reason why the 

adopted local plan “was not able to meet the full identified housing need for the area.”  The 

accompanying SA report gave close consideration to the potential impacts of site options on the A27.   

• A27 capacity was a key issue raised through the consultation, and a key factor informing subsequent 

spatial strategy / site selection, including at a series of elected member meetings over the course of 

2017/2018.  A key summary of the pros and cons of strategic growth locations was presented to 

members at a workshop in March 2018, which clearly highlighted that a barrier to growth on the Manhood 

Peninsula is that: “Access [is] reliant on crossing or joining the A27.”  This remains a key issue. 

• The Preferred Approach consultation document proposed to meet needs in full (and provide for some 

unmet needs from the SDNP) and proposed a spatial strategy focused on the southern plan area, with 

just 4% of total housing growth for the plan period directed to the northeast plan area (see the table 

under Policy S4).  This broad strategy aligned with the adopted local plan, which also directed 4% of 

housing to the northeast plan area (by way of context, the northeast plan area included 7% of population 

in 2011; see the figure under paragraph 3.5.2 of the Issues and Options consultation document).    

Policy S23 (Transport and accessibility) sought to rely on an extensive package of A27 junction 

upgrades, informed by a Transport Study (2018), which is available here.  The Interim SA Report did not 

explore the option of a reduced focus on the southern plan area / increased focus on the northeast (i.e. 

the figure for “parish numbers” was held constant across all distribution scenarios); however, the 

appraisal again explored the merits of scenarios in terms of minimising traffic “trying to cross the A27” 

and also quantified the number of homes, under each scenario, in proximity to a train station. 

• Through the consultation major concerns were raised regarding the costs and deliverability of the 

proposed package of junction upgrades, which triggered a need for further work.  As an early step, formal 

consideration was given to revised housing distribution scenarios, with a new scenario tested that would 

see a major shift in focus to the northeast plan area, with all greenfield allocations in the southern plan 

area (as previously consulted-on) reduced to 100 homes each.  This scenario was introduced in a report 

to DPIP in July 2019, and then appraisal findings were presented to the DPIP in October 2019. 

The October 2019 appraisal findings can be seen here (paragraph 4.6.9), and it is important to note that 

the appraisal raised concerns regarding transport and accessibility implications (albeit A27 concerns 

would be reduced).  It is recognised that the scenario appraised represented something of an extreme 

shift in strategy, relative to the emerging preferred scenario.  However, the report to members explained:  

“Nonetheless, the potential for this area to accommodate a more appropriate increase in the level of 

development compared to that included in the Preferred Approach Plan is under review and the findings 

of the update to the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment will inform consideration...” 

• November 2020 is the next key date, when consideration was given to a ‘revised distribution’ by an all- 

member workshop and DPIP, as well as through a targeted consultation with key stakeholder 

organisations.  The revised distribution involved fairly modest changes to the strategy previously 

consulted-on at the Preferred Approach stage, including a small additional focus the northeast plan area.   

• Findings of the targeted consultation were then reported to DPIP in May 2021.  It was made clear that 

the consultation had not served to highlight any “showstopper” issues necessitating a change in strategy 

(e.g. an increased focus of growth in the northeast plan area), but that further detailed work was ongoing, 

including transport assessment, which could have a major bearing on the approach ultimately taken. 

https://nationalhighways.co.uk/our-roads/pipeline-of-possible-future-schemes/a27-chichester-bypass/
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/campaigns/a27-action/
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/36519/Main-report---Transport-Study-of-Strategic-Development-Options-and-Sustainable-Transport-Measures/pdf/Main_report_-_Transport_Study_of_Strategic_Development_Options_and_Sustainable_Transport_Measures.pdf
https://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s15976/Local%20Plan%20Review%20-%20Responses%20to%20Preferred%20Approach%20Consultation%20and%20Way%20Forward%20-%20appendix%204.pdf#page=39
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• The Strategic Infrastructure Update presented to the 29 July 2021 All Member Session was a then key 

milestone.  At this stage it was recognised that the previously proposed package of junction upgrades 

would not be achievable on the basis of developer funding alone, and hence deliverability was called 

into question, given an absence of external funding sources (as investigated by the council).  A 

supporting Transport Study was also presented, which supported a scenario involving junction upgrades 

delivered according to their priority, with a focus on upgrades from east to west.  The study also 

recommended weighting housing growth to the west of Chichester, i.e. in the direction of Portsmouth. 

Also provided to the All Member Session was the outcome of advice provided to CDC by both the 

Planning Inspectorate and the Planning Advisory Service (PAS).  Both advice notes explained that 

evidencing and ultimately justifying setting the housing requirement below LHN necessitates reaching a 

‘high bar’, and the PAS note goes as far as to suggest a need to demonstrate that ‘no stone has been 

left unturned’ in respect of identifying capacity to deliver new homes locally.  In this light, the report to 

members recommended: “Following the Inspector’s advice, further considering the potential to deliver 

more development in parts of the plan area less constrained by these issues, including the northern part 

of the Plan area, to demonstrate all possible options have been exhausted.” 

• In January 2022, as it became apparent that the only remaining option for reducing the impact on the 

A27 was to investigate delivering a lesser quantum of development through the local plan, the council 

held a further All Members Session.  Officers set out the intention, in agreement with the highway 

authorities, to investigate delivery of 535 dpa in the southern plan area and, in turn, to explore higher 

growth in the northeast plan area.  It was hoped that this would result in a lesser impact on the A27 and 

therefore a reduced mitigation package that would be affordable to be delivered as part of the local plan. 

• Following on from this, discussions with National Highways progressed – over a period of many months, 

stretching well into 2022 – leading to agreement that they would work with CDC to support a phased 

approach to mitigation, with upgrades to the Fishbourne and Bognor roundabouts as a priority 

(Fishbourne junction improvements first and potentially improvements to Bognor Junction later in the 

plan period).10  As this alone was considered to still result in a ‘severe impact’ it was also agreed that 

the plan needed to seek to secure other methods of reducing trip generation on the highway network. 

5.2.21 On this basis, the proposal is to A) identify supply for 535 dpa in the southern plan area (with no supply 

buffer); B) safeguard land for upgrades to the Fishbourne and Bognor roundabouts; C) implement a 

‘monitor and manage’ strategy to guide decision-making over the prioritisation of junction upgrades and 

sustainable transport schemes;11 and D) ensure a focus on avoiding the need to travel and modal shift. 

5.2.22 The wider context is that the A27 Chichester By-Pass major improvement scheme is included in the 

National Highways’ Road Investment Strategy Pipeline for the period 2025-2030 (RIS3).  However, at this 

stage, funding is not guaranteed and its inclusion or otherwise in the final RIS3 programme will be 

confirmed at a later date and is dependent on National Highways option development work.   

5.2.23 In summary, capacity on the A27 is a major issue.  Implications are as follows: 

• Scenarios involving providing for above 535 dpa in the southern plan area are unreasonable.  Indeed, 

the risks involved are such that there are arguments for exploring scenarios involving provision for below 

535 dpa in the southern plan area.  However, on the other hand, developer funding is needed to secure 

A27 junction upgrades (it is assumed, ahead of a decision on RIS3 funding). 

• In turn, there is a need to consider high growth options for the northeast plan area in order to close the 

gap to housing needs, i.e. allow the housing requirement to be set as close as possible to LHN.  This is 

despite major transport arguments against higher growth in the northeast plan area, as discussed below. 

• There is also a need to consider the question of whether supply in the southern plan area should total 

precisely 535 dpa or 535 dpa plus a supply buffer (e.g. 10%).  Supply buffers are standard practice, to 

account for unforeseen delivery issues at the planning application stage; however, this is something of 

a unique circumstance, due to the need to avoid any risk of delivery above 535 dpa in practice.   

• There is a need to distribute housing growth across the southern plan area with a focus on: A) minimising 

the need to travel and supporting modal shift away from the private car; and B) avoiding A27 traffic 

issues as far as possible, which in practice means avoiding or minimising growth on the Manhood 

Peninsula (this is clear cut) and weighting growth to the west of Chichester (this is less certain). 

 
10 Upgrading Stockbridge and Whyke junctions is very challenging, as signalised crossroads with restricted turns would impact 

journeys to / from the Manhood Peninsula.  A Stockbridge Link Road was proposed in 2018, but is no longer deliverable. 
11 A ‘monitor and manage’ strategy has the benefit (over-and-above ‘predict and provide’) of being able to respond to changing 
travel behaviours / patterns, and can help to ensure that ‘sustainable transport’ interventions are prioritised as far as possible.   

https://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=308&MId=1547
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Transport and accessibility (more widely) 

5.2.24 As discussed above, there is a need to minimise A27 traffic as far as possible, and address the inherent 

transport and accessibility challenges associated with higher growth scenarios for the northeast plan area 

(which must inevitably come into consideration, as discussed).  There is also a need to minimise per capita 

greenhouse gas emissions from transport in support of climate change mitigation / decarbonisation 

ambitions, and accessibility is a key ‘communities and health’ consideration.   

5.2.25 A priority issue is distributing growth in-line with the settlement hierarchy and, in turn, ensuring a focus 

of growth at Chichester City.  A second priority consideration is then supporting growth within easy walking 

distance of some or all of the train stations located along the wider A259 / railway corridor, namely at 

Fishbourne, Broadbridge, Nutbourne and Southbourne.  Of these settlements, Southbourne is a higher 

order settlement, and also has the benefit of good connectivity to Havant and Portsmouth, to the west.  

Fishbourne obviously benefits from proximity to Chichester, but there are constraints to growth there. 

5.2.26 Retaining a focus on the western part of the east-west corridor, cycle connectivity is a further strategic 

consideration.  The A259 forms part of the National Cycle Network (Route 2); however, there is an 

identified need to upgrade the cycle infrastructure, if the route is to become an attractive option for longer 

trips.  A consultation was recently held on an ambitious package of upgrades. 

5.2.27 With regards to the eastern part of the east-west corridor, Westhampnett does not have rail connectivity, 

but is in close proximity to Chichester, and a committed strategic urban extension to Chichester will 

enhance links.  It is under 3km cycle distance into Chichester city centre, and there is an existing good 

quality shared offroad cycle route into the city.  There is also good access to nearby employment.   

5.2.28 Tangmere, to the east, is then more distant from Chichester, but is a higher order settlement.  There is 

also a committed strategic urban extension here, which limits arguments for further growth.  The strategic 

urban extension is delivering significant new community infrastructure, to the benefit not only of the new 

community but also the existing community, with positive implications for minimising the need to travel.  

This serves to highlight a wider point around support for strategic growth locations, from a transport 

perspective (and the committed west of Chichester strategic urban extension is another good example). 

5.2.29 Moving to the Manhood Peninsula, the transport arguments for limiting growth here have been explored 

over the course of the plan-making process, including the need to cross or join the problematic Stockbridge 

and Whyke A27 junctions.  This is an issue for private car travel, but also for bus connectivity, with 

busses having to sit in queues of traffic (particularly during tourist season), given an absence of bus priority 

lanes.  There is a need to support the vitality of Selsey and East Wittering as settlement hubs, with a view 

to maintaining services / facilities etc.  This is notably from a perspective of minimising the need to travel, 

but also because there is a very significant older age structure here (33% of those living on the Manhood 

Peninsula are aged 65+).  However, it is not possible to pinpoint any particular issues in these respects 

(recalling the thriving tourism sector) and there is significant recent and committed growth.  There is also 

notably a proposed Selsey to Chichester cycle scheme, but distance is a clear barrier to connectivity. 

5.2.30 At the northern extent of the Peninsula, Hunston and North Mundham are service villages that benefit 

from good cycling and walking connectivity to Chichester city centre via Chichester Ship Canal (under 

3km).  However, the option of higher growth here was explored in detail through the appraisal of alternative 

growth scenarios at the Preferred Approach stage (2018), and found to have limited merit from a transport 

and accessibility perspective, in comparison to scenarios with a greater focus on the east / west corridor.   

5.2.31 Finally, with regards to the northeast plan area, the A27 is not an issue, but there are significant wider 

transport and accessibility considerations.  Transport-related barriers to growth were considered through 

an appraisal of reasonable alternative growth scenarios in late 2019, as discussed above, and there was 

also a dedicated targeted consultation on growth scenarios for the northeast plan area in January 2022, 

which led to transport concerns being raised by neighbouring Waverley Borough and Horsham District.   

5.2.32 Of the four service villages, it is Loxwood and (in particular) Wisborough Green that are best connected 

to a higher order settlement (Billinghurst and Horsham), with the other villages more distant and connected 

by minor roads.  However, across the area as a whole there is undoubtedly limited potential to travel by 

walking / cycling or public transport in comparison to the southern plan area (and the east-west corridor 

in particular).  It is important to recall that there are no settlement hubs in this area. 

5.2.33 Section 5.4 (Appendix V) further considers the varying transport / accessibility merits of the four parishes, 

and there is also discussion of strategic growth options, which tend to have merit in transport terms. 

https://yourvoice.westsussex.gov.uk/chichestertoemsworth
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Nutrient neutrality and water neutrality 

5.2.34 These are two distinct considerations, but warrant being discussed alongside one another.  This is 

because, taken together, they form the second most significant factor with a bearing on the development 

of reasonable growth scenarios, including in respect of A) the question of how much growth can be 

delivered in the northeast plan area; B) the question of whether there is a need to consider ‘below 535 

dpa’ scenarios in the southern plan area (also the question of whether a supply buffer is appropriate); and 

C) the question of how to distribute growth within each of the two areas (in particular the southern area).   

Box 5.1: Nutrient neutrality in the southern plan area 

Water pollution in the form of nutrient enrichment is a significant issue for the Chichester Harbour SSSI, which 

is also subject to a range of international designations (SPA, SAC and Ramsar).  This is a major constraint to 

growth to the north, west and southwest of Chichester City.12  There could also be an issue at Pagham Harbour 

(to the east of Selsey), with ongoing work led by Natural England set to report in 2023. 

The Chichester Harbour SSSI constraint is explained at: www.chichester.gov.uk/nutrientneutrality.  In summary, 

poor water quality is impacting habitats along the length of the Solent, including Chichester Harbour.  

Specifically, nutrient (nitrate) enrichment leads to the issue of eutrophication.  The majority of nutrient inputs are 

from agriculture, but a significant proportion are from the built environment, and wastewater in particular.  Issues 

are potentially particularly acute for Chichester Harbour, where recent work has found the majority of the SSSI 

to be in ‘unfavourable declining’ condition (in comparison, Langstone Harbour is mostly in ‘favourable’ condition). 

As such, Natural England requires that any new development within a wastewater treatment catchment area 

that ultimately feeds into the Solent must demonstrate nutrient neutrality either through its own means or through 

contributions to an agreed nutrient mitigation scheme, for the lifetime of the development. 

There are three key implications for spatial strategy / growth scenarios. 

Firstly, an immediate implication is that there is clear support for growth to the east of Chichester and on the 

Manhood Peninsula,13 where there is not currently a requirement for nutrient neutrality. 

Secondly, there are arguments for supporting growth locations / schemes with good potential to achieve nutrient 

neutrality.  However, it is difficult to draw strong implications for growth scenarios, beyond the need to direct 

growth to locations with strong development viability, as far as possible. 

Thirdly, there is a need to consider variation in wastewater treatment capacity, and the potential for timely 

upgrades to accommodate growth / increased wastewater.  This is a key issue, which has been considered in 

detail, through a Water Quality Assessment (2018) and discussions with Southern Water and the Environment 

Agency, with a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) agreed in November 2021, and then detailed comments 

received through the targeted consultation in early 2022.  The situation is complex, but considerations include: 

• Apuldram treatment works – serves Chichester and Fishbourne, and is the most constrained.  The issue is 

not the environmental capacity of the receiving water course to receive treated water (“dry weather flow 

(DWF) permits”), but rather groundwater infiltration of sewers leading to ‘storm spills’.  Work is ongoing to 

attempt to resolve this issue.  However, currently, any significant new development must demonstrate no net 

increased flows, or connect to the new Chichester to Tangmere pipeline.   

• Thornham and Bosham treatment works – serve the A259 corridor west of Fishbourne.  Southern Water’s 

response to the January 2022 targeted consultation identified limited capacity to accept further flows, and 

there is uncertainty regarding the potential to upgrade capacity, because both treatment works are currently 

using best available technology (BAT) for nutrients removal, such that alternative solutions would need to be 

found to cater for any growth beyond the current capacity (“not a showstopper to development, but may 

require phasing to allow time to plan the necessary investment…”).  A September 2022 update in respect of 

Thornham found there to be less capacity than previously thought, such that Thornham is more constrained. 

Box 5.2: Water neutrality in the northeast plan area 

Groundwater abstraction from Pulborough (in Horsham District) is impacting on designated wetland and riverine 

habitats along the Arun Valley.  This is a primary source of water within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone 

(WRZ), which covers the northeast plan area as well as a wider area. 

 
12 Strategic developments around Chichester city connect to Tangmere, via the new Chichester to Tangmere pipeline, so are 

arguably less constrained than the western part of the east-west corridor (i.e. the catchments of Bosham and Thornham 
treatment works, as well as Apuldram).  The Apuldram Position Statement also limits additional flows to that treatment works.  
13 Parts of the Manhood Peninsula are affected, where surface water drains to Chichester Harbour. 

http://www.chichester.gov.uk/nutrientneutrality
file:///C:/Users/mark.fessey/Desktop/1.%20Chichester/Chichester%20Harbour%20Condition%20Review%20Intertidal%20&%20Subtidal%20NERR090.pdf~page=122
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/36716/Nutrient-Neutrality-Solent-Map/pdf/Nutrient_Neutrality_Solent_Map.pdf
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/dutytocooperate
https://www.southernwater.co.uk/water-for-life/improvements-in-your-area/sussex/chichester-pipeline
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Natural England issued a Position Statement in September 2021, advising that all new developments within the 

WRZ must demonstrate water neutrality via a combination of water efficiency and offsetting, and that this advice 

is likely to stand until a strategic solution is found, which is not likely to be before 2030. 

This led to major issues for determining planning applications and preparing the local plan, and has required the 

joint affected planning authorities to produce a Mitigation Strategy, now endorsed by Natural England, to enable 

new development through local plans to demonstrate water neutrality.  

A joint Mitigation Strategy was agreed in December 2022 (see www.chichester.gov.uk/waterresources). 

However, it is important to be clear that there is more work to be done, to identify and design offsetting schemes, 

before the Strategy can be implemented.  Planning permissions for development identified in local plans will not 

be able to be granted until any necessary offsetting measures have been identified and secured. 

The Mitigation Strategy assumes 20,000 homes across the WRZ over the plan period (2021 – 2039), and 

assumes that all development will achieve the highest standards of water efficiency.  It also assumes that the 

water company (Southern Water) will undertake prescribed steps to reduce the need for abstraction.  

On the basis of these assumptions, Natural England agrees that offsetting schemes – once secured – should 

be sufficient to ensure that growth across the WRZ will not increase water demand for water (as measured 

against baseline demand as set out in Southern Water’s 2019 Water Resource Management Plan). 

In arriving at a figure of 20,000 homes across the WRZ, the Mitigation Strategy assumes 1,796 homes in the 

Chichester northeast plan area (an assumption based on the Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment, HELAA).  This immediately serves to indicate that there is no potential to deliver the high growth 

target figure of 1,854 homes that is discussed above as the (minimum) level of growth that would be necessary 

in the northeast plan area, were the local plan housing requirement to be set at LHN. 

There is no mechanism for revisiting the Mitigation Strategy with an assumed higher growth strategy for the 

Chichester northeast plan area (e.g. 2,000 homes), and commensurately lower growth elsewhere (Crawley, 

Horsham and/or the SDNP).  Also, it is immediately apparent that it would be very challenging to justify restricting 

growth in Crawley or Horsham to allow for a high growth in the Chichester northeast plan area, which is relatively 

poorly suited to a high growth strategy in wide-ranging respects, as a relatively rural area. 

Similarly, there are reasons to suggest that a suitably precautionary approach would involve considering fewer 

than 1,796 homes (e.g. by 5% or 10%), given the inherent uncertainties underpinning the Mitigation Strategy.  

As part of this, there is a need to be mindful that other authorities within the WRZ will be likely be delivering 

growth in parts of their plan areas that are more ‘sustainable’ (in wide ranging respects) than the Chichester 

northeast plan area, and there is currently no certainty regarding the levels of growth in those areas. 

In summary, water neutrality has implications for growth quantum in the northeast plan area.  With regards to 

distribution of growth, it is difficult to draw strong implications for growth scenarios (as per nutrient neutrality). 

Flood risk 

5.2.35 This is another issue that has been associated with a shifting policy context and evidence base, over the 

course of the plan-making process, which has led to significant challenges.  A Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment (SFRA) was only made available late in 2022 (a draft version in October) and a Level 2 SFRA 

(examining specific sites) several weeks after that.  The delay was due to a multitude of factors, but 

primarily delays in gaining Environment Agency technical approval in relation to key modelling outputs, 

combined with having to respond to changing national policy guidance.  Further updates to the SFRA are 

still required in order to comply with additional changes which have been made to national guidance, but 

these updates are unlikely to change the overall assessment of flood risk.   

5.2.36 The 2022 SFRA provides key evidence to inform the consideration of growth scenarios for the two 

settlement hubs on the Manhood Peninsula.  For East Wittering / Bracklesham, the situation is quite 

clear cut, as the SFRA maps show extensive tidal flood risk under climate change scenarios, affecting all 

the sites reasonably in contention for allocation (discussed further below).  Also, sites here have recently 

gained permission at appeal, reducing any argument for supporting further growth through the local plan.  

5.2.37 The situation is less clear cut for Selsey.  There is an area of slightly raised land to the north of the 

settlement that is not affected by flood risk; however, under climate change scenarios the SFRA (2022) 

shows that the only road in and out of Selsey (the B2145) is severely affected by tidal flood risk.  This new 

evidence has had a significant bearing on the consideration of reasonable growth scenarios: 
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• The proposal at the Preferred Approach Stage (2018), as well as at subsequent stages up to and 

including the targeted consultation held in January 2022, was for an allocation at Selsey for ~250 homes.  

There is, realistically, only one site in contention for allocation at Selsey (see discussion in Appendix V). 

• Views changed over the course of 2022, given flood risk concerns combined with reduced need for new 

allocations in the southern plan area (due to sites gaining planning permission at appeal) and increased 

concerns regarding A27 junction capacity.  An allocation at Selsey was seen as a reasonable option to 

explore (through appraisal of reasonable growth scenarios); however, by December 2022 the decision 

was reached that growth scenarios involving an allocation at Selsey could be ruled out as unreasonable. 

5.2.38 Matters are discussed further below, in Section 5.4 (Appendix V).   

5.2.39 Other flood risk issues discussed within the SFRA are of less strategic significance, but one matter for 

consideration here is groundwater flood risk, which is a constraint across much of the east-west corridor 

(see Appendix G of the Level 1 SFRA).  Understanding is that this is typically an issue that can be 

addressed at the development management stage, but it is a consideration for plan-making nonetheless. 

Landscape 

5.2.40 There is a need to consider the setting of both the SDNP and the Chichester Harbour AONB.  Also, there 

is a need to consider variation in landscape sensitivity more widely, as understood from the Chichester 

Landscape Capacity Study (2019), which is available at: www.chichester.gov.uk/localplanevidence.    

5.2.41 The SDNP boundary constrains the entire northern edge of the southern plan area.  However, this is the 

dip slope, and most of the settlements that come into consideration as potential locations for growth are 

located some way distant from the SDNP boundary and/or the A27 is an intervening barrier to growth.   

5.2.42 There are clearly SDNP sensitivities to consider, e.g. the village of West Ashling to the west of Chichester 

(notably close to the A27 corridor) and Goodwood House (grade 1 listed house and parklands) to the east 

(also Halnaker Hill at the eastern edge of the area).  However, there are no ‘headline’ specific areas of 

SDNP sensitivity across the area (focusing on areas reasonably in contention for growth). 

5.2.43 In the northeast plan area, Wisborough Green is closest to the SDNP (also the Mens Special Area of 

Conservation (SAC), which falls within the SDNP and is associated with a sensitive bat population known 

to forage across a wide area).  However, visual and footpath/bridleway links to the SDNP are limited.  In 

contrast, the other villages in the area are all associated with important footpath/bridleway routes 

associated with the River Arun corridor and/or linking to open access common land / woodlands. 

5.2.44 The Chichester Harbour AONB is a key constraint along the A259 corridor to the west of Chichester, 

which is the key road corridor along which settlements are located.  Specifically, all land to the south of 

the road falls within the AONB, such that it is a key constraint to growth.  Also, the AONB constrains the 

western extent of the Manhood Peninsula, specifically land to the west of the A286, although this only 

significantly constrains two service villages, namely Birdham and West Wittering. 

5.2.45 With regards to the Landscape Study (2019), the available summary maps serve to highlight some 

important broad trends across the southern plan area, including relatively limited sensitivity / high capacity 

at certain locations that do come into consideration for growth, including the Southbourne area and 

southeast of Chichester.  For the northeast plan area, the summary map from the Landscape Study serves 

to highlight that landscape is a widespread constraint to growth, although this is least so the case at Ifold.   

Emerging designations  

5.2.46 The Preferred Approach consultation document proposed two new strategic spatial designations within 

the southern plan area: strategic wildlife corridors and landscape gaps.  Whilst not yet examined and 

formally designated, the evidence-base in support of the emerging designations is strong. 

5.2.47 With regards to strategic wildlife corridors, the Preferred Approach consultation document explained 

that work began in 2013, and a detailed evidence based methodology for identifying corridors was 

presented in a background paper.  A further technical consultation on amendments was then held in 2021. 

5.2.48 Undertaking this work, leading to the designation of strategic wildlife corridors, is considered a proactive 

step ahead of a Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) for the area (e.g. West Sussex), which is a 

requirement under the Environment Act 2021, with a view to supporting a national Nature Recovery 

Network.  A key aim is to functionally link the South Downs National Park and Chichester Harbour AONB. 

http://www.chichester.gov.uk/localplanevidence
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/strategicwildlifecorridors
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5.2.49 With regards to landscape gaps, the nature of settlement growth along the A259 corridor west of 

Chichester clearly serves to indicate the need to take a long term approach to managing gaps.  An initial 

study of some but not all areas that may have potential for the introduction of gaps was completed in 2019 

proposing five gaps along this corridor (also one north of Chichester and one to the southeast).  The study 

was not comprehensive and other areas for potential gaps may be considered in due course as part of 

the process of preparing the committed Site Allocation Plan and/or neighbourhood plans.  

Parish allocations 

5.2.50 In practice, another key factor influencing the development of reasonable growth scenarios is the need to 

strike a balance between: A) allocations and broad locations in line with NPPF paragraph 68; and B) 

‘parish allocations’, i.e. assigning housing delivery numbers to parishes, on the assumption that the 

relevant parish council will bring forward a neighbourhood plan that formally allocates sites (recalling that 

it is only once sites have been allocated that they are demonstrably ‘deliverable’ to the extent that they 

can count towards five year housing land supply, in line with NPPF paragraph 74).   

5.2.51 There are three broad considerations: 

• Firstly, there is a need to consider the appropriate balance between ‘local plan’ and ‘parish’ allocations.  

On the one hand, there is very strong national and local political support for neighbourhood planning, 

and many parish councils are highly motivated and well prepared to progress a neighbourhood plan, 

building upon recent experience following the adopted local plan (which provided a housing target to 17 

parishes).  However, on the other hand, there is a need to be aware that neighbourhood plans may take 

time to prepare, and may have some degree of delivery risk, at least in terms of timing.  Also, by 

increasing the delegation of supply to neighbourhood plans leads to decreased potential to appraise the 

merits of the local plan with certainty, because there is naturally a lack of certainty regarding the sites 

that will ultimately be allocated by subsequent neighbourhood plans. 

• Secondly, there is a need to account for variation in the capacity and willingness of parish councils to 

prepare a neighbourhood plan.  This has been a focus of discussion over the years, but there is now 

considered to be quite good understanding across the whole plan area.  Another question, which has 

been a focus of discussion over the years, is whether any given parish should, as a rule, be assigned 

either a local plan or a parish allocation or, alternatively, whether there should be scope for both. 

• Thirdly, there is a need to be clear that assigning parish allocations is inherently challenging.  There is 

often a need to assign a number to a parish on the basis of assumed sites that would ultimately be 

allocated; however, in practice, there can be no certainty that the assumed sites will actually be allocated. 

5.2.52 A DPIP meeting held on 10 April 2018 notably discussed two options, in respect of the number of homes 

to be delivered through parish allocations: A) 2,200 homes; and B) 1,200 homes. 

Speculative planning permissions 

5.2.53 As has already been discussed, in practice a major influence on the process of preparing growth scenarios 

/ deciding on a preferred spatial strategy was ‘shifting sands’ regarding committed supply from sites with 

planning permission.  This was a particular issue for the southern plan area in 2022, with seven sites 

gaining planning permission at appeal (due to the lack of a five year housing land supply) for a total of 465 

homes (also, further sites are currently the subject of ongoing appeals).   

5.2.54 The implication was a need to reduce supply from allocations and parish allocations, with a view to 

ensuring that total supply would not lead to the agreed 535 dpa ‘cap’ being breached.  Also, and in turn, 

there were implications for spatial strategy, e.g. considerations around road and wastewater infrastructure 

capacity, and more general questions around the appropriate level of growth for settlements.  Specific 

issues that arose are discussed further in Section 5.4 (Appendix V).   

Regulation 18 consultation 

5.2.55 Another practical consideration, when preparing reasonable growth scenarios, relates to the degree to 

which it is appropriate to depart from the strategy previously formally consulted-upon under Regulation 18 

in 2018 (albeit there have been subsequent targeted consultations with key stakeholder organisations).   

5.2.56 In respect of parish allocations, the reality is that a number of parish councils began the process of 

preparing a neighbourhood plan on the basis of the number assigned to the parish by the Preferred 

Approach consultation document, such that a significantly changed number leads to issues.   
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5.2.57 There is also the question of a new settlement, with the possibility having been ruled out as unreasonable 

at the Preferred Approach stage (see paragraph 4.4.3 of the Interim SA Report; albeit the possibility was 

given some further consideration internally through appraisal work in October 2019, as discussed above).  

Allocation of a new settlement would almost certainly necessitate a further consultation under the 

Regulation 18 stage and, in turn, there would be a significant delay to the plan-making process.  There is 

a clear argument for avoiding delays as far as possible, given ongoing issues locally in respect of an out-

of-date local plan / lack of a five year housing land supply.  As long as this situation persists, the district 

will be at risk of speculative planning applications (i.e. applications for sites not allocated through a local 

or neighbourhood plan) gaining planning permission at appeal. 

Conclusion on broad distribution issues / options 

5.2.58 This section has sought to: 

• Expand on reasons why there is a 535 dpa supply ‘cap’ for the southeast plan area (also arguments for 

considering lower growth scenarios, and arguments against identifying a supply buffer). 

• Present arguments against a high growth strategy for the northeast plan area (which would be necessary 

to enable the local plan housing requirement to be set at LHN), including water neutrality. 

• Identify headline factors with a bearing on distribution and site selection within both plan areas, including: 

─ The settlement hierarchy and, more generally, a need to direct growth to the most accessible and best-

connected locations, including villages with train stations and good public / active transport options. 

─ A27 junction capacity issues / upgrade potential, which serves as an argument against a focus of 

growth on the Manhood Peninsula, and potentially weighting growth to the west of Chichester. 

─ Nutrient neutrality, which is a major constraint to the west of Chichester (albeit somewhat a matter of 

timing / phasing, i.e. to allow for wastewater treatment upgrades) and a viability consideration. 

─ Flood risk, which is a key constraint to growth at the two settlement hubs on the Manhood Peninsula. 

─ Landscape capacity and two emerging designations (strategic wildlife corridors and landscape gaps; 

although it is important to be clear that the local plan is not aiming to designate landscape gaps, but 

instead this will be left to the Site Allocations Plan and/or neighbourhood plans). 

• Discuss the need for a balanced strategy, including a mix between local plan and parish allocations and, 

in respect of the former, the importance of a mix of sites in terms of size / type and geographic location, 

e.g. there is a need to recognise the merits of larger strategic sites in terms of wide ranging objectives.14 

• Explore practical considerations that have had, and still have, a bearing on reasonable growth scenarios, 

including liaising with parish councils in respect of parish allocations, accounting for speculative planning 

applications gaining permission at appeal and the need to progress the local plan to the publication / 

submission stage as soon as possible (rather than returning to the Regulation 18 stage, if possible). 

5.2.59 This section has not sought to provide a comprehensive picture of the strategic spatial factors with a 

bearing on the development of reasonable growth scenarios, with many other issues (including settlement 

/ parish specific and specific to particular locations around settlement edges) explored in Section 5.4 (or 

more specifically, its supporting appendix).  For example: 

• In the northeast plan area, there is a need to account for the wide-ranging variation between the four 

parishes in terms of environmental and historic environment constraints and also levels of local 

community infrastructure.  Proximity to the Mens SAC is one key constraint to reiterate.  

• Across the east-west corridor (within the southern plan area) there are notable broad spatial trends in 

terms of historic environment sensitivity, e.g. with limited constraint along parts of the A259 corridor west 

of Chichester, particularly in the vicinity of the rail stations, where development is largely 20th century.   

• Across the southern plan area as a whole, there is widespread constraint (over-and-above the matter of 

nutrient neutrality) in terms of proximity and functional links to internationally designated biodiversity 

sites (SPAs and SACs; N.B. matters are explored through a stand-alone Habitats Regulations 

Assessment, HRA).  Also, best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land, including extensive land that 

is of grade 1 quality, is a widespread constraint, particularly across the east-west corridor. 

 
14 The adopted West Chichester allocation is a case in point, with the 1,600 home scheme now coming forward alongside a 
new local centre, employment land, a primary school, a country park, strategic road upgrades and more.   

https://westofchichester.consultationonline.co.uk/the-site-and-the-outline-planning-consent/
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5.3 Site options 

5.3.1 The CDC-led Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA, 2021) is the starting point for 

considering the merits of individual site options.  The HELAA, including a series of settlement-specific 

maps and site-specific proformas, is available at: www.chichester.gov.uk/helaa.   

5.3.2 The two figures below are taken from the HELAA, and present an overview of site options within each of 

the two broad plan sub areas (the northeast plan area and the southern plan area).  Site options are 

categorised according to whether they are discounted or judged ‘developable’ (i.e. available, achievable, 

potentially suitable for allocation and likely to come forward in the plan period).   

N.B. the figures are now somewhat out of date, in that some sites have gained planning permission since 

the time of the HELAA.  For example, the West Chichester strategic urban extension, which is shown as 

a site allocation, now partially has planning permission (Phase 1 of 2) and is under construction. 

5.3.3 The HELAA identifies 193 non-committed developable sites (the green sites in the figures below), of which 

the great majority are available for housing or a mix of uses (with a modest number available for 

employment).  The HELAA records a total combined capacity of non-committed developable sites that is 

far in excess of what is required under any reasonably foreseeable scenario.   

5.3.4 In addition to the HELAA, other workstreams have been ongoing to examine the merits of individual site 

options, led by CDC officers, including discussions with site promoters.  Also, as a supplementary input to 

the process (of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios), AECOM ran GIS analysis of all site options (e.g. 

distance to a listed building, percentage intersect BMV agricultural land).  The outcomes of this analysis 

are presented in Appendix IV (N.B. this is a relatively minor input to the overall process). 

Figure 5.2: All site options in the southern plan area (from the HELAA, 2021) 

 
  

http://www.chichester.gov.uk/helaa
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Figure 5.3: All site options in the northeast plan area (from the HELAA, 2021) 

 

5.4 Parish / settlement scenarios 

Introduction 

5.4.1 Discussion has so far focused on A) ‘top down’ considerations of housing quantum and broad distribution 

issues and options; and B) ‘bottom-up’ consideration of site options.  The next step is to consider each of 

the parishes / settlements within the (whole) plan area in turn, exploring reasonable growth scenarios (in 

the form of one or more allocations or a parish allocation).  Detailed analysis is presented in Appendix V. 

Two sub-plan areas 

5.4.2 The context to site selection / consideration of reasonable growth scenarios is very different across the 

two sub-plan areas, namely the ‘southern plan area and the northeast plan area.  In the former there is 

limited ‘room for manoeuvre’, given the 535 dpa cap on total growth, whilst in the latter there is a clear 

need to explore a wide range of growth quantum scenarios.  As such, the two plan areas are considered 

in turn. 

Methodology 

5.4.3 Appendix V considers each parish in turn.  For each parish consideration is given to reasonable 

alternative approaches that might be taken to growth, either through one or more local plan allocation or 

a parish allocation (there is also a third option, namely a broad location, and the possibility of assigning a 

single parish both a local plan allocation and a parish allocation cannot be ruled out).   

5.4.4 The ultimate aim is to reach a conclusion on parish / settlement scenarios that reasonably need to be 

taken forward to Section 5.5, where parish / settlement scenarios are combined in order to arrive at final 

district-wide reasonable growth scenarios.  The aim is not to present a formal appraisal of reasonable 

alternatives, nor to discuss all feasible options to the same level of detail.  Rather, the aim is to explore 

those options judged to be a more ‘marginal’, i.e. where the question of whether or not to take the option 

forward is finely balanced, mindful of site-specific, settlement-specific and broad strategic considerations.  

This approach is taken mindful of the legal requirement, which is to explain reasons for arriving at 

reasonable alternatives in “outline” terms (and mindful that site options are not reasonable alternatives). 
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Southern plan area 

5.4.5 The discussion in Appendix V leads to a conclusion that: 

• For nine parishes (N.B. the focus is only on those parishes that include a settlement hub or service 

village) there is judged to be only one reasonable growth scenario.  Equally, there is only one reasonable 

growth scenario involving an expansion of Chichester City into a surrounding parish.15 

• For five parishes there are two reasonable growth scenarios to progress to Section 5.5, namely 

Southbourne, Chidham and Hambrook, Westhampnett, Hunston and North Mundham (two parishes that 

warrant being considered together, as the service villages are very closely linked) and Birdham.16 

5.4.6 There are several points to note: 

• All figures in the table below relate to supply over-and-above completions (new homes that have been 

delivered since the start of the plan period) and commitments (new homes with a planning permission 

or an existing allocation that can be safely carried forward into the new local plan).  With regards to 

commitments, it is important to note that the figures reflect understanding as of December 2022.17 

• As discussed, there has been, and still remains, some uncertainty regarding Selsey.  However, on 

balance, the view is that there is only one reasonable scenario, which is no allocation / no growth over-

and-above completions and commitments), including given latest understanding of flood risk. 

• The distinction between local plan vs. parish allocations is explained in Section 5.5. 

• Figures are rounded to the nearest 50. 

Table 5.1: Summary of the parish / settlement scenarios for the southern plan area (with constants greyed-out) 

Parish / settlement 

Parish / settlement scenarios  

(N.B. over-and-above completions and commitments) 

Chichester Parish One scenario: 450 homes 

Chichester urban extension (Oving Parish) One scenario: 700 homes 

Settlement 
hubs 

Tangmere One scenario: 0 homes 

Southbourne Two scenarios: 1,050 or 1,500 homes 

East Wittering and Bracklesham One scenario: 0 homes 

Selsey One scenario: 0 homes 

S
e
rv

ic
e
 v

ill
a
g
e
s
 West 

Fishbourne One scenario: 50 homes 

Bosham (Broadbridge) One scenario: 250 homes 

Chidham and Hambrook Two scenarios: 150 or 250 homes 

Westbourne One scenario: 50 homes 

East 
Westhampnett Two scenarios: 0 or 250 

Boxgrove One scenario: 50 homes 

South 
Hunston and North Mundham Two scenarios: 0 or 50 homes 

Birdham Two scenarios: 0 or 50 homes 

Total homes (over-and-above 
completions and commitments)         

Minimum 2,650 homes 

Maximum 3,550 homes 

 
15 One reasonable growth scenario does not mean that there is no choice, but only that there is less strategic choice than is the 

case for the other areas or, in other words, the choice at those parishes / settlements assigned one reasonable growth scenario 
is considered to be less ‘marginal’.  There is a pragmatic need to minimise the number of ‘variables’ progressed to Section 5.5. 
16 Two reasonable growth scenarios does not mean that there are no other scenarios that warrant consideration, but only that 

these are the key scenarios judged to warrant being progressed to Section 5.5.  For each of the variable parishes / settlements, 
there is a pragmatic need to keep the number of scenarios to a minimum (see further discussion in Section 5.5). 
17 An alternative approach would be to use 31st March 2022 as the cut-off date, which is the end of the 2021 / 2022 monitoring 

year.  Using cut off dates aligned with monitoring years has the benefit of avoiding the issue of trying to prepare a local plan on 
the basis of ‘shifting sands’.  However, in the case of the Chichester southern plan area, there is a clear need to take account of 
the very latest understanding of commitments, given the critical importance of not breaching the 535 dpa growth quantum ‘cap’. 
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Northeast plan area 

5.4.7 The discussion in Appendix V leads to a conclusion that there are three reasonable growth scenarios for 

each of the four parishes if the option of a new settlement at Crouchlands Farm is to be ruled out as 

unreasonable.  The assumption under most of these scenarios is that there would be parish allocations, 

with formal allocations then made through subsequent neighbourhood plans.  However, under the ‘highest’ 

growth scenario for Loxwood, there would be a clear argument for a local plan allocation. 

5.4.8 With regards to the option of a new settlement at Crouchlands Farm, there is a strong argument to suggest 

that this option is unreasonable, such that it should not be taken forward to Section 5.5.  However, on 

balance, it is considered reasonable and appropriate to take the option forward for further consideration.  

The implication is that there is a fourth scenario for Plaistow and Ifold Parish, involving ~600 homes.   

5.4.9 In turn, an arguable maximum reasonable growth scenario for the northeast plan area (in terms of new 

homes over-and-above completions and commitments) involves ~2,250 homes from allocation (i.e. over-

and-above completions and commitments, as well as a windfall assumption).  However, there is clear 

potential to argue that growth of this scale is in fact unreasonable, including due to the water neutrality 

issue.  As discussed above, the agreed Mitigation Strategy assumes ~1,800 homes in total.  This matter 

is discussed further below, in Section 5.5. 

Table 5.2: Summary of the parish scenarios for the northeast plan area 

Parish 

Parish scenarios 

(N.B. over-and-above completions and commitments) 

Lower growth Higher growth Highest growth 

Kirdford 50 150 300 

Loxwood* 75 450 1,050 

Plaistow and Ifold** 25 150 175 

Wisborough Green 50 75 125 

Total homes (over-and-above completions 
and commitments) 

200 825 1,650 

* the assumption under the ‘higher’ and ‘highest’ growth scenarios for Loxwood is that there would be a strategic 

extension to the west of the village.  The strategic extension might be in the region of 400 homes or 1,000 homes 

plus, under both scenarios, it is assumed that a package of smaller sites for around 50 homes would be allocated. 

** Additionally, there is a need to consider the option of a new settlement at Crouchlands Farm.  The site is being 

actively promoted for around 600 homes plus land for a new primary school, but there is also a separate / parallel 

proposal for a Whole Farm Plan without housing (22/01735/FULEIA).  The Whole Farm Plan proposes commercial 

and high welfare, low impact and low intensity farming activity, the gradual development of a rural enterprise centre, 

a rural food and retail centre, equestrian centre, and glamping site. 

  

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=REJPNJER10R00&activeTab=summary
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5.5 Reasonable growth scenarios 

Introduction 

5.5.1 Having gone through a process (see Figure 5.1) involving consideration of strategic factors (Section 5.2), 

site options (Section 5.3) and parish/settlement scenarios (Section 5.4), the final task is to draw matters 

together in order to arrive at reasonable district-wide growth scenarios for appraisal and consultation. 

N.B. to reiterate, the aim is to discharge a central requirement of the SA process, as understood from 

Regulation 12(2) of the SEA Regulations, which is to appraise and consult upon “reasonable alternatives”. 

5.5.2 In theory, the ideal is to identify a single set of reasonable growth scenarios for the plan / whole plan area, 

with a view to ensuring a single, mutually exclusive set of choices.  However, in the case of the Chichester 

Local Plan, there is a clear argument for defining, appraising and consulting-upon two sets of reasonable 

alternative growths scenarios, namely one set for the southern plan area and one for the northeast plan 

area.  This is a practical necessity, given the number of variable parishes / settlements and scenarios 

identified in Section 5.4.  Also, in practice the two plan areas are distant from one another (~25km, 

separated by the SDNP), such that there is limited functional interaction between the two areas (albeit 

there is still some crucial interaction, most notably in terms of providing for housing needs). 

5.5.3 In practice, for each of the two plan areas, the task of defining reasonable growth scenarios involves 

considering ways of combining the parish / settlement scenarios introduced above, also mindful that 

additional supply will come from completions (new homes that have been delivered since the start of the 

plan period), commitments (new homes with a planning permission or an existing allocation that can be 

safely carried forward into the new local plan) and windfall (sites that can be anticipated to come forward 

despite not having an allocation in the local plan, or a neighbourhood plan, because they are otherwise in 

accordance with policy, typically within settlement boundaries). 

South plan area 

5.5.4 The conclusion above (Table 5.1) is that five parishes should be explored further ‘variables’, and that, in 

each case, there are two scenarios to explore.  There are a very large number of potential combinations 

of these scenarios, hence a pragmatic need to minimise the number of variables.   

5.5.5 Specifically, the decision was taken to treat four parishes - Chidham and Hambrook, Birdham and Hunston 

/ North Mundham – as a single variable, and to assume just two growth scenarios: 1) lower growth across 

all four parishes (150 homes); or 2) higher growth across all four parishes (350 homes). 

5.5.6 This led to three variables, each associated with two scenarios.  There are eight potential combinations 

of these scenarios, i.e. there is a shortlist of eight reasonable growth scenarios for the south plan area. 

5.5.7 However, as a final step, it was considered appropriate to rule out the highest growth scenario (i.e. the 

scenario involving higher growth across all three variables).  This is because it would involve a total supply 

of 569 dpa, i.e. there would be a 6% supply buffer over-and-above the 535 ‘cap’.  This is an unreasonably 

large supply buffer, as it would lead to a risk that more than 535 dpa homes are delivered in practice. 

5.5.8 In conclusion, therefore, there are seven reasonable growth scenarios, which are shown in Table 5.3.   

5.5.9 Final points to note are as follows: 

• There is invariably a need to make simplifying assumptions in order to arrive at a manageable number 

of scenarios, given the aim of arriving at scenarios that reflect the objectives of the plan (such that they 

are essentially in the form of alternative key diagrams).  A key motto is that “the phrase all reasonable 

alternatives does not equate to all conceivable alternatives,18 and there is clear precedent on the need 

for proportionality, in respect of the task of arriving at reasonable alternatives. 

• It is important to reiterate that the ‘new supply’ is homes over-and-above completions and commitments. 

• The distinction between local plan vs. parish allocations is explained by the asterisks (*). 

• ‘New supply’ figures are rounded to the nearest 50. 

 
18 See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VALP/VALP%20Report.pdf#page=43   

https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VALP/VALP%20Report.pdf#page=43
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Table 5.3: The RA growth scenarios for the south (constants greyed-out; higher growth parish scenarios in red) 

Scenario 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Supply component 

Completions 658 658 658 658 658 658 658 

Commitments (Dec 2022)19 5476 5476 5476 5476 5476 5476 5476 

Windfall 595 595 595 595 595 595 595 

N
e
w

 s
u
p
p
ly

 

Chichester 
Parish**** 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 

Extension into Oving Parish* 700 700 700 700 700 700 700 

Settlement 
hubs 

Southbourne* 1050 1050 1050 1050 1500 1500 1500 

Selsey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tangmere 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

East Wittering & Bracklesham 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S
e
rv

ic
e
 v

ill
a
g
e
s
 

East 
Westhampnett* 0 0 250 250 0 0 250 

Boxgrove** 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

West 

Fishbourne** 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

Bosham (Broadbridge)* 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 

Chidham and Hambrook** 150 250 150 250 150 250 150 

Westbourne** 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

South 
Hunston and North Mundham** 0 50 0 50 0 50 0 

Birdham** 0 50 0 50 0 50 0 

Total 9,479 9,679 9,729 9929 9,929 10,129 10,179 

Per annum 527 538 541 552 552 563 566 

% under/over 535***** -2% 1% 1% 3% 3% 5% 6% 

* local plan allocation 

** parish allocation 

*** broad location for development20 

**** both a local plan allocation and a parish allocation21 

***** the amber shading aims to highlight a more significant departure from the 535 dpa target figure / ‘cap’. 

  

 
19 This figure reflects an assumption that all commitments at sites involving four or fewer homes (193 homes in total) are within 
the southern plan area.  In practice the number will be lower, as a modest number will be in the northeast plan area.  
20 Southbourne is a broad location for development (see NPPF paragraph 68) with an allocation to be made either through a 
subsequent neighbourhood plan prepared by the parish council or a site allocations plan prepared by CDC. 
21 Southern Gateway is an allocation for 180 homes, plus there is a parish allocation of 270 homes. 
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Northeast plan area 

5.5.10 The conclusion of Section 5.4 is that there are three reasonable growth scenarios for each of the four 

parishes if the option of a new settlement at Crouchlands Farm is to be ruled out as unreasonable.   

5.5.11 However, on balance, there is a need to consider Crouchlands Farm as an option through the appraisal 

of reasonable growth scenarios.  As such, for the parish containing Crouchlands Farm (Plaistow and Ifold, 

although the site is also near to Kirdford), there are four reasonable growth scenarios. 

5.5.12 There are a very large number of potential combinations of these settlement scenarios, hence there is a 

clear pragmatic need to make a simplifying assumption.  This leads to a shortlist of six scenarios. 

Table 5.4: Shortlist of RA growth scenarios for the northeast  

Scenario 
1 1a 2 2a 3 3a 

Supply component 

Completions 54 54 54 

Commitments 198 198 198 

Windfall 62 62 62 

N
e
w

 s
u
p
p
ly

 

Kirdford 

Lower growth 
scenario at all 
villages = 200 

homes 

Higher growth 
scenario at all 
villages = 825 

homes 

Highest growth 
scenario at all 

villages = 1,650 
homes 

Loxwood 

Plaistow and Ifold 

Wisborough Green 

Crouchlands Farm new settlement 0 600 0 600 0 600 

Total homes 514 1,114 1,139 1,514 1,964 2,564 

5.5.13 However, Scenarios 3 and 3a would involve delivering more than the ~1,800 homes assumed as part of 

the Water Neutrality Mitigation Strategy (as discussed above, in Section 5.2).  On balance, just Scenario 

3a is ruled out as unreasonable, on this basis, leaving five reasonable growth scenarios. 

Table 5.5: The RA growth scenarios for the northeast  

Scenario 
1 1a 2 2a 3 

Supply component 

Completions 54 54 54 

Commitments (December 2022) 198 198 198 

Windfall 62 62 62 

N
e
w

 s
u
p
p
ly

 

Kirdford 50 150 300 

Loxwood 75 450 1,050 

Plaistow and Ifold 25 150 175 

Wisborough Green 50 75 125 

Crouchlands Farm new settlement 0 600 0 600 0 

Total homes 514 1,114 1,139 1,514 1,964 

Per annum 29 62 63 84 109 

5.5.14 Final points to note are as follows: 

• See discussion above regarding the need to make simplifying assumptions. 

• It is important to reiterate that ‘new supply’ refers to homes over-and-above completions / commitments. 

• With regards to the distinction between local plan vs. parish allocations, other than Crouchlands Farm 

and highest growth at Loxwood, there would be reliance on parish allocations. 
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6 Growth scenarios appraisal 

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 The aim of this section is to present an appraisal of the two sets of reasonable growth scenarios introduced 

above, i.e. growth scenarios for the southern plan area and the northern plan area.  To reiterate (see 

Section 4), these are the “reasonable alternatives”. 

Methodology 

6.1.2 Each of the two appraisals is presented in the form of an appraisal ‘matrix’, comprising a column for each 

of the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, and a heading for each of the 13 components of the SA 

framework (see Section 3).  Each of the appraisal matrices is followed by a supporting commentary. 

6.1.3 Within each row, the aim is to:  

1) rank the scenarios in order of performance (with a star indicating best performing; “=” indicating 

scenarios performing broadly on a par; and “?” indicating an inability to reach a conclusion); and then  

2) categorise the performance in terms of ‘significant effects’ using red / amber / light green / green.22  

6.1.4 Further points to note on methodology are as follows: 

• Variable supply components – are a primary focus of the appraisal here, although ‘constant’ supply 

components are taken into account when reaching conclusions on significant effects.  Constant supply 

components are a focus of the appraisal in Section 9. 

• Assumptions – there is a need to make a range of assumptions, e.g. around the nature of schemes that 

would come forward, infrastructure delivery etc.  The appraisal aims to strike a balance between 

exploring and explaining assumptions on the one hand whilst, on the other hand, ensuring conciseness. 

• Site specific materials – typically submitted by site promoters, are taken into account with due caution, 

given a risk of bias and mindful that site-specific proposals are subject to change. 

N.B. further general points on appraisal methodology are presented in Section 9. 

6.2 Southern plan area 

6.2.1 The appraisal of the southern plan area reasonable alternative growth scenarios is presented below. 

6.2.2 In summary, the growth scenarios are as follows: 

• Scenario 1 – Supply from completions, commitments, windfall and constant allocations only 

• Scenario 2 – Scenario 1 plus higher growth at select service villages (SVs) 

• Scenario 3 – Scenario 1 plus higher growth at Westhampnett 

• Scenario 4 – Scenario 1 plus higher growth at select SVs and Westhampnett 

• Scenario 5 – Scenario 1 plus higher growth at Southbourne 

• Scenario 6 – Scenario 1 plus higher growth at Southbourne and select SVs 

• Scenario 7 – Scenario 1 plus higher growth at Southbourne and Westhampnett 

  

 
22 Red indicates a significant negative effect; amber a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance; light green a positive 
effect of limited or uncertain significance; and green a significant positive effect.  No colour indicates a neutral effect. 
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Table 6.1: Appraisal of the southern plan area reasonable growth scenarios 

Completions, 

commitments, 

windfall + constant 

allocations + growth 

/ higher growth at… 

Scen 1 

- 

Scen 2 

SVs 

Scen 3 

W’nett 

Scenario 4 

SVs 

W’nett 

Scenario 5 

S’bourne 

Scenario 6 

S’bourne 

SVs 

Scenario 7 

S’bourne 

W’nett 

SA topic Rank of preference and categorisation of effects 

Accessibility 2 3 2 3 
 

3 
 

Air / env quality  4 2 
 

2 
 

4 3 

Biodiversity 2 3 
 

3 3 4 3 

CC adaptation = = = = = = = 

CC mitigation 3 2 2 2 
   

Communities 

and health 
2 2 2 3 

 
2 2 

Economy, 

employment 
= = = = = = = 

Historic env 2 
 

2 2 
  

2 

Housing 5 4 3 2 2 
  

Land, soils, 

resources  
2 3 4 5 6 7 

Landscape 2 2 
 

2 
 

3 
 

Transport 2 3 
 

5 2 5 4 

Water 2 2 
 

2 4 5 4 

Discussion 

There are three immediate points to note.   

• Firstly, Scenarios 3 and 5 are shown to perform well under a relatively high number of topic headings, and to 

perform poorly under relatively few topic headings.  This is an indication that these scenarios perform well 

overall, however, this conclusion cannot be taken from the appraisal with any certainty.  This is because the 

appraisal is undertaken without any assumptions made regarding the degree of importance, or ‘weight’, that 

should be assigned to each topic heading in the decision-making process.  In short, the intention is not for the 

scores in each column to be tallied-up in order to arrive at an overall score for each of the scenarios. 

• Secondly, Scenario 1 (low growth) is shown to perform relatively poorly under most topic headings, with the 

exception of ‘Land’ (reflecting an understanding that the Chichester southern plan area is associated with an 

extensive resource of Grade 1 quality agricultural land).  This reflects an assumption that low growth could 

lead to unmet housing needs that would need to be met elsewhere within a constrained sub-region.  The 

locations where unmet need would be met are not known, but that in itself serves as a reason for proactively 

planning to meet Chichester District’s housing needs in full through the local plan, as far as possible. 

• Thirdly, all of the scenarios are associated with pros and cons, which is invariably the case when dealing with 

scenarios that are ‘reasonable’.  It is for the Council, as decision-maker (not SA), to weigh-up the pros and 

cons of each scenario, and reach a conclusion on which best represents sustainable development on balance. 
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Having made these initial remarks, the following bullet points consider the relative merits of the reasonable 

alternative growth scenarios in terms of each of the SA topic headings in turn: 

• Accessibility (to community infrastructure) – a key differentiator here is the matter of primary school capacity 

at Hunston / North Mundham.  This is discussed in Appendix V, but in summary there is evidence to suggest 

no primary school capacity locally and no potential for expansion, albeit there is some uncertainty in this 

respect, plus there is a need to recognise that pupil forecasts are changeable, and increased school capacity 

elsewhere could serve to free up capacity at North Mundham Primary School.  In this respect, there is a need 

to note the assumption, under all growth scenarios, of a 680 home urban extension to the east of Chichester 

(‘Land east of Chichester’) to include delivery of a new one form entry primary (with potential for two form). 

The other key differentiator, in respect of ‘accessibility’, is tentative support for higher growth at Southbourne, 

i.e. support for a 1,500 home broad location instead of 1,050 home broad location (either way, there would be 

a need for the formal allocation to follow via a subsequent plan).  This reflects a view that support for additional 

homes might enable a more comprehensive scheme, to include additional community infrastructure benefits 

or, at least, additional land given over to community uses (including green infrastructure).  The latest draft 

Southbourne Neighbourhood Plan (NP, 2022) discusses “a serious risk of large scale piecemeal development 

being permitted, with no master planning and minimal developer contributions of land and money towards 

important infrastructure.”  However, it is difficult to conclude that a 1,050 would not suffice. 

The now withdrawn Southbourne Parish NP 2019-2037 (February 2021) proposed a 1,050 home eastern 

extension to the village (extending the 199 home committed site) and presented considerable detail in respect 

of masterplanning in order to realise community and environmental opportunities, and a review of the available 

information does not immediately serve to highlight any additional opportunities that might be realised through 

higher growth (i.e. ~1,500 homes).  It might feasibly assist in terms of new primary school capacity, mindful 

that the withdrawn NP set out a clear requirement for a “minimum of 3.3ha of land… for a 2 Form Entry (FE) 

expandable to 3FE primary school”, and it is understood that primary school capacity at Southbourne is 

important for supporting growth elsewhere on the A259 corridor; however, there is little certainty, at this stage.   

Southbourne is understood to lack a clear centre, which could serve to suggest a particular opportunity.  

However, in practice, it is understood that it there is limited potential to address this issue, given where 

available land is located (primarily north of the railway), and mindful of a site for 199 homes granted permission 

at appeal in 2020.  The withdrawn neighbourhood plan proposed a ‘gateway’ area, close to the rail station, 

that would be a focus of non-housing uses, and it is noted that there is a current planning application for 40 

homes in this area (ref. 22/01903/OUT), which serves to highlight the importance of adopting a strategic plan. 

With regards to land to the west of Southbourne, there has not been the same level of masterplanning effort, 

but land here does have the benefit of closely linking to the secondary school.  Also, it is noted that there are 

few HELAA sites in this area, and so presumably few land-owners, which could help in terms of negotiating 

provision of land for non-housing uses.  Finally, it is recognised that, in practice, a larger (1,500 home) broad 

location could result in a split of growth to the east and to the west, potentially with sub-optimal outcomes in 

terms of securing community infrastructure benefits / planning gain to the benefit of the village as a whole.  

A final consideration is that no parish allocation is made for Birdham under four of the seven reasonable 

growth scenarios.  There is no reason to suggest this gives rise to an issue, but there is a need to be mindful 

that rural primary schools can sometimes struggle to maintain school rolls, in light of decreasing birth rates.  

With regards to significant effects, there is an argument for predicting positive effects, at least under the better 

performing scenarios, given support for certain of the ‘constant’ supply elements, i.e. those that are assumed 

under all scenarios.  However, on balance ‘neutral’ effects are predicted at this stage (see Section 9).   

• Air / wider environmental quality – there is just one small air quality management areas (AQMA) in the 

centre of Chichester; however, it is fair to flag a concern with the higher growth scenarios given A27 capacity 

issues.  This is particularly the case for Scenario 6, which would see additional homes on the Manhood 

Peninsula, leading to a risk of severe traffic congestion at A27 junctions, potentially leading to problematic air 

pollution, with particular concerns for the communities of Stockbridge and Whyke (Chichester southern edge).   

Also, it is fair to flag a concern with Scenario 1, as the lowest growth scenario, as unmet housing needs 

could lead to additional pressure to deliver housing elsewhere within a constrained sub-region, potentially at 

locations that are sub-optimal in terms of transport objectives and, in turn, air quality objectives.  There are 

AQMAs along the A27 at Worthing, as well as within the urban areas of both Portsmouth and Brighton. 

With regards to significant effects, there is also a need to account for the phasing of growth (e.g. Southbourne 

will be later in the plan period) and an improving baseline situation, given the national switch-over to EVs.  In 

this light, it is not possible to predict negative effects with any certainty, i.e. ‘neutral’ effects are predicted. 

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/35039/Southbourne-NP-Review---Neighbourhood-Plan-Submission-Version/pdf/SPNP_Review_-_Submission_Plan_February_2021.pdf~page=99
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=RFFF54ERJ8500
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• Biodiversity – in many respects the settlements and locations / potential locations for growth in question are 

mostly subject to fairly limited biodiversity constraint, in terms of proximity / functional links to internationally, 

nationally and locally designated habitats (also non-designated priority habitat); however, nutrient neutrality 

is a key issue for discussion here (as well as again below, under the ‘water’ heading).  It is on this basis that 

a particular concern is ‘flagged’ with Scenario 6, which would see higher growth at both Southbourne and 

‘select service villages’, to include Chidham / Hambrook (and potentially others) subject to nutrient neutrality.  

In practice, phasing of growth in line with wastewater treatment work upgrades would be a clear requirement; 

however, a more ambitious growth strategy could nonetheless introduce some additional risk. 

In this light, higher growth to the east of Chichester, and specifically at Westhampnett, is supported from a 

biodiversity perspective.  The site is overall considered to be subject to low biodiversity constraint, with a 

primary consideration potentially being the hedgerows along Old Arundel Road, at the site’s northern extent, 

but the need for any significant loss of hedgerow seems unlikely (noting that the proposed scheme does not 

include land to the north of Old Arundel Road).  Land at the eastern edge of the site was previously proposed 

for a strategic wildlife corridor, but this proposal was revised in 2021 (see paragraph 5.2.37, above).   

Returning to the question of higher growth at Southbourne, there is a notably low density of priority habitat 

in this area, and potentially also limited constraint in terms of historic field boundaries, in comparison to other 

locations under consideration for higher growth.  However, the withdrawn neighbourhood plan notably 

proposed a ‘green infrastructure led’ strategic urban extension to the east of the village (see the GI proposals 

here), which could (feasibly) be called into question under a higher growth strategy, and the current draft 

neighbourhood plan includes an emphasis on securing a green ring around the edge of the current built form.  

With regards to land west of Southbourne, a potentially significant constraint relates to agricultural fields being 

functionally linked to the Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA as a ‘secondary support area’ for 

populations of Brent Geese.  Also, more generally, the SPA is in proximity and quite well linked by footpath. 

With regards to significant effects, it is appropriate to flag a risk of ‘moderate or uncertain’ negative effects for 

the worst performing scenario.  With regards to the package of sites / supply components held constant across 

the growth scenarios, there are overall limited concerns, as discussed in Section 9. 

• Climate change adaptation – the primary consideration here is flood risk, particularly fluvial and tidal flood 

risk.  This is a widespread issue across the southern plan area and across the wider coastal sub-region, hence 

there is support for higher growth strategies that direct growth to locations with limited or no flood risk.  That 

is the case for all the locations under consideration here, as variables across the growth scenarios.  There is 

an argument for flagging a concern with Scenario 1 which, as a lowest growth scenario, could lead to pressure 

for development at locations subject to flood risk, likely outside of the district; but this is unlikely. 

North Mundham is closely associated with Bremere Rife, along which there is a fluvial flood zone, but there 

are potential locations for growth not subject to fluvial flood risk.  There is surface water flood risk at a number 

of the locations under consideration for growth, including associated with pooling north of the railway line 

(Southbourne, Chidham and Hambrook) and A27 (Westhampnett), but the extent of the risk zones seems 

unlikely to create a significant challenge for masterplanning, given potential for sustainable drainage systems 

(SuDS).  There is also extensive groundwater flood risk, including affecting Southbourne (see Section 5.2). 

With regards to significant effects, there is a need to account for a constrained site that is a constant across 

all the scenarios (see Section 9), hence neutral effects are predicted for the better performing scenarios.   

• Climate change mitigation – this is a key issue for the local plan, which must demonstrate a suitably 

ambitious approach in respect of minimising greenhouse gas emissions from both transport and the built 

environment.  Taking these matters in turn: 

─ Transport emissions – a stand-alone discussion of transport-related considerations is presented below 

(also see discussion above, under ‘accessibility’), but a key consideration here is in respect of ensuring a 

strategy that provides for 535 dpa in full in the southern plan area, in order to reduce pressure for growth 

elsewhere at locations with high car dependency or a need to travel longer distance by car.  This includes 

the northeast plan area.  Another consideration is the potential for strategic growth locations to support 

walking and cycling and a degree of local trip internalisation / self-sufficiency.   

─ Built environment emissions – strategic growth locations can tend to give rise to a range of opportunities 

over-and-above smaller scale growth locations, particularly where development viability is high on account 

of a strong local housing market and no/few abnormal development costs.  In this light, there is tentatively 

a degree of support for higher growth at Southbourne, and it is noted that both the withdrawn 

neighbourhood plan and the current emerging neighbourhood plan both include a considerable emphasis 

on built environment decarbonisation.  It could well prove that there are additional opportunities to minimise 

per capita emissions under a higher growth scenario (~1,500 homes). 

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/35039/Southbourne-NP-Review---Neighbourhood-Plan-Submission-Version/pdf/SPNP_Review_-_Submission_Plan_February_2021.pdf~page=85
https://southbourne-pc.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/SPNP-Pre-Submission-Modified-Plan-October-2022.pdf#page=52
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With regards to significant effects, it is invariably difficult to draw strong conclusions.  On the one hand, climate 

change mitigation is a global issue (such that local actions only have a limited effect); however, on the other 

hand, there is a need for a level of ambition in line with national and local commitments.  There is also the 

need to factor in that the baseline ‘no plan’ scenario would likely see relatively piecemeal / poorly coordinated 

growth, with opportunities missed for built environment decarbonisation (e.g. a masterplanned approach to 

growth at Southbourne).  On balance, neutral effects are predicted, but see discussion in Section 9. 

• Communities and health – it is difficult to draw strong conclusions in respect of factors over-and-above those 

already discussed above, under ‘accessibility’.  Higher growth at Southbourne could feasibly lead to 

‘communities’ related benefits over-and-above those already discussed (e.g. mindful that the Government’s 

Garden Communities Prospectus (August 2018) suggested 1,500 homes as the minimum size of a garden 

village, albeit potentially with a stand-alone village in mind), but it is difficult to pinpoint specific opportunities. 

There is also a need to consider Chidham and Hambrook, where the Preferred Approach consultation 

document proposed a 500 home parish allocation, and emphasised the need for “a high quality development 

to be masterplanned” so as to deliver a relocated primary school and “improved community facilities including 

recreation, open space, allotments and a convenience store.”  However, there is seemingly no longer any 

potential for a scheme of this nature, to include a primary school, so it may be that higher growth (~250 homes 

over-and-above completions and commitments) results in a range of smaller sites coming forward mindful 

that a 118 home scheme, at the northern extent of the parish, gained permission at appeal in November 2021 

(ref. 20/01826/FUL), and also mindful of six significant pending planning applications, two of which are 

currently at the appeal stage.  The following statement from the Chidham and Hambrook Neighbourhood Plan 

‘Strategy’ consultation document (2022) is also notable: “The [Preferred Approach consultation document 

(2018), required] that land be allocated for a two form primary school in the Parish.  However, the Chichester 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) notes that…  instead, contributions should be made towards the building of 

a new primary school in Southbourne.  Representations made by West Sussex County Council… confirm 

that, combined, growth across Chidham & Hambrook, Bosham and Southbourne will require delivery of new 

primary school provision, though there is currently no certainty as to where this will be provided.” 

As for Westhampnett, it is difficult to point to ways in which the development would directly and significantly 

benefit the village (‘planning gain’), and it is noted that there is high committed growth within the parish (at its 

western extent, some way distant).  Also, the site is adjacent to the A27, such that noise pollution is a 

consideration (although this is also potentially an issue to the west of Chichester), and achieving good access 

(including sufficient space for pedestrians and cyclists) could feasibly prove challenging, given the road 

configuration and historic environment assets.  There are also power lines crossing the site.   

With regards to significant effects, it is again difficult to separate the discussion here from that presented 

above, under ‘accessibility’.  On balance neutral effects are predicted across all the growth scenarios. 

• Economy and employment – none of the sites in question would deliver significant new employment land 

(although the possibility of a shared workspace facility could be explored at Southbourne, and there could be 

additional potential under a higher growth scenario), and it is difficult to suggest that higher housing growth 

would lead to significant benefits in terms of supporting any existing employment areas / companies locally.  

With regards to significant effects, the key point is that objectively assessed employment land needs would 

be met under all scenarios, hence it is possible to conclude significant positive effects (see Section 9).   

• Historic env – all of the variable sites / potential growth locations are associated with a degree of historic 

environment constraint; however, it is judged appropriate to highlight a particular concern with Westhampnett, 

where there is a cluster of three listed buildings (plus other buildings with historic character) close to the site 

access (it is unclear what, if any, junction upgrades would be required), associated with the historic hamlet of 

Maudlin (the junction of Stane Street, which is a Roman Road, and the Old Arundel Road).  Reflecting a 

location adjacent to a Roman road, there is also a likelihood of archaeology, although there is little reason to 

suspect that this could be a barrier to development (or lead to significant delays to development). 

Potential growth locations at Southbourne and Chidham and Hambrook are relatively unconstrained in historic 

environment terms, with historic settlement having been to the south, along the A259 corridor (although 

historic rural lanes are a consideration, including Priors Leaze Lane, where there are two closely linked historic 

farmsteads, both with grade 2 listed farmhouses, collectively shown as ‘Inlands’ on the pre-WWI OS map).  

As for North Mundham / Hunston and Birdham, all three villages are associated with significant historic 

environment constraint, but there would be good potential to avoid impacts through considered site selection. 
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With regards to significant effects, it is appropriate to flag a risk of ‘moderate or uncertain’ negative effects at 

this stage, ahead of receiving detailed comments from Historic England, noting changes made to the proposed 

strategy since the 2018 Preferred Approach stage (Historic England responded to the January 2022 

consultation emphasising a desire to reserve the right to comment further in light of site-specific proposals).  

Having said this, there is inevitably good potential to mitigation impacts through policy and at the DM stage. 

• Housing – the growth scenarios vary only modestly in terms of total growth quantum, but the variation is not 

insignificant, given the likelihood of needing to set the local plan housing requirement at a figure below local 

housing need (LHN) and so export unmet housing need to neighbouring areas, within a subregion where 

unmet housing need is already a significant issue.  There is a clear argument for seeking to deliver 535 dpa 

within the southern plan area, which is the figure agreed with National Highways (who would likely object to 

higher growth on A27 capacity grounds).  As such, Scenario 1 performs poorly, as supply would be 527 dpa. 

An important question is whether supply should modestly exceed 535 dpa, such that there is a ‘supply buffer’ 

to account for unforeseen delivery issues at the development management stage.  A supply buffer is common 

practice, with a view to minimising risk of failing to be able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply at 

any point in the plan period, which has been a major issue recently, leading to numerous sites gaining planning 

permission at appeal.  In this light, and from a pure ‘housing’ perspective, it is fair to suggest that there could 

be merit in a modest supply buffer.  However, it is recognised that there are also clear arguments against a 

supply buffer, given the need to be quite certain that the 535 dpa ‘cap’ will not be breached in practice. 

Aside from the question of total growth quantum, the next most significant consideration is the timing of 

housing delivery, with a view to ensuring a smooth housing supply trajectory, as far as possible, over the 

course of the plan period.  Westhampnett performs well in this respect, as work on a planning application 

would not be delayed by the need for further plan-making, as would be the case for the other variable locations.   

With regards to Southbourne, there are also two further considerations.  Firstly, there is a question-mark (and 

therefore a risk) in respect of whether 1,500 homes is deliverable in the plan period, as making a formal 

allocation will take time, and development will only be able to commence once wastewater treatment work 

upgrades have been completed.  Secondly, there is a need to consider the undoubted importance of the 

Southbourne broad location for meeting the accommodation needs of Traveller communities (see Appendix 

III).  A higher growth scenario could potentially enable needs to be met more fully. 

With regards to significant effects, the key consideration is the implication of lower growth scenarios for unmet 

needs, given clear barriers to housing growth in the northeast plan area, as discussed below. 

• Land, soils, resources – a primary consideration is avoiding the loss of best and most versatile (BMV) 

agricultural land, as far as possible.  The NPPF defines BMV land as that which is of grade 1, 2 or 3a quality, 

and the available national dataset (available at magic.gov.uk), identifies extensive grade 1 quality land 

across the east-west corridor, with a particular concentration at Southbourne.  Agricultural land quality is not 

as high on the Manhood Peninsula, but a very high proportion of land is likely to be of BMV quality nonetheless.  

However, none of the potential growth locations have been surveyed in detail (see the other agricultural land 

quality dataset available at magic.gov.uk), such that it is appropriate to rank the scenarios in order of total 

growth quantum.  Chichester is notably constrained in the sub-regional context, although so is Arun District. 

A further consideration is minerals safeguarding areas, with the key diagram of the West Sussex Mineral 

Local Plan showing extensive soft sand resource along the east-west corridor, including at Southbourne and 

Westhampnett (where there was quarrying of adjacent land in the past).  However, it is also important to note 

that safeguarding is not absolute, as explained by the Minerals Safeguarding Practice Guidance (2019): 

“Allocation of sites for non-minerals development within [safeguarding areas] should be avoided where 

possible…  However, safeguarding is not absolute.  Where other considerations indicate that a proposed site 

allocation… is appropriate… mitigation measures [should] reduce the… amount of resource sterilised.”   

With regards to significant effects, it is difficult to judge what level of BMV land loss is ‘significant’.  Under 

Scenarios 1 and 2 the levels might be judged less than significant, assuming neighbourhood plans account 

for agricultural land quality as part of site selection (which is challenging in the absence of detailed evidence).  

• Landscape – a key source of evidence is the Landscape Study (2019), which serves to highlight limited 

sensitivity / a good degree of capacity at most of the variable growth locations, other than North Mundham. 

At Southbourne, this is quite an open and expansive landscape, but work in support of the withdrawn 

neighbourhood plan served to identify good potential to define a new long term / defensible urban edge, 

assuming a focus of growth to the east of the village.  At Chidham and Hambrook, there does appear to be 

a ‘landscape’ argument for consolidating the north-south built form, accounting for Priors Leaze Travelling 

Showpeople site to the west, and ensuring a strategic approach to avoiding piecemeal expansion into more 

sensitive landscapes to the east (whilst balancing arguments for growth in proximity to the train station).   

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31927/Section-B---East-West-Corridor-Reports-Revised/pdf/1983_Landscape_Capacity_Study_Section_B_East_West_Corridor_Reports_March_2019_Draft_compressed.pdf#page=4
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At Westhampnett, the proposed site (Maudlin Farm) is well-contained, in that there are robust boundaries, 

although there are views into the site from adjacent public rights of way (the OS map shows cycle routes on 

two sides of the site, associated with historic lanes, but these appear to be blocked off by the A27).  At 

Birdham there is a potential concern in that some site options, which might come into contention for allocation, 

relate poorly to the core of the village, and there is a need to avoid the risk of ‘sprawl’ across a flat and quite 

expansive landscape, mindful of views from the A286 and the Somerley Conservation Area to the south. 

A final consideration is the risk of ‘in combination’ impacts from higher growth at both Southbourne and 

Chidham and Hambrook, in terms of maintaining suitable landscape gaps (and, in turn, settlement identity 

and sense of place) along the A259 corridor.  However, it is not clear that there are any significant concerns, 

given intervening Ham Brook corridor, the need to suitably buffer Priors Leaze Travelling Showeople site and 

also mindful of the detailed master planning work that was undertaken for the withdrawn Southbourne NP. 

With regards to significant effects, there is good or reasonable alignment with the landscape capacity study 

under all scenarios (including mindful of sites that are a constant), and there are few concerns regarding 

impacts to one or both of the nearby designated landscapes, hence neutral effects are predicted.   

• Transport – there is a clear and significant concern with higher growth scenarios, given the risk of an 

objection from National Highways on the grounds that the proposed ‘monitor and manage’ strategy (discussed 

in Section 5.2) could be insufficient to avoid severe traffic congestion on the A27.  Higher growth focused at 

Southbourne could potentially give rise to reduced concerns - given the rail station, planned A259 cycle 

upgrades, a lack of direct access onto the A27, good road links to Portsmouth and the potential to masterplan 

with a focus on transport objectives – however, in practice it is not clear that 1,500 homes is deliverable in the 

plan period (because growth can only come forward subsequent to wastewater treatment works upgrades). 

There is also not support for either lower growth or directing growth to the Manhood Peninsula, from a 

transport perspective, as has been discussed.  In this light, Scenario 3 is judged to perform relatively well.  

However, there is nonetheless a need to flag a risk of ‘moderate or uncertain’ negative effects, given the 

inherent uncertainties associated with the A27 monitor and manage strategy, as discussed in Section 5.2. 

• Water – this is a key issue for the southern plan area, specifically the issue of nutrient neutrality, as introduced 

in Section 5.2.  The key issue is wastewater treatment capacity, and whilst in practice there would be a 

requirement for growth to be phased so as to follow capacity upgrades under any scenario, there is 

nonetheless a clear ‘water’ related argument for reducing pressure for upgrades as far as possible, given 

inherent risks of unforeseen costs or otherwise delivery issues.   

As such, there is clear support for Scenario 3, which would avoid higher growth at locations captured by the 

nutrient neutrality constraint.  With regards to Scenario 1, whilst there are nearby locations within the sub-

region that are not constrained by the need for new development to demonstrate nutrient neutrality, the effect 

of lower growth would be to increase pressure for growth in the northeast of the district, which is affected by 

water neutrality, as discussed in Section 5.2. 

6.3 Northeast plan area 

6.3.1 The appraisal of the northeast plan area reasonable alternative growth scenarios is presented within the 

table below.  In summary, the growth scenarios are as follows: 

Supply from completions, commitments, windfall plus… 

• Scenario 1 – Lower growth scenario across all parishes 

─ Scenario 1a – plus Crouchlands Farm New Settlement 

• Scenario 2 – Higher growth scenario across all parishes 

─ Scenario 2a –  plus Crouchlands Farm New Settlement 

• Scenario 3 – Highest growth scenario across all parishes 

6.3.2 To recap the appraisal methodology, within each row of the appraisal table, the aim is to: 1) rank the 

scenarios in order of performance (with a star indicating best performing; “=” indicating scenarios 

performing broadly on a par; and “?” indicating an inability to reach a conclusion); and then 2) categorise 

the performance in terms of ‘significant effects’ using red / amber / light green / green.23  

 
23 Red indicates a significant negative effect; amber a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance; light green a positive 
effect of limited or uncertain significance; and green a significant positive effect.  No colour indicates a neutral effect. 
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Table 6.2: Appraisal of the northeast plan area reasonable growth scenarios 

SA topic 

Scenario 1 

Low 

Scenario 1a 

Low 

Crouchlands 

Scenario 2 

Higher 

Scenario 2a 

Higher 

Crouchlands 

Scenario 3 

Highest 

Rank of preference and categorisation of effects 

Accessibility 2 
 

4 3 5 

Air / env quality  = = = = = 

Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ? 

CC adaptation = = = = = 

CC mitigation ? ? ? ? ? 

Communities 

and health 
2 

 
4 3 5 

Economy, 

employment 
= = = = = 

Historic env 2 
 

4 3 5 

Housing 6 5 4 3 2 

Land, soils, 

resources 
= = = = = 

Landscape 2 
 

4 3 5 

Transport 
 

2 3 4 5 

Water 
 

2 3 4 5 

Discussion 

There are several immediate points to note from the appraisal matrix: 

• Lower growth – is judged preferable to higher growth under six topic headings, whilst higher growth is judged 

preferable to lower growth only in respect of ‘housing’.  However, it does not necessarily follow that the 

appraisal finds lower growth to be preferable, or ‘most sustainable’, overall.  This is because the appraisal is 

undertaken without any assumptions regarding the degree of importance, or ‘weight’, that should be assigned 

to each of the topics in the ‘planning balance’.  It is only the Council, as the decision-making authority, that is 

in a position to arrive at an overall conclusion on the best performing growth scenario on balance. 

• Unmet needs – is a key consideration, but it is difficult to draw conclusions on sustainability implications, other 

than in terms of ‘housing’, as it is not known where unmet needs would be met.  This matter is a focus of 

further discussion below, under several of the topic-specific headings. 

• Crouchlands Farm new settlement – is shown to perform well under several headings, primarily because: the 

location is relatively unconstrained in several environmental respects; and the proposal includes delivery of a 

primary school.  However, there are significant drawbacks to the scheme, as discussed further below. 

• Uncertain effects - is the conclusion under two headings.  In both cases there are important issues/impacts to 

consider, but it is not possible to reach a conclusion on an order of preference with any certainty, including 

once account is taken of the fact that lower growth would lead to unmet needs. 

• No differential effects – is the conclusion under four headings.  These topic headings are considered less 

central to the appraisal, but that is not to say that there are not a range of issues to consider. 
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Having made these opening remarks, the following bullet points consider each of the topic headings in turn: 

• Accessibility – the sub-area, as a whole, is rural and not well-connected to higher order settlements, and 

there are particular concerns with higher growth at Kirdford and Ifold, given the lack of a local primary school.   

Loxwood is the village with the best local ‘offer’, in terms of local services and facilities, and under the highest 

growth scenario there would clearly be the potential to deliver a new primary school in order to meet the needs 

generated by the new community (given an assumption that there would be a strategic expansion to the west 

of the village).  In contrast, the higher growth scenario could risk a piecemeal approach to the westward 

expansion of Loxwood in the long term, with sub-optimal outcomes for community infrastructure and wider 

‘planning gain’.  However, even under the highest growth scenarios, it is not clear what strategic community 

infrastructure would be delivered to the benefit of the existing community / the village as a whole.   

As for Kirdford, a primary school would clearly benefit the existing community, but it seems very unlikely that 

a primary school for the village would be delivered even under the highest growth scenario.   

In this light, the lower growth scenarios are judged to be preferable on balance (N.B. there is no indication 

that any of the existing primary schools are in need of additional pupils in order to remain viable).  However, 

there is considerable uncertainty given the risk of unmet needs being generated that, in turn, must be met in 

locations with equal or greater accessibility challenges.  It is not possible to make any firm assumptions, 

regarding where unmet needs would be met; however, initial considerations include: 1) the south of Waverley 

is similarly rural, but Cranleigh is an expanding large village, and a new settlement is set to come forward at 

Dunsfold Aerodrome, with an SPD adopted earlier last year; and 2) the northern half of Horsham is less rural. 

With regards to Crouchlands Farm, the scheme is proposed to deliver a primary school, which is an important 

consideration, including as it would benefit Kirdford; and the Whole Farm Plan proposals are also noted.  

However, the potential for this number of homes to support a suitably comprehensive scheme is highly 

questionable.  For example, the Government’s Garden Communities Prospectus (2018) suggested a need for 

at least 1,500 homes, and there is also a need to critically consider Crouchlands Farm in light of paragraph 

73 of the NPPF, which sets out criteria under which to judge proposals for larger scale development proposals.  

• Air / wider environmental quality – there are no air quality management areas (AQMAs) in the area, and it 

is difficult to suggest the likelihood of higher growth leading to problematic increased traffic through an AQMA 

outside of the area, despite a safe assumption being that growth locations would see high car dependency.  

Equally, it is difficult to suggest that unmet needs would lead to a risk of increased traffic through an AQMA, 

e.g. noting no AQMAs designated at Borden, Liphook, Haslemere, Cranleigh, Billinghurst or Horsham.  Air 

quality is more of an issue at several towns further afield, including Farnham, Guildford, Godalming and 

Crawley, but the assumption must be that unmet needs would be met closer to the plan area.  Neither is it the 

case that there are any wider issues of likely significance, e.g. with no concerns regarding new homes coming 

forward adjacent to main roads or railways (e.g. in contrast to the southern plan area, where there is a focus 

on growth locations close to the A27, and the emerging strategies for neighbouring areas, e.g. proposals to 

focus growth alongside the A24 in Horsham).   

In this light, it is not possible to confidently support lower growth.  With regards to Crouchlands, it is noted that 

there are contaminated land sensitivities, but these are not thought to affect the proposed development area.  

• Biodiversity – it is not clear that there is any significant risk of impacts to a nationally designated SSSI or a 

locally designated Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SNCI), but there are risks to ancient woodland 

and non-designated priority habitats.  The greatest concern potentially relates to the likely need for significant 

expansion to the north of Kirdford, under a higher / highest growth scenario, as this is a landscape associated 

with a dense network of ancient woodlands, common land and historic field boundaries.   

A second concern relates to Crouchlands Farm new settlement, where development would again lead to 

fragmentation of ancient woodland patches, and potentially lead to problematic recreational pressure; 

although, on the other hand, there could be green infrastructure benefits around enabling access to 

woodlands.  Similarly, on the one hand growth to the south of Ifold would be in close proximity to ancient 

woodland and an associated stream corridor; however, on the other hand, there might be a green and blue 

infrastructure opportunity, with this landscape currently largely inaccessible (including Wepstead Woods to 

the south, which is a very large woodland).   

There is also a need to consider West of Loxwood, on account of its scale.  Overall, this land is considered 

to be relatively low sensitivity, from a biodiversity perspective, in the context of a constrained subregion.  

However, there would be a need for careful consideration of the river / canal corridor, with targeted 

enhancements to offset the pressure that would result from large scale development nearby or adjacent. 

Another consideration is the Mens SAC constraint, which affects Wisborough Green in particular. 

https://www.waverley.gov.uk/Services/Planning-and-building/View-and-comment-on-planning-applications/Large-developments-in-Waverley/Dunsfold-Park-Garden-Village#:~:text=Update,over%20the%20next%2012%20months.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/garden-communities
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf#page=20
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In this light, there is a clear argument for lower growth.  However, on balance, it is not possible to confidently 

conclude that lower growth is preferable to higher growth.  This is because of the extent of biodiversity 

sensitivities affecting locations close to the plan area, where unmet needs might be met.  Perhaps most 

notably, the Haslemere and Liphook area is heavily constrained by internationally designated heathlands, and 

the southern extent of Waverley Borough, in the vicinity of Dunsfold, is constrained by the extensive 

Chiddingfold Forest SSSI complex.  As for the south east of Waverley Borough, this area is associated with a 

fairly high density of ancient woodland, as is land north of Billinghurst / west of Horsham.  Land in the vicinity 

of Billinghurst and the A272 corridor is potentially subject to relatively limited constraint, in biodiversity terms. 

• Climate change adaptation – the primary consideration here is flood risk, particularly fluvial (river) flood 

risk, but also surface water (noting that the distinction between the two types of flooding is often not clear cut).   

Overall, there are fairly limited concerns with regards to the growth scenarios.  However, highest growth 

scenarios could necessitate significant growth to the south of Ifold, where there is a stream corridor 

associated with a fluvial flood risk zone, and to the north of Kirdford, where there is a small stream corridor 

associated with a surface water flood risk zone.  Also, at Loxwood one of the sites identified by the HELAA (at 

the southeast extent of the village) abuts a fluvial flood risk zone.   

Elsewhere, given the location of shortlisted HELAA sites, it is fair to assume that growth would not be directed 

to locations in proximity to river / stream corridors (notably Wisborough Green), or there would be good 

potential to avoid and suitably buffer the flood risk zone (e.g. west of Loxwood, south of Kirdford).   

With regards to the risk of development leading to increased down-stream flood risk, it is difficult to suggest 

this is any concern given that: A) it is typically possible to design in Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) to 

ensure that development does not lead to an increase in surface water runoff; and B) it is difficult to suggest 

downstream urban areas at risk (the only area of note is the southern extent of Wisborough Green, 

downstream of Kirdford).  Equally, it is difficult to suggest any opportunities around supporting enhancements 

to river corridors that lead to increased flood storage.   

Overall, it is not possible to suggest that flood risk is a reason for supporting a lower growth scenario.  This is 

also the case because lower growth would lead to pressure for higher growth elsewhere.  Whilst it is not the 

case that lower growth in the northeast plan area would lead to pressure for higher growth in the constrained 

southern plan area (because the level of growth here is ‘capped’ to reflect A27 capacity), Horsham and 

Cranleigh are notable as settlements with built-up areas subject to a degree of flood risk. 

• Climate change mitigation – this is a key issue for the local plan, which must demonstrate a suitably 

ambitious approach in respect of minimising greenhouse gas emissions from both transport and the built 

environment.  Taking these matters in turn: 

─ Transport emissions – a higher growth strategy for the northeast plan area could well lead to higher per 

capita transport emissions than a lower growth strategy that generates unmet needs that, in turn, are met 

elsewhere, as per the discussion presented above, under ‘accessibility’.  Growth locations would see high 

car dependency and a need to regularly travel longer distances, with no clear opportunities around growth 

supporting improved bus connectivity.  The ongoing national switchover to electric vehicles leads to 

reduced concerns; nonetheless, the clear climate change mitigation / decarbonisation priority is directing 

growth to locations supportive of reduced need to travel, active travel and public transport. 

─ Built environment emissions – strategic growth locations can tend to give rise to a range of opportunities 

over-and-above smaller scale growth locations, particularly where development viability is high on account 

of a strong local housing market and no/few abnormal development costs.  House prices are high in the 

northeast plan area, relative to the southern plan area, which suggests there could be an opportunity.  

However, it is difficult to suggest any particular opportunity at either Crouchlands Farm of West of 

Loxwood, in light of the limited evidence available to date.  Crouchlands Farm is a unique proposition, 

such that the potential for abnormal development costs can be envisaged, leading to reduced funding 

being made available for decarbonisation measures; whilst West of Loxwood is known to face road access 

challenges, which could prove costly to address.  Furthermore, both schemes are at an early stage of 

development, such that there is no reason to suggest any particular ambition on the part of the developer 

/ commitment to directing limited funds to decarbonisation, and neither site is associated with any clear 

site-specific opportunity in respect of renewable heat or power.  At Loxwood there could feasibly be an 

opportunity to draw ambient heat from the river/canal, but this is highly speculative. 

Under an unmet needs scenario it could well prove to be the case that housing is directed to locations 

supportive of minimising transport and/or built environment emissions; however, there is no certainty that this 

would be the case.  As such, there is a need to conclude uncertain effects. 
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• Communities and health – as per the discussion above, under ‘accessibility’, there are few readily 

identifiable growth related ‘communities’ opportunities.   

─ New communities - would benefit from living in an attractive rural area, associated with historic villages 

and high quality countryside, and at a number of the potential growth locations – notably Crouchlands 

Farm (Whole Farm Plan) and West of Loxwood (river / canal corridor) – the potential to deliver high quality 

schemes, that prove very desirable as a place to live, particularly for families, can be envisaged.  However, 

new communities would still face challenges in respect of accessibility, as has been discussed. 

─ Existing communities – there is a strong argument for a degree of growth within all four of the parishes, 

over the plan period, with view to: supporting local services / facilities / retail; delivering housing, to include 

affordable housing and potentially also specialist accommodation, targeted at meeting local needs; and 

more generally supporting village vitality.  However, it is difficult to identify any significant opportunities 

associated with higher growth, around delivering new infrastructure, investment or wider ‘planning gain’.   

Considerations include: Crouchlands Farm new settlement is proposing to deliver a primary school that is 

closer to Kirdford than the current primary school at Plaistow, but there would still be a need to reach the 

school by car; growth to the south of Ifold (there is only a village hall and a small shop) might be delivered 

in a ‘comprehensive’ fashion such that there is the potential to deliver, for example, a play area, recreation 

ground or community hub, but there is no reason to assume comprehensive growth; similarly, strategic 

growth west of Loxwood might feasibly benefit Ifold, but this is highly uncertain, given the intervening river 

/ canal corridor; and higher growth at Wisborough Green would likely involve a large site adjacent to the 

village primary school, but there is no reason to assume any particular opportunity (e.g. school expansion). 

Overall, there is a preference for lower growth, mindful of the interests of existing communities; and a degree 

of support for Crouchlands Farm.  However, this conclusion is uncertain (due to unmet needs leading to knock-

on ‘communities’ implications), and the drawbacks to higher growth are potentially of limited significance. 

• Economy and employment – none of the sites in question would deliver significant new employment land 

(although the possibility of a shared workspace facility could be explored at larger sites), and it is difficult to 

suggest that higher housing growth would lead to significant benefits in terms of supporting any existing 

employment areas / companies locally or the rural economy in the local area.  That is not to say that there 

would not be benefits, but it is not clear that benefits would be significant or specific to the northeast plan area.  

A further consideration is around supporting the Whole Farm Plan proposal at Crouchlands Farm; however, 

there is no reason to suggest that housing growth would lead to a particular opportunity (indeed, the 

assumption is that land for a new primary school would be at the expense of an equestrian centre).  Also, 

there is little evidence to provide an economic argument for retail and employment development in this area.   

• Historic environment – Kirdford, Plaistow and Wisborough Green all have designated conservation areas, 

and Loxwood has a notable historic core, whilst Ifold has limited historic character, as an early / mid-20th 

Century new settlement, and Crouchlands Farm is thought to be of relatively low sensitivity, from a historic 

environment perspective (e.g. in the context of other new settlements / options elsewhere), although there is 

clear landscape sensitivity, which will relate to historic environment / heritage sensitivity.  There is not known 

to be any particular archaeological constraints that might serve to hinder growth (recognising that archaeology 

can often be dealt with appropriately at the development management stage), with no scheduled monuments 

in the vicinity of any of the potential growth locations, and limited intersect with ‘archaeological record’ areas. 

Focusing on Kirdford, Plaistow and Wisborough Green, there appears to be good potential to deliver limited 

growth in such a way that effects to the conservation areas, and particular listed buildings / clusters of listed 

buildings (taking account of setting), can be avoided or suitably mitigated.  However, at all three settlements 

there are clear concerns associated with the highest growth scenario, and this is most notably the case at 

Wisborough Green, where there could well be a need to support up to 80 homes near adjacent to the grade 

1 listed church.  Having said this, it is noted that the proposal amounts to just 14.5 dwellings per hectare (the 

site is 5.5 ha), such that there would likely be good potential to deliver a green space buffer to the church and 

wider conservation area.  Also, at Plaistow there is a need to recall that the loose and open built form of the 

settlement is such that the adopted local plan does not define a settlement policy boundary. 

• Housing – as set out in Section 2 of this report, there is a need for housing growth in the northeast plan area 

to ‘close the gap’ to local housing need (LHN), given a ‘cap’ on supply in the southern plan area, with a view 

to minimising the level of unmet need exported from Chichester to neighbouring local authorities (in a sub 

region where unmet need is already a significant issue, such that there is inherently uncertainty regarding if 

and when unmet needs will be provided for in practice, as well as where).  This is despite the fact that the 

great majority of housing needs across plan area as a whole comes from the southern plan area, and there 

is quite poor connectivity between the northern plan area and the southern plan area. 
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In this light, there is (on balance) support for the highest growth scenarios.  However, these scenarios are 

associated with considerable delivery risk, particularly in respect of a ~1,000 home scheme to the west of 

Loxwood, but also notably Crouchlands Farm.  If the Council were to commit to delivering both sites, in order 

to enable a higher housing requirement to be set / minimise the need to export unmet housing need, and were 

it to transpire that both sites are significantly delayed, there would be a clear risk of the district failing to be 

able to maintain a five year housing land supply, as measured against the committed housing requirement (or 

fail the housing delivery test).  In turn, there would be a risk of speculative planning applications gaining 

permission at appeal, which has been a significant issue for the Council over recent years. 

Finally, an important consideration is affordable housing, with the Government’s guidance (PPG) suggesting 

that affordable housing needs can serve as a reason to consider setting the housing requirement at a figure 

above LHN.  For the whole plan area, the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA, 

2022) identified a need for 278 social/affordable rented homes per annum, plus a need for up to 301 ‘affordable 

home ownership’ homes per annum.  Taken together, these figures suggest an affordable housing need figure 

that is not far short of LHN, and hence a figure that is not achievable, recognising that affordable housing can 

only viably be delivered at a rate of perhaps up to 40% of total housing (and requiring a higher rate invariably 

leads to a need to compromise on other objectives).  In turn, affordable housing needs lead to an argument 

in support of higher growth / against lower growth (see further discussion in the HEDNA, pgs. 4 and 5).   

• Land, soils, resources – a primary consideration is avoiding the loss of best and most versatile (BMV) 

agricultural land, as far as possible.  The NPPF defines BMV land as that which is of grade 1, 2 or 3a quality, 

and the available national dataset (available at magic.gov.uk), identifies that the entirety of the NE Plan Area 

comprises ‘grade 3’ quality land (bar river/stream corridors, where quality is lower).  In practice, this land may 

be grade 3a (and therefore BMV quality) or grade 3b (and therefore not of BMV quality), with a need for 

detailed survey work to draw out this distinction.  Detailed survey work has only been undertaken for one very 

small area of land, at Kirdford, which found the land to be of grade 3b quality.  In light of this discussion, it is 

difficult to suggest that there is a strong argument for supporting lower growth, recognising that there is no 

reason to assume that unmet needs would be met in an area associated with lower quality agricultural land.  

Aside from avoiding loss of high quality or otherwise productive agricultural land, a further consideration is 

avoiding the undue sterilisation of minerals resources.  The northeast plan area falls within a safeguarding 

area; however, this area is very extensive, such that there is little reason to assume that, in practice, there 

would be a need to extract minerals ahead of development at any of the sites in question. 

• Landscape – a key source of evidence is the Landscape Capacity Study (2019), which serves to highlight 

that landscape capacity is a constraint to higher growth scenarios at most settlements, although less so Ifold.  

Greatest concerns are around higher/highest growth at Kirdford and highest growth at Wisborough Green.  

Focusing on Kirdford, there is a concern that ‘higher’ growth would lead to growth that is not well contained in 

landscape terms, such that there is a risk of further piecemeal growth / development creep over time. 

In this light, the lower growth scenarios are judged to be preferable on balance.  However, there is 

considerable uncertainty given the risk of unmet needs being generated that, in turn, must be met in locations 

with equal or greater landscape constraints.  There is also a need to consider unmet housing needs arising 

from the South Downs National Park, which must be provided for as a priority ahead of any unmet needs 

arising from the Chichester Local Plan Area, from a landscape perspective.    

Finally, with regards to Crouchlands Farm, this site is not examined by the Landscape Capacity Study, but 

is it possible to make three initial observations:   

─ The proposed development area is somewhat associated with an east-west stream corridor (flowing  

towards Ifold), plus there are numerous woodland patches, such that there may be fairly good potential to 

ensure containment within the landscape.  However, there would still be a need for further work to ensure 

a comprehensive scheme that does not give rise to a risk of piecemeal development ‘creep’ over time, 

and the proposed development footprint would ideally be more nucleated, in order to minimise landscape 

impact / risk of future calls for ‘rounding-off’ (and with a view to supporting a walkable neighbourhood).  

─ The location is notably rural, and it seems unlikely that there are significant views into or across the site 

from nearby high points in the landscape, such that the range of ‘sensitive receptors’, in terms of landscape 

impacts, is likely to be limited.  However, issues are likely to include: traffic along Rickmans Lane and the 

other two lanes linking to Ifold and Kirdford, along which there are attractive rural views and a number of 

listed buildings and other buildings with historic character (shown on the pre-1914 OS map).  Also, a 

bridleway passes through the site, which links Plaistow to Kirdford.   

─ The 600 dwellings figure is based on 35 dwellings per hectare, which is quite a high density. 

The figure below shows the latest concept masterplan received from the site promoters. 

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31929/Section-D---North-East-Reports-Revised/pdf/1983_Landscape_Capacity_Study_Section_D_North_East_Reports_March_2019_compressed.pdf
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• Transport – a range of concerns with higher growth have already been introduced above, under the 

‘accessibility’, ‘communities’ and ‘climate change mitigation’ headings.  Another general concern, not a focus 

of discussion above, is the risk of problematic traffic, and potentially road safety issues (including relating to 

cyclists, horse riders and pedestrians), along rural lanes.  There are also specific sites where the potential to 

achieve site access that is both safe and suitable in wider terms is not yet entirely clear.  This includes: 

─ West of Loxwood - there is currently no known way of achieving access from the north, which might well 

be necessary in order to support a ~1,000 home scheme;  

─ North of Kirdford - it seems likely that all development would need to be accessed via HKD0002, which 

has planning permission for 54 homes (ref. 19/00086/FUL), and where construction of the access road 

appears to have begun, which leads to uncertainty regarding the capacity of the access road and junction 

onto Plaistow Road to accommodate significant additional traffic from additional homes (it is also noted 

that Kirdford Chapel is adjacent to the access junction, although this is not a historic building); and 

─ East of Wisborough Green – the potential for two points of access can be envisaged; however: access 

onto Newpound Lane would be constrained on account of the narrow rural character of the lane and the 

need to avoid conflicts with primary school traffic; whilst access onto Glebe Way would be constrained as 

this is a narrow cul-de-sac, seemingly designed to support traffic from just a small number of homes. 

Finally, there is a need to note that both Waverley Council and Surrey County Council responded to an informal 

consultation in early 2022 stating concern regarding higher growth in the northeast plan area on transport 

grounds, highlighting the poor public transport connectivity and general rurality of the area.   

• Water – the matter of water neutrality has already been introduced above, in Section 5.2.  In short, despite 

a Mitigation Strategy now having been agreed, water neutrality remains a key constraint to higher growth. 

With regards to water quality, the primary consideration is understood to be the capacity to treat additional 

wastewater in in the Plaistow / Ifold / Loxwood area, where the waste water treatment works is currently 

operating above capacity (hydrological capacity and/or environmental capacity of the receiving watercourse).  

There is typically potential to deliver capacity upgrades, but there can be challenges, hence there is a case 

for directing growth to locations with existing capacity, with a view to avoiding the risk of capacity breaches. 

In conclusion, the appraisal shows all the reasonable alternative growth scenarios to be associated with pros 

and cons, and it is for the Council to weigh these in balance.  There are clear challenges to delivering higher 

growth, but equally lower growth scenarios would lead to unmet housing needs, and there is currently limited 

evidence to suggest when or where unmet needs would be provided for in practice. 

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=PL47G4ERGBW00
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7 The preferred growth scenario 

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 As discussed, the aim of Section 6 is not to appraisal alternative scenarios in order to arrive at a conclusion 

on which is best, or ‘most sustainable’ overall.  Rather, it is the role of the plan-making authority to arrive 

at that conclusion, informed by the appraisal.  This section presents the response of CDC officers to the 

two growth scenarios appraisals and, in turn, officers’ reasons for supporting the preferred approaches. 

7.2 Southern plan area 

The following statement gives officers’ reasons for supporting Scenario 3 (completions, commitments, 

windfall and constant allocations plus an allocation at Westhampnett) in light of the appraisal.   

Statement provided by officers 

“The appraisal shows Scenario 3 to perform well, with few drawbacks relative to the reasonable 

alternatives.  Higher growth at Southbourne, in place of an allocation at Maudlin Farm, Westhampnett, 

may be identified as preferable in a number of respects; however, there are significant concerns with 

regard to deliverability of a higher quantum of housing.  Due to the need for infrastructure upgrades to the 

wastewater treatment works at Thornham, development is unlikely to be deliverable in this area in the first 

five years of the plan period and further development here will lead to a greater proportion of the overall 

development proposed by the plan being delivered later in the plan period.  Given the resultant late 

delivery of development, it is therefore unlikely that a greater number of dwellings that 1,050 will be 

deliverable within the lifetime of the plan.  It should also be noted that there are minor variances in councils 

preferred distribution of development, most notably parish allocations of 30 dwellings at Fishbourne and 

Westbourne, instead of 50 (as assumed above).” 

7.3 Northeast plan area 

7.3.1 The following statement explains CDC officers’ reasons for supporting a blend between Scenarios 1 and 

2 (with an adjustment for Loxwood) in light of the appraisal.  Specifically, there is support for: Lower growth 

at Kirdford and Plaistow and Ifold; and Higher growth at Loxwood (adjusted) and Wisborough Green. 

Statement provided by officers 

“Meeting housing needs locally is a priority issue.  However, the appraisal serves to highlight a wide range 

of drawbacks to supporting the highest levels of growth, including a number that are highly significant.   

These drawbacks relate both to the unsuitability of the northeast plan area as a whole, as a location for 

significant growth, including around unsustainable travel patterns and risks to achieving water neutrality 

(at least under the highest growth scenario; this is also an issue for the timing of growth); and settlement 

and site-specific considerations, including at Kirdford, Wisborough Green and Crouchlands Farm.  At all 

of these locations it is difficult to envisage the potential to justify the impacts that would result from 

significant growth, given assumed growth locations / sites, and knowledge of scheme proposals. 

As the higher and highest growth scenarios at Loxwood may involve an expansion to the west of Loxwood, 

it has been necessary to consider this in more detail, notwithstanding that it would be for the 

neighbourhood plan to consider any site allocations.  With regards to strategic expansion to the west of 

Loxwood, there are fewer constraints to growth here than is the case for the other villages.  However, 

there is insufficient confidence regarding deliverability of the full (~1,000 home) scheme.  Turning to the 

400 home scheme assumed by the appraisal under a higher growth scenario, it is notable that latest 

information from the site promoters is that the site capacity is 325 homes.  Furthermore, it is considered 

more reasonable for the neighbourhood plan to consider the potential for any allocation of this site to 

potentially include a first phase for around 150 homes, rather than supporting delivery of the site in its 

entirety in the plan period.  This would address concerns regarding deliverability (market saturation) and 

will encourage a masterplanned approach for the site as a whole (which does form an obvious parcel, with 

clear boundaries).  Finally, the capacity of smaller sites around the village is 70, which brings the total 

preferred parish allocation for Loxwood to 220 homes. 

Having regard to the above, the preferred scenario provides a blend between Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 

(as introduced above), with a downward adjustment for Loxwood (from the higher scenario).”   
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Part 2: What are the appraisal 
findings at this stage? 
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8 Introduction to Part 2 
8.1.1 The aim here is to present an appraisal of the proposed submission plan, as currently published.   

8.1.2 In practice, the appraisal builds upon the appraisal of the preferred growth scenarios for the southern plan 

area (Scenario 3) and the northeast plan area (a blend between Scenario 1 and Scenario 2) presented 

above, within Section 6.  Specifically, the appraisal presented here builds upon the appraisals presented 

in Section 6 by giving added consideration to: 

• Supply components (allocations and parish allocations) that are a ‘constant’ across the growth scenarios 

appraised in Section 6; and 

• Thematic policies (both district-wide and site-specific). 

Overview of the plan 

8.1.3 The plan presents policies under the following headings: 

• Spatial Strategy 

• Climate change and the natural environment 

• Housing 

• Place-making, health and well-being 

• Employment and economy 

• Transport and accessibility 

• Infrastructure 

• Site and area based policies 

8.1.4 The appraisal presented below focuses on the spatial strategy and, in particular, the package of new 

proposed supply components (allocations, parish allocations and a broad location for development) that 

are proposed in order to meet development needs (as far as possible) and wider plan objectives.  As such, 

the appraisal focuses on policies presented under the Spatial Strategy, Housing and Employment and 

economy headings, and specifically those policies dealing with new proposed supply.  Existing committed 

sites that are being caried forward can be assumed part of the baseline, for the purposes of appraisal.   

8.1.5 This approach is taken mindful that it is the spatial strategy that overwhelmingly generates significant 

effects on the baseline.  Thematic policies are less likely to generate significant effects, but rather have a 

supporting role, serving to mitigate the impacts of growth and ensure that growth-related opportunities are 

realised.  In term, the appraisal seeks to give proportionate consideration to thematic policies. 

8.1.6 The spatial strategy is reflected in a key diagram, which is reproduced below as Figure 8.1. 

Appraisal methodology 

8.1.7 Appraisal findings are presented across 13 sections below, with each section dealing with a specific 

sustainability topic.  For each of the sustainability topics in turn, the aim is to discuss the merits of the 

proposed submission plan, as a whole, before reaching an overall conclusion on significant effects.  

Specifically, the regulatory requirement is to “identify, describe and evaluate” significant effects.   

8.1.8 Conclusions on significant effects are reached on the basis of available evidence and understanding of 

key issues and opportunities, mindful of the guidance presented within the Schedules 1 and 2 of the SEA 

Regulations.  Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging 

given the high level nature of the local plan.  The ability to predict effects accurately is also limited by 

knowledge gaps in respect of the baseline (both now and in the future).  In light of this, there is a need to 

make considerable assumptions regarding how the plan will be implemented ‘on the ground’ and the effect 

on particular receptors.  Assumptions are discussed in the appraisal text where necessary. 

8.1.9 The appraisal aims to strike a balance between, on the one hand, a need to be systematic, and on the 

other hand, a need for conciseness and accessibility.  The aim is not to systematically discuss each and 

every element of the plan in respect of each element of the SA framework. 
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Figure 8.1: The key diagram 

 

9 Appraisal of the proposed 
submission plan 

9.1.1 This section presents an appraisal of the proposed submission plan as whole.  The appraisal is presented 

as a series of narratives under the SA framework (see Section 3). 

9.2 Accessibility 

Objective: Provide access to services and facilities 

9.2.1 The discussion presented in Section 6 is tentatively supportive of the proposed strategy for the southern 

plan area, but raises some concerns with regards to support for a higher growth strategy for the northeast 

plan area.  Specifically, the proposal is for the northeast plan area to support 6.6% of total housing growth 

over the plan period, which is a higher proportion than planned for in the adopted local plan (4%), or 

proposed at the time of the Preferred Approach consultation in 2018 (4%).  However, by way of context, it 

is important to recall that the northeast plan area is home to around 7% of the population of the plan area. 

9.2.2 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• Southbourne – a strategic scale scheme is supported, from a perspective of seeking to ensure 

investment in new and upgraded infrastructure, including community infrastructure, alongside new 

housing.  The proposed policy requires: “adequate provision of supporting infrastructure including 

education provision, community facilities and transport in accordance with the most up to date 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan.”  Also, the supporting text explains: “This is likely to include a new two form 

entry primary school with potential for expansion, expansion of secondary school provision, early years’ 

childcare provision, community hall/centre and expansion of doctors’ surgery plus flexible space for 

employment/small-scale leisure use.”   
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There are important differences between land to the west and east of Southbourne, in terms of inherent 

locational opportunities for delivering new and upgraded infrastructure, hence it could be suggested that 

consideration might be given to adding further specificity through the local plan policy.  However, there 

will be good potential to take steps to ensure that opportunities are fully realised through a subsequent 

Southbourne NP or a Site Allocation Plan.   

• Loxwood – in theory, there could be a degree of concern regarding piecemeal growth here leading to 

opportunities missed in respect of securing investment in new and upgraded infrastructure, including 

community infrastructure.  It is understood that there are ‘accessibility’ arguments (around primary and 

secondary school capacity), and wider ‘communities’ arguments for a modest scale of growth (or, at 

least, a slower rate of growth, i.e. growth over a longer period of time), but there is a need to consider 

whether there could be a trade-off, in terms of the landowner’s willingness to fund infrastructure and/or 

make land available for non-housing uses.  Having said this, and as discussed in Section 6, even under 

a scenario whereby there is support for higher growth to the west of Loxwood in the plan period (e.g. 

350 homes in the plan period, instead the assumption of a 150 home scheme, which underpins the 

current assumed parish allocation of 220 homes),24 it is not clear what additional community 

infrastructure benefits would be achieved, and there could be issues in terms of school capacity.  It is 

also noted that the Loxwood Neighbourhood Plan might choose to allocate a site for more than ~150 

homes, in order to secure a comprehensive scheme; however, this is unlikely, as this would amount to 

a high growth scenario for the village as a whole (given an assumption that ~70 homes would also come 

forward at smaller developable HELAA sites), feasibly leading to pressure on school capacity. 

• Kirdford – a 50 home parish allocation over-and-above recent and committed growth amounts to 

significant growth for a village that lacks a primary school (with the school having closed in 2001), and 

it is not possible to envisage any clear community infrastructure-related growth opportunity.  However, 

as discussed in Sections 5 and 6, it is not clear that there is a reasonable lower growth scenario. 

• The northern plan area in general – the appraisal in Section 6 supports lower growth overall, from an 

‘accessibility’ perspective, but explains: “there is considerable uncertainty given the risk of unmet needs 

being generated that, in turn, must be met in locations with equal or greater accessibility challenges.”   

9.2.3 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, an immediate consideration is 

the proposed allocation of Land East of Chichester for a 680 home residential-led scheme.  This site is 

supported, given a proposed requirement for: “A neighbourhood centre incorporating local shops, a 

community centre, flexible space for employment/ small-scale leisure uses and a one-form (expandable 

to two-form) entry primary school with provision for early years/ childcare and special educational needs...” 

9.2.4 Also, there is a degree of support for Highgrove Farm (245 homes, over-and-above the permitted site for 

50 homes) given a requirement for a “community building”.  However, it is understood that school capacity 

will be provided by a new school at Southbourne (which is some way distant; in contrast, Bosham Primary 

School is nearby).  The situation in respect of primary school capacity in this area (the A259 corridor west 

of Chichester) is obviously evolving given new capacity through the West of Chichester urban extension. 

9.2.5 Similarly, there is a need to consider the scale of the parish allocation (over-and-above completions and 

commitments) assigned to Chidham and Hambrook.  As discussed in Appendix V, the intention at the 

Preferred Approach stage was for “a high quality development to be masterplanned” so as to deliver a 

relocated primary school and “improved community facilities including recreation, open space....”  

9.2.6 With regards to thematic policies, numerous are supportive of ‘accessibility’ objectives and no significant 

tensions can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 

• I1 (Infrastructure provision) seeks sufficient infrastructure provision (e.g. education, health and 

sustainable transport) to cope with the demand generated by new development.  It also aims to improve 

accessibility to necessary facilities and services by sustainable travel modes from the outset.   

• P16 (Health and wellbeing) seeks new enhanced healthcare facilities through developer contributions. 

The policy also encourages improved cycling and pedestrian routes as part of an integrated green 

infrastructure (GI) linking key settlements and service centres.   

  

 
24 It is important to recall that there can be no certainty that the parish allocation will lead to a large (e.g. 150 home) urban 
extension to the west of Loxwood, on the basis of land availability (as understood from the HELAA), this can be anticipated.  
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• Policy P17 (New and existing local and community facilities including shops) promotes the provision of 

new/ improved community facilities whilst safeguarding existing ones.  

• NE12 (Development around the coast) and NE14 (Integrated coastal zone management for the 

Manhood Peninsula) seek improved access to leisure and recreational opportunities through improved 

sustainable transport infrastructure such as cycle routes and the National Coastal Footpath.  

• P4 (Layout and access) promotes pedestrian and cycle friendly developments seeking pedestrian/ cycle 

priority environments.   

• The Plan seeks transport measures (T1 Transport infrastructure and T2 Transport and development) to 

mitigate impact of development through highway improvements (e.g. the A27) and the promotion of 

sustainable transport modes such as public transport, cycling and walking.  

• Accessibility to open/ recreational space is sought through policy P15 (Open space, sport and 

recreation) which seeks improved access to public open space and recreation facilities and the provision 

of links to the green infrastructure (GI) network. 

9.2.7 In conclusion, the plan directs a good level of growth to locations with the potential to deliver new / 

upgraded community infrastructure alongside housing, but does also distribute growth across eight parish 

allocations, including: 220 homes to Loxwood; 156 homes to Chidham and Hambrook; and 50 homes to 

Kirdford (where there is no primary school).  N.B. all figures relate to supply over-and-above completions, 

commitments and windfall.  In each case there are no significant concerns regarding community 

infrastructure capacity, but there is still a need to be mindful of alternative strategies with a greater focus 

on directing housing growth so as to secure new/upgraded strategic community infrastructure.   

9.2.8 Another factor is a degree of uncertainty regarding precisely what will be delivered at / achieved through 

strategic expansion of Southbourne, although this is inevitable, because a broad location (instead of a 

detailed allocation) is a practical necessity, and appropriate as growth here will be later in the plan period. 

9.2.9 The proposed suite of development management policies is strong, and it is noted that the plan has been 

subject to viability testing, such that there are no concerns regarding development viability proving to be 

a barrier to delivering new / upgraded community infrastructure.  Overall, there are arguments for 

predicting positive effects, recognising that the baseline situation is one whereby development continues 

to come forward in a relatively unplanned way (in line with recent experiences across the plan area); 

however, on balance, neutral effects are predicted. 

9.3 Air / environmental quality  

Objective: Improve air quality 

9.3.1 The discussion presented in Section 6 is supportive of the proposed strategy for the southern plan area, 

and does not raise any significant concerns regarding the strategy for the northeast plan area. 

9.3.2 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• Southern plan area - the preferred strategy (supply totalling the agreed 537.5 dpa, so slightly above 

the 535 dpa ‘cap’ agreed with National Highways) is associated with a degree of risk in terms of junction 

capacity, given the proposed ‘monitor and manage’ strategy (see Section 5.2).  There is just one small 

air quality management area (AQMAs) in the centre of Chichester; however, severe traffic congestion at 

A27 junctions – were this to arise – could potentially lead to problematic localised air pollution. 

• Maudlin Farm, Westhampnett – is notably adjacent to the A27, hence the proposal is to require 

integration of: “suitable noise mitigation measures into the design and layout to address impacts arising 

from proximity of the site to the A27 and the Goodwood Motor Circuit and Airfield”.   

9.3.3 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, key considerations are: 

• Land East of Chichester (680 homes) – partly comprises a former landfill sites, but remediation is a 

policy requirement.  The supporting text explains: “The land in the south of the site accommodates a 

restored landfill site.  Landfilling ceased some time ago and evidence will be required to demonstrate 

there is no significant risk to human health through site investigations and any required remediation 

strategy will need to be provided to address any pre-existing land (soil, gas and water) contamination 

on any existing or adjacent land.”   
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• The site is also adjacent to the railway line, but it is noted that noise mitigation is not a policy requirement 

(but is discussed in the supporting text).  Another proposed allocation adjacent to the railway line is the 

Southern Gateway Regeneration Area, where the proposed policy states: “Given parts of the site are 

adjacent or close to the railway and to major roads, noise reduction measures are likely to be required.  

Such measures must be considered as an integral part of the design process.” 

9.3.4 With regards to thematic policies, several are supportive of ‘air and wider environmental quality’ 

objectives and no significant tensions can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 

• NE22 (Air quality) requires development to minimise traffic generation through appropriate location, 

design and provision of access to sustainable transport.  Where negative impacts on areas of poor air 

quality are likely, an air quality assessment would be required, identifying mitigation measures. 

• NE23 (Noise) and P6 (Amenity) seeks to reduce noise pollution through attenuation, distance, 

screening, or layout/orientation stipulating that development should seek to achieve an absence of 

significant noise disturbance.  A noise assessment setting out mitigation measures would be required 

where development is likely to result in noise disturbance.  

• Several policies promote sustainable travel such as T2 (Transport and development) and T3 (Active 

travel – walking and cycling provision).  The strategic site allocations seek the provision of bus services 

and pedestrian/ cycle routes, including linking new development to Chichester city centre.   

• Policies P1(Design principles) and P4 (Layout and Access) promote EV by dealing with how EV charging 

can be effectively delivered as part of development, thus facilitating the switch to electric vehicles.  

9.3.5 In conclusion, whilst traffic congestion – particularly at A27 junctions – is a key consideration for the local 

plan, and is discussed further below, even severe traffic congestion would not necessarily translate into 

significant concerns in respect of air quality, being mindful of the timing of growth relative to the national 

switch-over to electric vehicles.  Aside from air pollution, an important consideration is the proposal to 

direct a significant proportion of growth to locations adjacent to the A27 or a railway line, and there is a 

need to highlight the need for remediation of contaminated land (former landfill) at Land east of Chichester. 

9.3.6 The proposed suite of development management policies is strong, including clear requirements for noise 

attenuation measures, air quality impact assessments (to identify required mitigation measures) and 

requirements around ‘sustainable transport’ infrastructure upgrades alongside new homes, although there 

is a need to be mindful of the cost / development viability implications of all such measures.  Neutral 

effects are predicted overall. 

9.4 Biodiversity 

Objective: Protect and enhance biodiversity and contribute to nature recovery 

9.4.1 The discussion presented in Section 6 is supportive of the proposed strategy for the southern plan area, 

but raises a degree of concern regarding the strategy for the northeast plan area. 

9.4.2 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• Southern plan area – in many respects the settlements and locations / potential locations for growth in 

question are mostly subject to fairly limited biodiversity constraint, in terms of proximity / functional links 

to internationally, nationally and locally designated habitats (also non-designated priority habitat); 

however, nutrient neutrality is a key issue.   

In this light, the difficult decision has been made to support higher growth to the east of Chichester, and 

specifically at Westhampnett, where the nutrient neutrality constraint does not apply.  The site is overall 

considered to be subject to low biodiversity constraint, but there are some sensitivities (see Section 6).   

• Southbourne – which is a primary focus of growth, is associated with a notably low density of priority 

habitat, and potentially also limited constraint in terms of historic field boundaries, in comparison to other 

locations under consideration for higher growth (e.g. nearby Chidham and Hambrook).  Also, the 

withdrawn neighbourhood plan notably proposed a ‘green infrastructure led’ strategic urban extension 

to the east of the village (see the GI proposals here), which might be taken forward through the broad 

location.  With regards to land west of Southbourne, a potentially significant constraint relates to 

agricultural fields providing habitat for internationally important populations of Brent Geese. 
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• Northeast plan area – it is not clear that there is any significant risk of impacts to a nationally designated 

SSSI or a locally designated Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SNCI).  There could be a 

degree of risk to ancient woodland, and other non-designated priority habitats, but the proposed lower 

growth strategy for Kirdford is supported in this respect.     

• Loxwood – there could well be a focus of growth to the west (albeit there can be no certainty), where 

there is considered to be relatively low sensitivity, from a biodiversity perspective, in the context of a 

constrained sub-region.  However, dependent on the scale and configuration of growth, there may be a 

need for careful consideration of the adjacent / nearby river and canal corridor. 

9.4.3 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, a key consideration is Land 

East of Chichester (680 homes).  Firstly, it is important to note that very careful consideration has been 

given to the scale and extent of the allocation, in consultation with the site promoters, mindful of the 

adjacent wildlife corridor, but also balancing the need to secure a suitably comprehensive scheme (e.g. 

with a local centre and Gypsy and Traveller pitches).  Secondly, the site is notable for detailed proposed 

policy requirements, which serve to give confidence regarding the potential for biodiversity impacts to be 

avoiding / minimised and opportunities realised. 

9.4.4 With regards to thematic policies, numerous are supportive of ‘biodiversity’ objectives and only one 

notable tension can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 

• Policy NE19 (Nutrient neutrality) is a key policy.  It requires that development likely to lead to effluent 

discharge (surface water/ non main draining or wastewater treatment) into Chichester and Langstone 

Harbour SPA/ Ramsar to demonstrate nutrient neutrality over the lifetime of the development.   

• Equally, for the northeast plan area, NE17 (Water neutrality) is a key policy.  It requires all development 

within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone (WRZ) to demonstrate water neutrality through efficient 

design and offsetting net additional water usage.  See further discussion below, under ‘Water’.  

• Policy NE5 (Biodiversity and biodiversity net gain) largely deals with national policy, and notably sets 

out a need to achieve 10% biodiversity net gain, which is the statutory minimum requirement set to be 

implemented under the Environment Act 2021.  It is quite common for authorities to require 20%, and 

the viability implications are quite modest (in comparison to some other policy interventions); however, 

in this instance, it is recognised that there are other policy priorities, notably around transport 

infrastructure upgrades, nutrient neutrality, water neutrality and affordable housing.   

From a pure ‘biodiversity’ perspective (i.e. viewing biodiversity considerations ‘in a silo’), it is 

recommended that consideration is given to requiring 20% biodiversity net gain.  However, it is 

recognised that there would be implications for viability and, in turn, other competing objectives. 

• Policy NE4 (Strategic wildlife corridors) is considered highly proactive ahead of a Local Nature Recovery 

Strategy (LNRS) for the area (e.g. West Sussex).  The configuration of the wildlife corridors has been 

developed on the basis of a rigorous evidence-based process (see Section 5.2). 

9.4.5 In conclusion, biodiversity has clearly been a major factor influencing spatial strategy / site selection.  

Growth is mostly directed to locations with limited biodiversity sensitivity; the nutrient neutrality constraint 

has been a key influence on the strategy for the southern plan area; and the quantum of growth in the 

northeast plan area is well below the level assumed by the recent Water Neutrality Mitigation Strategy.    

9.4.6 Also, the approach of designating strategic wildlife corridors is considered highly proactive.  However: the 

proposal is to require only 10% biodiversity net gain; the possibility of adding more detail to site and area-

specific policy might be envisaged (to increase confidence around avoiding/mitigating impacts and 

realising opportunities); and the strategy of relying on parish allocations inevitably gives rise to a degree 

of uncertainty (as specific site allocations are not known).  On balance, neutral effects are predicted. 
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9.5 Climate change adaptation 

Objective: Enable adaptation to climate change 

9.5.1 The primary consideration here is flood risk.   

9.5.2 The discussion presented in Section 6 is supportive of the proposed strategy for the southern plan area, 

and does not raise any significant concerns regarding the strategy for the northeast plan area. 

9.5.3 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• Southern plan area – flood risk is a widespread issue across the southern plan area and across the 

wider coastal sub-subregion.  Flood risk has been a key influence on spatial strategy and site selection 

(in particular, see the discussion of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios in Section 5).  Maudlin Farm, 

Westhampnett, is associated with a degree of surface water flood risk, but this is unlikely to create a 

significant challenge for masterplanning, given the potential for sustainable drainage systems (SuDS).  

There is also extensive groundwater flood risk, including affecting several proposed allocations, but this 

can typically be addressed at the development management stage.  It is recommended that site-specific 

policy is reviewed for consistency in respect of groundwater flood risk. 

• Northern plan area – overall, there are fairly limited concerns in respect of flood risk, although one 

consideration is land to the north of Kirdford, where there is a small stream corridor.   

9.5.4 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, an overriding key consideration 

is Southern Gateway Regeneration Area (180 homes), which is affected by significant flood risk.  The 

SFRA Level 2 (December 2022) reaches a clear conclusion: 

“The assessment indicates that the principle of development can be supported. The site is shown on the 

available modelling to be defended from fluvial flood risk for the present day 1% Annual Exceedance 

Probability (AEP) flood, however future fluvial flooding is possible due to the impact of climate change 

during the lifetime of the development.  The flood risk element of the Exception Test is likely to be passed 

if an appropriate commitment should be secured for the improvement of the River Lavant flood alleviation 

scheme to provide a standard of protection for the life time of the development that includes climate 

change.  Safe access and egress should be secured in areas at residual risk or in a climate change 

scenario.  On-site flood mitigation measures will be required to protect occupants for the lifetime of the 

development and allowing for climate change, in both climate change and residual risk scenarios (this 

may include raising finished floor Level and other forms of property flood resilience).  Space for green 

infrastructure should be considered in the areas of highest flood risk.” 

A detailed site-specific policy is proposed, particularly for the Police Field part of the site (which is 

greenfield, and is proposed for 70 homes across a 1.45 ha site, i.e. an average density of 47 dph).  The 

proposed policy states:  

“Parts of the site fall within areas of high fluvial flood risk, where flood storage capacity will need to be 

retained. A site-specific flood risk assessment should demonstrate that development will be safe for its 

lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its uses, without increasing flood risk elsewhere and, where 

possible, will reduce flood risk overall.  This should have regard to the measures identified in the most 

recent Level 2 SFRA. Development must be designed and laid out to take account of this, with vulnerable 

uses located outside of the areas at most risk of flooding and incorporating mitigation measures to 

minimise the risk of flooding from all sources. This means that residential development should be focused 

on the northern part of the field, and residential development in Flood Zone 3a should be minimised.  Flood 

mitigation measures and drainage features must be integrated into the development in a manner which 

facilitates the use of SuDs as much as possible (subject to the findings of the site-specific flood risk 

assessment), the achievement of a high standard of design and layout, and supports biodiversity net gain.”  
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Housing-led urban regeneration schemes in areas of flood risk are not uncommon nationally, given good 

potential to mitigate flood risk, including by: avoiding vulnerable uses on the ground floor; measures to 

ensure safe access / egress; flood resistant design (e.g. to prevent water from entering); and flood resilient 

design (e.g. to ensure structural integrity is maintained and to facilitate drying / cleaning).  However, given 

climate change concerns, there is nonetheless a need to question the merits of directing new homes to 

areas that have historically been seen as appropriate for less vulnerable uses.  There is also a need to 

note that the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance on flood risk has recently been updated, including 

in respect of downstream impacts, for example stating: “Whilst the use of stilts and voids below buildings 

may be an appropriate approach to mitigating flood risk to the buildings themselves, such techniques 

should not normally be relied upon for compensating for any loss of floodplain storage. This is because 

voids do not allow water to freely flow through them, trash screens get blocked, voids get silted up, they 

have limited capacity, and it is difficult to stop them being used for storing belongings or other materials.”  

Downstream flood risk is not necessarily a major concern in this instance, but is a consideration. 

9.5.5 Aside from the Southern Gateway Regeneration Area, it is also noted that one of the HELAA sites taken 

into account when arriving at a decision on the scale of the Chichester parish allocation (270 homes) is 

significantly affected by flood risk; however, in practice, there is little reason to assume that the Chichester 

Neighbourhood Plan will ultimately allocate this site for residential uses. 

9.5.6 With regards to thematic policies, several are supportive of ‘climate change adaptation’ objectives, and 

no significant tensions can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 

• Policy NE15 (Flood risk and water management) seeks to direct development to areas at lowest flood 

risk, with the sequential test and exception tests applied where relevant.  Development must not lead to 

increased flood risk elsewhere, and high quality SuDS must be employed to reduce surface water flow. 

• Policy NE14 (Integrated Coastal Zone Management for the Manhood Peninsula) is also obviously key 

from a climate change adaptation / resilience perspective.  The following requirement is high level, but 

is supplemented by discussion in the supporting text: “Provide the means of supporting regeneration 

which allows for climate change resilience and adaptation and nature recovery for the Manhood 

Peninsula, whilst aiding growth of existing local economy employment areas.” 

• Policy P14 (Green infrastructure) seeks the provision of connected GI through new development.  GI 

provides multiple climate change adaptation benefits such as reducing the urban heat island effect, 

providing shading, slowing down the rate of surface water runoff and enhancing ground permeability.   

• Policy P1 (Design Principles) – requires “measures to adapt to climate change, such as the provision of 

green infrastructure, sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS), suitable shading of pedestrian routes 

and open spaces, a mixture of drought and rain tolerant native planting and the incorporation of green 

or blue roofs or green walls.”  There is the potential to add more detail in respect of building design 

measures aimed at avoiding overheating risk, for example in respect of ensuring good ventilation. 

9.5.7 In conclusion, work in respect of spatial strategy and site selection has had a clear focus on accounting 

for flood risk, which is a primary climate change adaptation consideration, and a very significant issue 

across the southern plan area, most notably on the Manhood Peninsula.  The Southern Gateway 

Regeneration Area is the key proposed allocation subject to flood risk, with the key issue being the 

proposal to support development on the greenfield Police Field part of the site.  However, there will be 

good potential to take steps to avoid and mitigate flood risk, and residual flood risk must be balanced 

against the wide-ranging benefits of the regeneration scheme, e.g. noting nearby Chichester train station. 

9.5.8 The proposed suite of thematic development management policies is strong, although the possibility of 

setting more detailed requirements in respect of ‘sustainable design’ (notably with an increased focus on 

avoiding overheating risk, which is a key climate change adaptation consideration) might be envisaged.  

Policies also assist with a ensuring a clear framework under which further work might be undertaken in 

respect of long term planning for those parts of the Manhood Peninsula that are protected by coastal 

defences.  Overall neutral effects are predicted. 
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9.6 Climate change mitigation 

Objective: Achieve zero net increase in greenhouse gas emissions 

9.6.1 This is a key issue for the local plan, which must demonstrate a suitably ambitious approach in respect of 

minimising greenhouse gas emissions from both transport and the built environment.   

9.6.2 The discussion presented in Section 6 does not raise any major concerns with the proposed strategy for 

the southern plan area, but suggests that a better performing scenario might involve higher growth at 

Southbourne in place of allocating Maudlin Farm, Westhampnett, given an assumption that larger-scale 

strategic developments can tend to be associated with a built environment decarbonisation opportunity.   

9.6.3 With regards to the northeast plan area, there is a degree of concern associated with distributing growth 

across smaller sites - which are not likely to be associated with a particular built environment 

decarbonisation opportunity - and also the total quantum of growth directed to this rural area, where car 

dependency (and, in turn, per capita greenhouse gas emissions from transport) is undoubtedly high.   

9.6.4 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• Transport emissions – one key consideration is support for the strategy of providing for 535 dpa in full 

in the southern plan area (i.e. the agreed ‘cap’ on growth, as discussed in Section 5.2), in order to reduce 

pressure for growth elsewhere at locations  with high car dependency or a need to travel longer distance 

by car, including the northeast plan area. 

Another consideration in the southeast plan area is the degree to which growth is directed to locations 

that will support walking and cycling and a degree of local trip internalisation.  This matter is a focus of 

discussion above (‘Accessibility’) and below (‘Transport’). 

With regards to the northeast plan area, local accessibility to community infrastructure and sustainable 

transport connectivity are key considerations that have influenced the strategy, with ‘lower’ growth (see 

Section 6) supported at the two parishes likely to be associated with highest car dependency.   

Overall, it is difficult to reach a conclusion on the merits of the proposed strategy, from a perspective of 

seeking to minimise per capita greenhouse gas emissions from transport.  On the one hand, the 

northeast plan area is notably rural; however, on the other hand, lower growth would generate increased 

unmet needs, which might ultimately be met at locations that perform poorly in transport terms.   

• Built environment emissions – directing strategic growth to Southbourne is supported, although a 

higher growth strategy might feasibly lead to increased decarbonisation opportunity still, e.g. noting that 

the Government has discussed 1,500 homes as a minimum scale of growth for Garden Communities.  

The proposed site-specific policy does not include an explicit focus on decarbonisation, but there is 

strong support for the following statement:  

“With a range of ownerships… it is imperative that development should be comprehensively 

masterplanned to ensure sustainable development can be achieved.  Piecemeal development that does 

not take account of the need for wider development in the broad location and prejudices opportunities 

for cumulative issues, particularly relating to infrastructure, to be addressed will not be supported.” 

9.6.5 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, key considerations are: 

• Land East of Chichester (680 homes) – is located between main road / bus corridors, but is overall 

relatively well connected to Chichester city centre and railway station, plus there will be the potential to 

support a degree of trip internalisation, with the proposal to deliver a local centre within the scheme. 

• Highgrove Farm (245 homes) – is within walking distance of a train station.   

• Southern Gateway (180 homes) – is clearly supported from a perspective of seeking to minimise per 

capita greenhouse gas emissions from transport.  Higher density mixed use development can also give 

rise to a built environment decarbonisation opportunity, but it is not clear that there is a particular 

opportunity in this instance, including as flood risk could limit density on some parts of the site. 

  



Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Part 2 51 

 

9.6.6 With regards to thematic policies, the key point to note is in respect of built environment emissions.  

Specifically, it is important to note that the proposal is not to require developments to achieve operational 

emissions standards over-and-above those required under Building Regulations (which are in in the 

process of being tightened, to the point where all development is required to achieve the ‘Future Homes 

Standard’).  It is quite common practice for local plans to set / propose policies to supplement the Building 

Regulations, with a view to ensuring a suitably ambitious approach to built environment decarbonisation, 

in line with local decarbonisation targets.  However, this is typically in the context of a locally set net zero 

target date well in advance of the national target date of 2050.  For Chichester, consideration has been 

given to the cost / viability implications of setting requirements that go beyond Building Regulations, but 

the decision reached is that this cannot be justified, given other major competing funding priorities locally, 

including around A27 upgrades, nutrient neutrality, water neutrality and affordable housing.   

Also, the local plan could be partially justified in its proposed approach of not seeking to supplement 

Building Regulations on the basis that national practice – in respect of setting clear policies through local 

plans – is evolving at the current time, with a high degree of inconsistency between plans (and their 

supporting evidence base studies), which creates a complex and confusing policy environment.  In this 

light, the fact that the plan says relatively little on the matter of built environment decarbonisation, 

potentially leads to an opportunity missed in respect of communicating the issues / opportunities to a wide 

audience, e.g. relatively simple messages such as around the importance of a rapid move from gas 

heating to electric heating (heat pumps), the potential to realise opportunities for heat networks through 

higher density and strategic scale development, and also the need to realise opportunities for 

decentralised power systems, linking supply (solar PV) and demand (heat pumps, EV charging) via use 

of battery storage and smart technologies, in order to minimise strain on the national grid.  The design 

principles policy does cover matters such as sustainable design, layout, and embodied energy  and energy 

performance, but there could potentially be further information provided.   

By way of a contrast, the emerging Stafford Borough Local Plan is an example of an emerging local plan 

that includes a major focus on built environment decarbonisation, with detailed work through a viability 

study considering how ambitious requirements might be set alongside wider policy requirements, and 

explicit trade-offs made, including in respect of affordable housing.  Policy 4 of the emerging Stafford Local 

Plan has not yet been the subject of examination, but is commendably concise, including with a clear 

focus on: A) space heating demand of less than 15kWh/m2/yr; B) overall energy use of less than 

35kWh/m2/yr; C) on-site renewable generation equivalent to onsite use; and D) offsetting only if absolutely 

necessary.  This is in line with the approach advocated by the UK Green Building Council.   

9.6.7 Other than operational built environment emissions, minimising non-operational emissions, including 

from the embodied carbon in building materials, is increasingly a focus of attention nationally, including 

with a focus on reusing buildings ahead of demolition where possible, and also supporting ‘modern 

methods of construction’, including modular buildings, which can serve as an argument in favour of 

strategic growth locations / concentrations.  The plan does not discuss reusing existing buildings ahead 

of demolition (other than in the context of listed buildings), or modern methods of construction (this is 

understandable, as the sub-region is not a high growth area in the national or regional context), but 

embodied emissions are discussed in two places. 

9.6.8 In conclusion, there is a need to flag moderate or uncertain negative effects, mindful of the urgency of 

the issue (albeit on the other hand, Chichester District has not set a net zero target date ahead of the 

national 2050 target date; also, climate change is a global issue such that the significance of local actions 

is inherently limited).  This largely reflects the decision not to set requirements on new development, in 

respect of built environment decarbonisation, that go beyond the requirement of Building Regulations 

(albeit it is recognised that there are quite clear arguments in support of this approach, particularly in the 

Chichester context, given competing funding priorities).  However, it is also the case that it is difficult to 

pinpoint particular ways in which the preferred spatial strategy will help to ensure that built environment 

decarbonisation opportunities are fully realised (although performance in respect of transport 

decarbonisation is overall quite strong).  Also, the plan says little on a host of built environment 

decarbonisation issues / opportunities that are often a major focus of local plans, potentially leading to an 

opportunity missed in respect of communicating the issues and education. 

  

https://www.staffordbc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cme/DocMan1/Planning%20Policy/New%20Stafford%20Borough%20Local%20Plan%202020-2040/Preferred%20Options/New-Local-Plan-Preferred-Options.pdf#page=36
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9.7 Communities and health 

Objective: Promote health and wellbeing 

9.7.1 The aim here is to discuss factors over-and-above those already discussed above, under ‘accessibility’. 

9.7.2 The discussion presented in Section 6 does not raise any major concerns with the proposed strategy for 

the southern plan area, but suggests that a better performing scenario might involve higher growth at 

Southbourne in place of allocating Maudlin Farm.  For the northeast plan area, the proposed strategy 

similarly does not give rise to any significant concerns, but there is an argument for lower growth. 

9.7.3 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• The nature and extent of the opportunity at Southbourne has already been discussed above.  There are 

also important considerations in respect of Chidham and Hambrook, where the Preferred Approach 

consultation document proposed a 500 home parish allocation, and emphasised the need for “a high 

quality development to be masterplanned” so as to deliver a relocated primary school and “improved 

community facilities including recreation, open space, allotments and a convenience store.”  However, 

there is seemingly no longer any realistic potential for a scheme of this nature, so it could be that the 

proposed strategy (~150 homes over-and-above completions and commitments) amounts to sub-

optimal piecemeal growth, from a communities perspective.  See further discussion in Section 6. 

• As for Westhampnett, it is difficult to point to ways in which the development would directly and 

significantly benefit the village (‘planning gain’), and it is noted that there is high committed growth within 

the parish (at its western extent, some way distant).  Also, the site is adjacent to the A27, achieving good 

access (including sufficient space for pedestrians and cyclists) could feasibly prove challenging (given 

the road configuration and historic environment assets) and there are also power lines crossing the site. 

• With regards to the northern plan area, the discussion in Section 6 considers: 

─ New communities - would benefit from living in an attractive rural area, associated with historic villages 

and high quality countryside, and at a number of the potential growth locations, and strong 

development viability will help to ensure high quality schemes, that prove very desirable as a place to 

live, particularly for families, can be envisaged.  However, new communities would still face challenges 

in respect of accessibility, as has been discussed. 

─ Existing communities – there is a strong argument for a degree of growth within all four of the parishes, 

over the plan period, with view to: supporting local services / facilities / retail; delivering housing, to 

include affordable housing, targeted at meeting local needs; and more generally supporting village 

vitality.  However, it is difficult to identify any significant opportunities associated with higher growth 

scenarios, around delivering new infrastructure, investment or wider ‘planning gain’.   

9.7.4 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, key considerations are: 

• Land East of Chichester (680 homes) – a range of matters have been discussed above.  Overall there 

is strong support for this site from a ‘communities’ perspective, but there are certain issues and 

challenges, e.g. ensuring the remediation of contaminated land, and integrating Traveller pitches. 

• Southern Gateway (180 homes) – the ‘communities benefits of this site are quite wide-ranging, with 

the following proposed ‘development principle’ of key note: “Provide a mix of uses suitable to this 

gateway location.  At the northern end, close to the city centre, this could include a hotel with café, bar 

and restaurant uses at ground floor as well as office, residential, leisure and small-scale retail uses.  To 

the southern end, this could include café and restaurant uses facing onto the Canal Basin, providing 

activity on the ground floor, with office or residential uses on upper floors, as well as town houses.”  

• Parish allocations – whilst it is difficult to pinpoint any particular ‘communities’ issues to be addressed, 

or opportunities to be realised, through the neighbourhood plans that will follow the local plan, and which 

will allocate specific sites, the Parish Councils that lead the neighbourhood plan-making work will be 

well positioned to ensure optimal outcomes for their local community.  Recent work on the Southbourne 

NP is a good example of this, also the Chidham and Hambrook NP. 

9.7.5 With regards to thematic policies, numerous are supportive of ‘communities’ objectives and no significant 

tensions can be highlighted.  A range of relevant policies are discussed under other headings, and the 

discussion is not repeated here, for brevity. 
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9.7.6 In conclusion, one of the key defining features of the proposed submission local plan is its strong 

emphasis on delegating the responsibility for making formal allocations to neighbourhood plans, building 

on the experience of implementing the adopted local plan (2015).  This approach is broadly supported, 

from a communities’ perspective, albeit there can also be strong ‘communities’ arguments for making 

allocations through local plans, with a view to ensuring that issues are addressed and opportunities 

realised.  The Southern Gateway Regeneration Area proposal is also strongly supported, from a 

communities’ perspective, and the proposed suite of thematic development management policies is 

strong.  Overall ‘moderate or uncertain positive effects’ are predicted.   

9.8 Economy and employment 

Objective: Support sustainable economic growth 

9.8.1 The overriding consideration here is the proposal to meet objectively assessed needs for new 

employment land – as understood from the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 

(HEDNA, 2022) – in full.  This matter is a focus of detailed discussion in Appendix II. 

9.8.2 Specifically, in addition to protecting existing employment land (as appropriate) and carrying forward 

existing employment land allocations, the proposal is to allocate Land south of Bognor Road, which has 

not been published for formal consultation to date, but is judged to perform strongly as a location for 

strategic employment land in a number of respects, including given very good access onto the A27 and a 

close association with the Runcton Horticultural Development Area (HDA) to the south (albeit there could 

also feasibly be some tensions with HDA / horticulture objectives).  There is potentially a slight concern 

regarding an employment land over-supply, noting that the site links very closely to Arun District, which 

already experiences significant out-commuting to employment outside of the district; however, there is no 

reason to suggest a significant concern, in this respect.  Another consideration is the fact that the HEDNA 

was completed prior to a final decision being made on growth strategy, which leads to a degree of 

uncertainty in respect of demonstrating a good balance between housing and employment land locally; 

however, once again, there are not considered to be any significant concerns, in this respect.   

9.8.3 Elsewhere, there will be the potential to deliver some small scale employment within the Southbourne 

broad location for development, and the policy requirement for Land East of Chichester is for “flexible 

space for employment/ small-scale leisure uses.”   

9.8.4 There is a also need to recall the importance of avoiding severe traffic congestion along the A27 for the 

achievement of ‘economy and employment’, both locally and sub-regionally. 

9.8.5 A final matter for consideration is providing for the needs of the horticultural industry.  Policy E3 

(Addressing Horticultural Needs) explains: “To support the growth of the horticultural industry within the 

plan area, approximately 204 hectares of additional land for horticultural and ancillary development is 

required over the plan period…  Approximately 67 hectares is identified as required within HDAs to meet 

predicted horticultural and ancillary development need within HDAs.  Large scale horticultural and ancillary 

development will continue to be focused within the HDAs at Tangmere and Runcton where approximately 

47 hectares remains undeveloped.  The remaining horticultural development need will be accommodated 

in a planned extension at the southern boundary of Runcton HDA which comprises some 30 hectares of 

land.”  This approach is strongly supported, from an ‘economy and employment’ perspective, and it is not 

clear that there are any significant tensions with wider planning / sustainability objectives.  A discussion of 

developable HELAA sites in this area is presented in Appendix V.  

9.8.6 With regards to thematic policies, numerous are supportive of ‘economy and employment’ objectives 

and no significant tensions can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 

• Policy E2 (Employment development) seeks to safeguard existing employment land unless there is a 

demonstrable case for the site no longer being required.  

• Policy E4 (Horticultural development) seeks to maintain and enhance the horticultural industry, a feature 

of the southern part of the plan area by allocating around 204 ha of additional land for this purpose. 

• Policy E5 directs main town centre uses to the city and local centres helping reinforce/ enhance their 

vitality.  Policy E6 (Chichester city centre) is also positive as it seeks a balance between retail and other 

uses including the re-use of upper levels for residential, leisure or community uses provided this does 

not have adverse effects on existing uses and neighbouring premises.  This has the potential to enhance 

footfall in the area with beneficial consequences to city/ local centre businesses.    
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• Policy E8 (Built tourist and leisure development) seeks to support the tourism and leisure economy by 

supporting related developments within / adjoining the settlement boundaries of Chichester city and the 

settlement hubs provided these pose no adverse impacts on the landscape, heritage assets and nature 

conservation.  Further support is offered through Policy E9, in respect of caravan and camping sites; 

whilst Policy E10 deals with equestrian development, which is important for the rural economy.  

• Policy I1 (Infrastructure provision) notably supports a Gigabit electronic communication networks.  

9.8.7 In conclusion, the plan should lead to significant positive effects on the baseline (which, it is important 

to recall, is a situation whereby development continues to come forward, but in a less planned way).  The 

key consideration is the proposal to meet objectively assessed development needs through allocation of 

a new strategic site that judged to perform strongly, from an economy and employment perspective, 

although it will be important to account for views of Arun District, as received through consultation. 

9.9 Historic environment 

Objective: Conserve and enhance heritage 

9.9.1 The conclusion of the discussion presented in Section 6 is that the proposed strategy for the southern 

plan area gives rise to a notable degree of tension with historic environment objectives.  Conclusions for 

the northeast plan area are less strong, but there is a preference for a lower growth strategy.   

9.9.2 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• At Westhampnett there is a cluster of three listed buildings (plus other buildings with historic character) 

close to the access junction for the proposed allocation, and it is unclear what, if any, junction upgrades 

would be required.  The site also falls within an archaeological priority area.  Policy is set to require: 

“Demonstrate that development would not have an adverse impact on the significance of nearby heritage 

assets or their setting; 

Through an archaeological assessment define the extent and significance of any archaeological remains 

and reflect those in the development proposals, as appropriate.” 

• With regards to Southbourne, the proposed broad location for development is relatively unconstrained 

in historic environment terms, with historic settlement having been to the south, along the A259 corridor 

(although historic rural lanes are a consideration, including Priors Leaze Lane, where there are two 

closely linked historic farmsteads, both with grade 2 listed farmhouses, collectively shown as ‘Inlands’ 

on the pre-WWI OS map).   

• In the northeast plan area, Kirdford, Plaistow and Wisborough Green all have designated conservation 

areas, and Loxwood has a notable historic core, whilst Ifold has limited historic character, as an early / 

mid-20th Century new settlement.  Focusing on Kirdford, Plaistow and Wisborough Green, there 

appears to be good potential to deliver the proposed level of growth in such a way that effects to the 

conservation areas, and particular listed buildings / clusters of listed buildings (taking account of setting), 

can be avoided or suitably mitigated.  However, this assumes careful site selection and site-specific 

policy through neighbourhood plans. 

9.9.3 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, key considerations are: 

• Land East of Chichester (680 homes) – the following detailed site specific policy is proposed: 

“Conserve and enhance the historic significance of the listed Shopwyke Grange and the cluster of 

buildings associated with the grade II* listed Shopwhyke Hall which should be analysed at an early stage 

of the masterplan.”  The assets in question should be buffered by the proposed strategic wildlife corridor. 

• Highgrove Farm (245 homes) – there are no listed buildings in close proximity to the site, but one 

consideration (also for other growth locations along the A259 corridor) is increased traffic through the 

Fishbourne Conservation Area (N.B. Fishbourne is proposed to receive a modest parish allocation). 

• Parish allocations – Boxgrove (50 homes) is notable for an extensive conservation area, including the 

ruins of Boxgrove Priory alongside a grade 1 listed parish church.  A modest parish allocation of 50 

homes was consulted-upon in early 2022, and this approach is remains appropriate at the current time. 

9.9.4 With regards to thematic policies, numerous are supportive of ‘historic environment’ objectives and no 

significant tensions can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 
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• Policy P9 (The historic environment) encourages the re-use/ renovation of underutilised or vacant 

heritage assets that would otherwise be at risk.  The policy will not permit the demolition of a listed 

building or substantial harm to a Conservation Area unless this can be demonstrably shown to be 

outweighed by public benefit.  Proposals affecting listed buildings would be required to provide detailed 

Heritage statements and must not harm the historic character and special interest of the affected 

building, its curtilage and setting.  Policy P11 (Conservation Areas) requires development within such 

areas to preserve and enhance the local character through appropriate design and materials selection 

and the protection of the setting and views.  

• Non-designated heritage assets are offered a degree of protection under Policy P12, which stipulates 

that development leading to the loss of assets will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that 

the asset cannot be ‘beneficially reused’ or where the loss is outweighed by public benefit.   

Archaeological assets are also offered protection through the policy which requires ground works on 

sites of archaeological potential to be preceded by an archaeological assessment evaluating the site 

and assessing the impact of the proposed works.  Such works would be required to safeguard 

archaeology (also setting) including through public display and interpretation where appropriate.  The 

policy requires the recording, publication and archiving of findings to advance understanding.   

9.9.5 In conclusion, there is a degree of tension with historic environment objectives, which is fairly inevitable 

in the context of local plan-making, but there is a need to recall the baseline situation, which is one 

whereby development continues to come forward in a relatively unplanned manner.  Taking account of the 

proposed suite of site specific and plan area-wide thematic development management policies, neutral 

effects are predicted on balance.  However, Historic England will wish to comment further, noting 

significant changes to the proposed strategy / package of supply components since consultation in 2018. 

9.10 Housing 

Objective: Meet local housing need 

9.10.1 The local plan does not meet local housing needs (LHN) in full, and there is considerable uncertainty 

regarding where and when the resulting unmet housing needs will be met.  However, it is difficult to 

envisage a reasonable alternative strategy that performs significantly better, in terms of meeting housing 

needs, without giving rise to significant drawbacks in respect of wider issues and objectives. 

9.10.2 This matter is a focus of the appraisal presented in Section 6.  For the southern plan area, there is no 

reasonable potential to plan to deliver more than 535 dwellings per annum (dpa), but there is a question-

mark around whether or not it is appropriate to plan to deliver 535 dpa by identifying supply amounting to 

535 dpa plus a supply buffer.  For the northeast plan area, there is feasibly the potential to plan for 

significantly higher growth, with a view to ‘closing the gap’ to LHN; however, the drawbacks to any such 

strategy are wide-ranging, essentially relating to the rural nature of the area (also, a higher growth strategy 

could feasibly call into question the efficacy of the Water Neutrality Mitigation Strategy, 2022).   

9.10.3 For the plan area as a whole, the proposal is to plan for 10,350 homes over the plan period (an average 

of 575 dpa) and to identify a supply totalling 10,354 to ensure this is the case.  As such, the proposal is to 

adopt a plan without any supply buffer of note.  This gives rise to a risk of supply falling below the required 

housing trajectory in practice, at some point in the plan period, given the potential for unforeseen issues 

to arise at the development management stage.  In turn, there is a risk of being subject to punitive 

measures in the form of the presumption in favour of sustainable development / ‘tilted balance’, in order 

to bring housing supply back into line with the required trajectory.  This has been a considerable issue for 

the Council recently, with numerous ‘unplanned’ sites gaining permission at appeal. 

9.10.4 A related matter is the timing of housing growth over the plan period, given the proposed package of 

supply components, and given the aforementioned need to maintain a housing supply trajectory aligned 

with the annual housing requirement, as far as possible.  There are not known to be any particular issues 

in this regard – i.e. problematic dips in the housing trajectory – although one matter for consideration is 

the proposal to rely quite heavily on allocations that will be made through subsequent neighbourhood 

plans.  Another is a relatively high reliance on growth in the northeast plan area, where there remain 

barriers to approving planning applications / bringing forward housing ahead of strategic water offsetting 

schemes becoming operational (see discussion in Box 5.2, above).      

  



Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Part 2 56 

 

9.10.5 Another key consideration is affordable housing, with the Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment (HEDNA, 2022) identified a need for 278 social/affordable rented homes per annum, plus a 

need for up to 301 ‘affordable home ownership’ homes per annum.  Taken together (579 dpa), these 

figures suggest an affordable housing need that is in excess of the housing requirement (575 dpa), whilst 

the proposal is to deliver affordable housing at a rate of 30% at the great majority of development sites.  

However, calculating affordable housing needs is a very complex matter, and overall it is likely to be an 

over-simplification to suggest that affordable housing needs amount to 579 dpa.  Also, it is difficult to 

suggest that a higher rate of affordable housing delivery should be sought, given competing funding 

priorities, notably A27 upgrades, nutrient neutrality and water neutrality, and noting that the plan is not 

proposing to go beyond the statutory minimum in respect of biodiversity net gain or built environment 

decarbonisation objectives.  

9.10.6 Another obvious implication of not meeting housing needs is continued upward pressure on the median 

affordability ratio for Chichester, which has been on a steady upwards trajectory – see Figure 9.1. 

Figure 9.1: Median affordability ratio for Chichester District (HEDNA, 2022)  

 

9.10.7 Returning to the matter of unmet housing needs, concerns are heightened on account of: unmet housing 

needs arising – or likely to arise - from elsewhere in the sub-region; little evidence of progress in respect 

of sub-regional strategic planning for housing since adoption of the Brighton and Coastal West Sussex 

Local Strategy Statement (LSS) in January 2016; a similar lack of progress in respect of strategic planning 

for housing in the Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) area to the west; and generally the extent of 

strategic environmental and transport infrastructure constraints affecting the sub-region.  In the absence 

of a wider strategy – e.g. for the entire sub-region between the M3 and A23 corridors – it is difficult to have 

any confidence regarding a strategy for meeting unmet needs. 

9.10.8 Final considerations are: 

• Specialist accommodation, including for older people, is a key consideration locally, and the HEDNA 

(2022) presents detailed analysis.  Policy H8 requires all sites over 200 units to provide specialist older 

people housing to include a support or care component and, in turn, this is reflected in site-specific policy 

for Southbourne broad area, Land East of Chichester, Maudlin Farm and Highgrove Farm.  Also, whilst 

Southern Gateway falls below the 200 homes threshold, the policy states that there is “scope to include 

specialist accommodation such as student or older persons accommodation”; equally, whilst the likely 

scheme that ultimately comes forward to the west of Loxwood is likely to fall below the threshold, the 

policy for the parish allocation states: “Subject to local evidence of need, provide appropriate specialist 

housing needs already established, or identified as part of the process of producing the Neighbourhood 

Plan, such as for older people or self/custom build.” 

• Planning for the accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople is a 

focus of discussion in Appendix III.  There is some uncertainty, given delivery risks associated with 

certain supply components, and also given uncertainty around the question of the extent to which it is 

appropriate to rely on windfall sites.  However, overall the proposal is to identify supply sufficient to go 

some way towards meeting accommodation needs, particularly in the key first five years of the plan 

period, and there will be good potential to identify additional supply through a follow-on Site Allocations 

Plan.  The proposal is for considerable reliance on delivering new pitches and plots as part of strategic 

housing or employment led schemes, which can create challenges and delivery risks; however, at certain 
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sites the potential for this strategy to prove successful can certainly be envisaged, notably at 

Southbourne broad location for development and south of Bognor Road strategic employment site. 

• Policy H10 requires a proportion of all new housing to meet adaptability and wheelchair accessibility 

standards.  This is another requirement with viability implications, as explored through the Viability Study.  

9.10.9 In conclusion, there is a clear need to predict significant negative effects, given the proposal to 

generate significant unmet needs, and given that there are clear challenges in respect of meeting unmet 

needs.  However, it is important to be clear that it is it is difficult to envisage a reasonable alternative 

strategy that performs significantly better, in terms of meeting housing needs, without giving rise to 

significant drawbacks in respect of other plan and wider sustainability objectives.  In other respects the 

plan performs well, including an approach to meeting Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs that is 

on balance considered proactive (albeit there are delivery risks, and overall some risk of unmet needs). 

9.11 Land, soils, resources 

Objective: Enhance landscapes 

9.11.1 A primary consideration is avoiding the loss of best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land, as far as 

possible.  The NPPF defines BMV land as that which is of grade 1, 2 or 3a quality, and the available 

national dataset (available at magic.gov.uk), identifies extensive grade 1 quality land across the east-

west corridor, with a particular concentration at Southbourne.  However, this dataset is very low resolution 

/ accuracy, and few of the proposed locations for growth have been surveyed in detail using the ‘post 1988 

criteria’ methodology (only Highgrove Farm and Land south of Bognor Road). 

9.11.2 Agricultural land quality is not as high on the Manhood Peninsula, but a very high proportion of land is 

likely to be of BMV quality nonetheless.  As for the northeast plan area, agricultural land quality is 

significantly lower, although there is likely to be some land classed as BMV nonetheless. 

9.11.3 A further consideration is minerals safeguarding areas, with extensive safeguarding areas affecting 

numerous of the proposed locations for growth.  Safeguarding is not absolute, as explained by the 

Minerals Safeguarding Practice Guidance (2019): “Allocation of sites for non-minerals development within 

[safeguarding areas] should be avoided where possible…  However, safeguarding is not absolute.  Where 

other considerations indicate that a proposed site allocation… is appropriate… mitigation measures 

[should] reduce the… amount of resource sterilised.”  Nonetheless, numerous site specific policies 

reference minerals safeguarding, with supporting text along the lines of: “Consider the Minerals 

Safeguarding Area and in line with the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan, a minerals resource 

assessment may be required to assess if the land contains a mineral resource that would require 

extraction prior to development .  Account should also be taken of the West Sussex Waste Local Plan and 

associated guidance in relation to safeguarding policy W2.”  It is recommended that consideration is given 

to ways of consolidating policy for brevity. 

9.11.4 In conclusion, there is a need to predict significant negative effects, given the likely scale of loss of 

high quality BMV agricultural land, likely to include land of grade 1 quality.  However, it is important to note 

that it is difficult to envisage a reasonable alternative strategy, given a clear need to plan for 535 dpa in 

the southern plan area and focus growth along the east-west corridor.  Ideally further consideration might 

be given to how best to avoid highest quality agricultural land through detailed site selection, but the 

available evidence is very limited.  Aside from agricultural land, minerals safeguarding areas are an 

extensive constraint across the southern plan area, but it seems unlikely that there will be a requirement 

to extract minerals ahead of development at any of the proposed allocations. 

9.12 Landscape 

Objective: Maximise efficient use of land and other natural resources 

9.12.1 The discussion presented in Section 6 is supportive of the proposed strategy for the southern plan area, 

but concludes that the strategy for the northeast plan area gives rise to notable tensions with landscape 

environment objectives. 

9.12.2 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

  



Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Part 2 58 

 

• Southern plan area – a key source of evidence is the Landscape Capacity Study (2019), which has 

clearly had a significant influence on site selection.  At Southbourne, this is quite an open and expansive 

landscape, but work in support of the withdrawn neighbourhood plan served to identify good potential to 

define a new long term / defensible urban edge, assuming a focus of growth to the east of the village.  

At Westhampnett, the proposed site (Maudlin Farm) is well-contained, in that there are robust 

boundaries, although there are views into the site (the OS map shows cycle routes on two sides of the 

site, associated with historic lanes, but these appear to be blocked off by the A27).   

• Northeast plan area – the Landscape Capacity Study (2019) serves to highlight that landscape capacity 

is a constraint to higher growth scenarios at most settlements, although less so Ifold.  Section 6 reports 

that greatest concerns are around higher/highest growth at Kirdford and highest growth at Wisborough 

Green.  However, for Kirdford the preferred approach involves a ‘lower’ growth strategy, and at 

Wisborough Green the preferred approach involves a ‘higher’ growth strategy, which can likely be 

delivered without significant landscape impacts (subject to neighbourhood plan site selection).   

9.12.3 With regards to proposed supply elements that are a not a focus of the appraisal in Section 6, because 

they are held constant across the reasonable alternative growth scenarios, key considerations are: 

• Land East of Chichester (680 homes) – is supported, on the basis of the Landscape Capacity Study, 

and quite detailed site-specific policy is proposed. 

• Highgrove Farm (245 homes) – is associated with a degree of landscape sensitivity, given the open 

nature of the site and external views from surrounding areas especially the Chichester Harbour AONB 

and the SDNP.  Site specific policy seeks to ensure “the development is well integrated with its 

surroundings and successfully mitigates the impacts on the wider landscape character.” 

9.12.4 Another consideration is the importance of maintaining separation between settlements, particularly 

along the A259 corridor to the west of Chichester, although there is also a need to consider separation / 

gaps in the Westhampnett / Tangmere / Oving area.  This matter is only explicitly discussed as part of site-

specific policy for the Southbourne broad location for development, where the requirement is to: “Maintain 

the character and integrity of existing settlements and provide clear separation between new development 

and neighbouring settlements including through the definition and protection of landscape gaps”. 

9.12.5 With regards to thematic policies, key policies include: 

• NE2 (Natural landscape) seeks to avoid adverse impacts on the Chichester Harbour AONB and SDNP. 

Development design here is required to respect / enhance the nationally designated sites and their 

settings. Larger schemes are required to provide Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA). 

• NE3 (Landscape gaps between settlements) seeks to prevent coalescence of built-up areas by 

maintaining  landscape gaps where development would only be permitted if does not lead to 

coalescence or dimmish the character and openness of the gap. 

9.12.6 In conclusion, there is a degree of tension with landscape objectives, which is fairly inevitable in the 

context of local plan-making, but there is a need to recall the baseline situation, which is one whereby 

development continues to come forward in a relatively unplanned manner.  The Landscape Capacity Study 

(2019) provides a valuable source of evidence (also the Landscape Gaps Study, 2019), and has clearly 

had a key influence on spatial strategy / site selection, with the main issue potentially relating to allocation 

of Highgrove Farm (although it is important to recall that this site has merit in other respects, notably 

walking distance of a train station).  The proposed suite of site-specific and plan area-wide thematic 

development management policies is strong, and so overall neutral effects are predicted.  

9.13 Transport 

Objective: Achieve a sustainable and integrated transport system 

9.13.1 This is a key issue for the local plan, as discussed in detail across Sections 5 and 6.  In the southern 

plan area, supply totals more-or-less the ‘cap’ on growth that has been agreed with National Highways 

(535 dpa x 18 – 9,630 homes), which arguably gives rise to a degree of risk, in terms of A27 junction 

capacity, on account of the inherent risks associated with the proposed monitor and manage strategy.  

However, on the other hand, there are transport arguments against a lower growth strategy, because: A) 

developer contributions are needed in order to fund the required programme of junction upgrades; and B) 

there would be pressure for higher growth elsewhere at locations that perform less well in transport terms, 

including the northeast plan area.   

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31927/Section-B---East-West-Corridor-Reports-Revised/pdf/1983_Landscape_Capacity_Study_Section_B_East_West_Corridor_Reports_March_2019_Draft_compressed.pdf#page=4
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31929/Section-D---North-East-Reports-Revised/pdf/1983_Landscape_Capacity_Study_Section_D_North_East_Reports_March_2019_compressed.pdf
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9.13.2 Aside from the matter of total growth quantum there is also a need to consider the distribution of growth 

across the southern plan area, and also the timing of growth.  Considerations include: 

• Chichester – the local plan seeks to maximise opportunities for growth within an adjacent to Chichester: 

─ A suitably ambitious strategy is proposed for the Southern Gateway, although there is a need to 

balance flood risk constraints.   

─ The Chichester parish allocation is suitably ambitious, in that it reflects the full capacity of developable 

HELAA sites (as understood from the HELAA; see discussion in Appendix V).   

─ The Land east of Chichester proposed urban extension is the only urban extension reasonably in 

contention for allocation. 

• Maudlin Farm, Westhampnett – also relates well to Chichester, and there is thought to be good cycle 

connectivity; however, there is no nearby train station, car journeys to Portsmouth will involve passing 

through all of the problematic A27 junctions; and there is a need for further work in respect of site access. 

• Fishbourne Parish – also clearly relates very well to Chichester and there is a train station.  However, 

available HELAA capacity – once account is taken of the proposal to designate a strategic wildlife 

corridor to the east of the village – dictates the need for a low growth strategy. 

• A259 settlements – a good proportion of growth is directed to Southbourne, Chidham and Hambrook 

and Bosham (Broadbridge), where there is good / excellent potential to bring forward development within 

walking distance of a train station, and there is connectivity to Portsmouth whilst avoiding the A27.  

Section 6 explores the possibility of a higher growth strategy in this area, at the expense of allocating 

Maudlin Farm, but the conclusion (Section 7) is that the preferred strategy is justified on balance. 

• Manhood Peninsula – the proposal is to not direct any further growth to this area over-and-above 

completions and commitments, which is supported from a transport perspective.  As discussed in 

Section 5.2, a key issue is that to and from the peninsula must join or cross problematic A27 junctions, 

and this is also a barrier to bus travel.  The discussion in Section 6 considers the possibility of modestly 

higher growth, but the conclusion (Section 7) is that the preferred strategy is justified on balance.  

9.13.3 With regards to the northeast plan area, as has been discussed, there are arguments for both higher 

and lower growth on transport grounds.  As well as concerns around per capita greenhouse gas emissions 

from transport, there is also a need to consider: issues of traffic congestion within village centres and 

along rural lanes; the potential to achieve good / safe vehicular access, and access for pedestrians and 

cyclists (this can sometimes prove challenging in rural settings; see Section 6); and the risk of problematic 

traffic congestion at higher order settlements outside of the district (certainly an issue for higher growth 

scenarios discussed in Section 6, but not thought to be a significant issue for the preferred strategy).    

9.13.4 With regards to thematic policies, numerous are supportive of ‘accessibility’ objectives and no significant 

tensions can be highlighted.  Key policies include: 

• An adequate, well connected transport infrastructure is particularly important to this topic. Policies T1, 

T2 and T3 require development proposals to demonstrate how they support the Plan’s key transport 

objectives namely the creation of an integrated transport network alleviating pressure on the road 

network, improving highway safety and encouraging sustainable travel helping reduce transport impacts 

on air quality.  For example, T1 (Transport Infrastructure) makes provision for improvements to junctions 

on the A27 Chichester Bypass that will increase road capacity, reduce congestion and improve safety. 

• Policy I1 (Infrastructure provision) seeks to ensure adequate infrastructure provision to support proposed 

growth. This includes safeguarding land as necessary.  The policy also advocates improving accessibility 

to facilities and services by sustainable travel means from the outset. 

9.13.5 In conclusion, transport objectives have had a key influence on spatial strategy and site selection, and, 

from a transport perspective, it is crucial to adopt a local plan as soon as possible, in order to avoid a 

situation whereby there is continued problematic unplanned growth.  Key considerations relate to: A) 

whether it is appropriate to identify supply in the southern plan area amounting to precisely 535 dpa (9,630 

homes in total) or alternatively 535 dpa plus a modest supply buffer; and B) the number of homes that 

should be directed to the northeast plan area, mindful that whilst this area is poorly connected in transport 

terms, the implication of lower growth is increased unmet needs, which is also problematic in transport 

terms; and C) the distribution of housing growth, e.g. directing growth to locations with best ‘sustainable 

transport’ connectivity, including the ability to walk or cycle to a train station.  In all three respects the plan 

is judged to perform suitably well, and so significant positive effects are predicted. 
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9.14 Water 

Objective: Protect water resources 

9.14.1 The discussion presented in Section 6 is supportive of the proposed strategy for the southern plan area, 

and does not raise any significant concerns with the strategy for the northeast plan area, although there 

is a preference for a lower growth strategy.  

9.14.2 Key matters discussed in Section 6, in respect of the proposed strategy, include: 

• In the southern plan area the key issue of nutrient neutrality, and specifically wastewater treatment 

capacity.  In practice there would be a requirement for growth to be phased so as to follow capacity 

upgrades under any scenario; nonetheless a clear ‘water’ related argument for reducing pressure for 

upgrades as far as possible, given inherent risks of unforeseen costs or otherwise delivery issues.  In 

this light, there is strong support for the allocation of Maudlin Farm, Westhampnett, which is located to 

the east of Chichester and therefore not affected by the nitrate neutrality constraint.   

• In the northeast plan area the key issue of water neutrality.  As discussed in Section 5.2, a Mitigation 

Strategy has now been agreed, but cannot be implemented until further work has been completed in 

order to design / set up strategic offsetting schemes.  In this light, the proposed strategy of restricting 

growth somewhat (see discussion of reasonable alternative growth scenarios in Section 6) is supported. 

• With regards to water quality, the primary consideration is understood to be the capacity to treat 

additional wastewater in in the Plaistow / Ifold / Loxwood area.  The waste water treatment works 

(WwTW) is currently operating above capacity (hydrological capacity and/or environmental capacity of 

the receiving watercourse) and there is also limited capacity at the WwTWs serving Kirdford and 

Wisborough Green.  There is typically potential to deliver capacity upgrades, but there can be 

challenges.  As such, there is a clear preference for directing growth away from WwTWs with capacity 

issues, with a view to avoiding the risk of capacity breaches. 

9.14.3 With regards to thematic policies, the key policies of overriding importance are: 

• Policy NE17 (Water neutrality) requires that all new residential development within the Sussex North 

WRZ must: A) be designed to utilise no more than 85 litres of mains supplied water per person per day; 

and B) demonstrate that having achieved water efficient design, any remaining mains-supplied water 

use from the development is offset such that there is no net increase in mains-supplied water use within 

the WRZ compared with pre-development levels.   

Focusing on (A), the Mitigation Strategy (2022) does not discuss any higher efficiency standard that 

might be set (even recognising that the northeast plan area is associated with high development viability, 

e.g. the proposal is to also require 40% affordable housing).  Current Building Regulations set out an 

“optional” standard of 110 litres pppd, and work has been undertaken collaboratively by the four Sussex 

North WRZ authorities to appraise the merits of requiring 110 litres pppd versus 85 litres pppd, but the 

latter option was found to be preferable in all respects.  There are naturally costs involved with requiring 

85 litres pppd, but these have been considered through a Viability Study, which finds that there is the 

potential to viably require 85 litres pppd (on the basis of assumptions in respect of policy requirements 

set in respect of other issues/objectives, including decarbonisation / net zero). 

• Policy NE19 (Nutrient Neutrality) sets out that: “Development involving an overnight stay (such as 

residential or tourist development) that discharges into Chichester and Langstone Harbour SPA/ Ramsar 

(either surface water, non mains drainage development or through wastewater treatment works) will be 

required to demonstrate that it will be nutrient neutral for the lifetime of the development, either by its 

own means or by means of agreed mitigation measures.” 

9.14.4 Another issue of concern is the quality of the South Downs chalk aquifer; the principal groundwater 

resource for the southern area of the Plan.  Policy NE18 (Source protection zones) seeks to protect 

groundwater within Source Protection Zones (SPZ) 1 and 1c (the most sensitive zones) by requiring 

development affecting these locations to include a Conceptual Site Model and a risk assessment.  

9.14.5 In conclusion, ‘water’ considerations have been another key driver of spatial strategy and site selection 

and, from a water perspective, it is crucial to adopt a local plan as soon as possible, in order to avoid a 

situation whereby there is continued problematic unplanned growth.  As such, the local plan should lead 

to significant positive effects on the baseline.  
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9.15 Conclusions 

9.15.1 The appraisal predicts mixed effects (as is typically the case with local plans).  In summary: 

• Positive effects are predicted under four topic headings, and in three cases it is possible to conclude 

that positive effects will be ‘significant’. 

• Negative effects are predicted under three topic headings, and in two cases it is possible to conclude 

that negative effects will be ‘significant’. 

• Neutral effects are predicted under the remaining topic headings.  In all cases there are a range of 

important issues and impacts to consider, but it is not possible to reach a clear conclusion in respect of 

overall effects, either positive or negative. 

9.15.2 The following bullet points summarise the key predicted positive and negative effects: 

• Significant positive effects 

─ Economy and employment – objectively assessed needs for employment land are met in full. 

─ Transport – addressing A27 capacity issues, and transport-related constraints to growth in the rural 

northeast plan area, are both key factors that have influenced the plan-making process.   

─ Water – addressing the nutrient neutrality constraint in the southern plan area, and the water neutrality 

constraint in the northeast plan area, are also key factors that have influenced the process. 

• Moderate or uncertain positive effects 

─ Communities – the plan seeks to partly delegate the task of allocating sites for development to 

neighbourhood plans, which is supported, and also directs a good proportion of growth to locations 

where there the effect will be to support new / upgraded community infrastructure, potentially 

supporting ‘planning gain’ to the benefit of existing communities. 

• Moderate or uncertain negative effects 

─ Climate change mitigation – the plan will have a positive effect on the baseline (which is a scenario 

whereby housing growth continues to come forward, but in a relatively unplanned way), but it is not 

clear that the positive effect is of a magnitude reflective of the level of ambition that is required, given 

the urgency of climate change mitigation / decarbonisation / achieving net zero. 

• Significant negative effects 

─ Homes – the plan housing requirement is set at a level below local housing needs (LHN), such that 

the effect of the plan will be to generate unmet housing needs, and it is difficult to suggest where and 

when unmet needs will be met, given existing issues of unmet housing needs across the sub-region.  

However, it is recognised that this is a decision reached on balance, weighing-up competing objectives 

(see Sections 6 and 7 of this report).   

─ Land and soils – proposed locations for growth will lead to significant loss of best and most versatile 

(BMV) agricultural land, and this is likely to include land that is Grade 1 quality.  In turn, it is appropriate 

to ‘flag’ a significant negative effect.  However, it is recognised that there would likely be a similar rate 

of BMV agricultural land loss under the baseline (no plan) scenario. 

Cumulative effects 

9.15.3 The SEA Regulations, which underpin the SA process, indicate that stand-alone consideration should be 

given to ‘cumulative effects’, i.e. effects of the local plan in combination with other plans, programmes and 

projects that can be reasonably foreseen.  In practice, this is an opportunity to discuss potential long term 

and ‘larger than local’ effects.  The following bullet points cover some key considerations: 

• Housing needs – this is a primary larger than local consideration.  As discussed, there is a significant 

concern regarding unmet housing needs across the sub-region.  There is also the question of defining 

the sub-region, with Chichester located at the western edge of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton 

Planning Board area (see Figure 9.2), but also relating closely to Portsmouth, to the west. 

• The economy – the proposed strategic employment allocation is closely linked to Bognor Regus, within 

Arun District, where there is an existing issue of out-commuting to employment.   
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• Transport corridors – the overriding consideration here is the A27 corridor, which is a key issue across 

a wide sub-region.  As discussed, the plan has been prepared with a sharp focus on avoiding severe 

traffic congestion, given the current uncertainty regarding national funding for junction upgrades. 

• Internationally important biodiversity sites – the key consideration is planning for nutrient neutrality 

in the southern plan area, alongside neighbouring Havant Borough.  Also, in the northeast plan area the 

Mens SAC is key subregional constraint, but the proposed strategy gives rise to limited concerns. 

• The South Downs NP and Chichester Harbour AONB – a key point to note is that it has not been 

possible to provide for a proportion of unmet housing needs from the SDNP (this was previously the 

proposal, at the Preferred Approach stage in 2018, but is no longer a realistic scenario). 

• Landscape scale nature recovery – as discussed, the proposed approach of designation strategic 

wildlife corridors, including with the aim of improving functional linkages between the SDNP and 

Chichester harbour, is strongly supported as a proactive step ahead of a Local Nature Recovery Strategy 

(LNRS) is forthcoming, under the Environment Act 2021.  It will be important to clarify the most 

appropriate scale, or scales, for LNRSs locally, e.g. West Sussex could be one option. 

• Agricultural land – self-sufficiency of food production is increasingly a key national consideration.  As 

such, there is a need to consider the larger-than local implications of losing grade 1 quality agricultural 

land to development within Chichester and Arun. 

• Water resources – the Council has worked collaboratively with the three other local authorities affected 

by North Sussex Water Resources Zone (WRZ) water neutrality constraint, and the proposed strategy 

for growth within the northeast plan area is well short of the level of growth assumed within the agreed 

Mitigation Strategy (December 2022).  

Figure 9.2: The West Sussex and Greater Brighton Planning Board area: a key scale for sub-regional planning 
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Part 3: What are the next steps? 
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10 Plan finalisation 
10.1.1 Once the period for representations on the proposed submission plan has finished the main issues raised 

will be identified and summarised by the Council, who will then consider whether the plan can still be 

deemed ‘sound’.  If this is the case, the plan will be submitted for Examination, alongside a summary of 

the main issues raised during the consultation.  The Council will also submit the SA Report. 

10.1.2 At Examination, the Inspector will consider representations (alongside the SA Report) before then either 

reporting back on soundness or identifying the need for modifications.  If the Inspector identifies the need 

for modifications to the local plan, these will be prepared (alongside SA if necessary) and then subject to 

consultation (with an SA Report Addendum published alongside if necessary). 

10.1.3 Once found to be ‘sound’ the local plan can be adopted by the Council.  At that time an ‘SA Adoption 

Statement’ must be published that sets out certain information including ‘the measures decided concerning 

monitoring’.   

11 Monitoring 
The SA Report must present “measures envisaged concerning monitoring”, and there is an increased 

focus on monitoring nationally, in light of the proposal to reform plan-making to ensuring a clearer focus 

on achieving clear ‘outcomes’.  As such, set out below are some suggestions, in respect of what might be 

the focus of monitoring efforts.  However, it is recognised that it is for the Council to make a decision on 

an appropriate monitoring framework in light of practical considerations around available resources.  The 

current approach to monitoring is set out at: www.chichester.gov.uk/localplanmonitoring.   

• Agricultural land – it is possible to monitor loss of agricultural land by grade. 

• Biodiversity – the new net gain regime presents an opportunity for innovative monitoring. 

• Climate change adaptation – potentially monitor housing in close proximity to a fluvial flood zone (in 

addition to intersecting); also the 1 in 30 year surface water flood zone. 

• Climate change mitigation – there is a strong argument for monitoring the proportion of homes that 

achieve standards that go beyond the minimum requirements set out in Building Regulations. 

• Employment land requirements – require close monitoring, given evolving regional and national context.   

• Housing – the Council already monitors numerous housing delivery related matters, and indicators 

should be kept under review.  There could be an argument for monitoring affordable housing delivery by 

plan sub-area / viability zone.  Regular monitoring of the accommodation needs of Gypsies and 

Travellers, and Travelling Showpeople, is also important. 

• Transport – consideration should be given to innovative methods of monitoring the uptake of ‘sustainable 

transport’ modes within new communities, plus there is a need for ongoing monitoring of traffic hotspots. 

• Water – ongoing consideration should be given to any risk of capacity breaches at Wastewater 

Treatment Works (WwTWs) and other risks to the status of water courses.  This is a very technical area, 

but one that is of great interest to local communities and highly relevant to local plan-making, and so 

efforts must be made to communicate the issues / opportunities as clearly as possible. 

 

http://www.chichester.gov.uk/localplanmonitoring
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Appendix I: Regulatory requirements 
As discussed in Section 1, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans Regulations 2004 explains the 

information that must be contained in the SA Report.  However, interpretation of Schedule 2 is not straightforward.  

Table A links the structure of this report to an interpretation of Schedule 2, whilst Table B explains this interpretation.  

Table C then presents a discussion of more precisely how the information in this report reflects the requirements. 

Table A: Questions answered by this SA Report, in-line with an interpretation of regulatory requirements 

 Questions answered  As per regulations… the SA Report must include… 

In
tr

o
d

u
c
ti

o
n

 

What’s the plan seeking to achieve? 
• An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan 

and relationship with other relevant plans and 
programmes 

What’s the SA 
scope? 

What’s the sustainability 
‘context’? 

• Relevant environmental protection objectives, 
established at international or national level 

• Any existing environmental problems which are 
relevant to the plan including those relating to any 
areas of a particular environmental importance 

What’s the sustainability 
‘baseline’? 

• Relevant aspects of the current state of the 
environment and the likely evolution thereof without 
implementation of the plan 

• The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be 
significantly affected 

• Any existing environmental problems which are 
relevant to the plan including those relating to any 
areas of a particular environmental importance 

What are the key issues 
and objectives that should 
be a focus? 

• Key environmental problems / issues and objectives 
that should be a focus of (i.e. provide a ‘framework’ 
for) assessment 

Part 1 
What has plan-making / SA involved up to 
this point? 

• Outline reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt 
with (and thus an explanation of the ‘reasonableness’ 
of the approach) 

• The likely significant effects associated with 
alternatives 

• Outline reasons for selecting the preferred approach 
in-light of alternatives assessment / a description of 
how environmental objectives and considerations are 
reflected in the draft plan 

Part 2 
What are the SA findings at this current 
stage? 

• The likely significant effects associated with the draft 
plan  

• The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and 
offset any significant adverse effects of implementing 
the draft plan 

Part 3 What happens next? • A description of the monitoring measures envisaged 
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Table B: Interpreting Schedule 2 and linking the interpretation to our report structure 

 
  



Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Appendices 67 

 

Table C: ‘Checklist’ of how and where (within this report) regulatory requirements are reflected. 

Regulatory requirement Information presented in this report 

Schedule 2 of the regulations lists the information to be provided within the SA Report 

a) An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan 

or programme, and relationship with other relevant 

plans and programmes; 

Section 2 (‘What’s the plan seeking to achieve’) presents this 

information. 

b) The relevant aspects of the current state of the 

environment and the likely evolution thereof without 

implementation of the plan or programme; 

These matters were considered in detail at the scoping stage, 

which included consultation on a Scoping Report. 

The outcome of scoping was an ‘SA framework’, which is 

presented within Section 3.   
c) The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be 

significantly affected; 

d) … environmental problems which are relevant… 

…areas of a particular environmental importance…; 

e) The environmental protection objectives, established 

at international, Community or national level, which 

are relevant to the plan or programme and the way 

those objectives and any environmental, 

considerations have been taken into account during its 

preparation; 

The Scoping Report presented a detailed context review and 

explained how key messages from this (and baseline review) 

were then refined in order to establish an ‘SA framework’, which 

is presented within Section 3.   

With regards to explaining “how… considerations have been 

taken into account”, Section 7 explains ‘reasons for supporting 

the preferred approach’, i.e. how/why the preferred approach is 

justified in-light of alternatives appraisal. 

f) The likely significant effects on the environment, 

including on issues such as biodiversity, population, 

human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic 

factors, material assets, cultural heritage including 

architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape 

and the interrelationship between the above factors.  

Section 6 presents alternatives appraisal findings in respect of 

reasonable growth scenarios, whilst Section 9 presents an 

appraisal of the local plan as a whole.   

All appraisal work naturally involved giving consideration to the 

SA scope and the potential for various effect 

characteristics/dimensions.  

g) The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as 

fully as possible offset any significant adverse effects 

on the environment of implementing the plan or 

programme; 

Section 9 presents recommendations.  Also, it is important to 

note that there have been numerous stages of the SA process, 

over a period of several years, with appraisal findings at each 

stage feeding into the plan-making process. 

h) An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives 

dealt with, and a description of how the assessment 

was undertaken including any difficulties (such as 

technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) 

encountered in compiling the required information; 

Sections 4 and 5 deal with ‘reasons for selecting the alternatives 

dealt with’, with an explanation of reasons for focusing on 

growth scenarios / certain growth scenarios.   

Sections 7 explains ‘reasons for supporting the preferred 

approach’, i.e. explains how/why the preferred approach is 

justified in-light of the alternatives (growth scenarios) appraisal. 

Methodology is discussed at various places, ahead of 

presenting appraisal findings. 

i) … measures envisaged concerning monitoring; Section 11 presents this information. 

j) a non-technical summary… under the above headings  The NTS is a separate document.   

The SA Report must be published alongside the draft plan, in-line with the following regulations 

Authorities… and the public, shall be given an early and 

effective opportunity within appropriate time frames to 

express their opinion on the draft plan or programme and 

the accompanying environmental report before the 

adoption of the plan or programme (Art. 6.1, 6.2)  

This SA Report is published alongside the proposed submission 

plan in order to inform representations and plan finalisation. 

The SA Report must be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan. 

The environmental report prepared pursuant to Article 5, 

the opinions expressed pursuant to Article 6 and the 

results of any transboundary consultations entered into 

pursuant to Article 7 shall be taken into account during the 

preparation of the plan or programme and before its 

adoption or submission to the legislative procedure. 

This SA Report will be taken into account when finalising the 

plan over the course of the examination in public. 
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Appendix II: Employment land 

Introduction 

This appendix gives consideration to employment land requirements, supply options and potential reasonable 

alternatives, i.e. alternative approaches to supply for the plan area as a whole.  

Employment land requirements 

The Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA, 2022) presents three employment growth 

scenarios, and then considers how these should be translated into employment floorspace / land requirements for 

the plan period.  The three employment growth scenarios are: 

• Labour demand – the HEDNA identifies ‘baseline’ growth of 5,761 jobs, but adjusts this figure upwards to 9,802 

jobs (known as the ‘growth’ scenario), on the basis of “intelligence about the local structure and prospects of a 

range of sectors within Chichester” (see Table A). 

• Labour supply – assuming that the housing requirement is set at LHN, which is 638 dwellings per annum (dpa; 

see discussion in Section 5.2), then housing growth would support growth of 12,313 jobs across the district.  

The HEDNA also sets out how this jobs growth would be spread across sectors (see Table B). 

• Completions trend – a continuation of recent trends in employment land deliver and also losses. 

Table A: Adjustments made to the baseline ‘labour demand’ jobs growth scenario (HEDNA, 2022) 

 

Table B: Jobs growth by sector under the ’labour supply’ jobs growth scenario (HEDNA, 2022) 
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The three employment growth scenarios lead to quite a wide range of employment land requirement forecasts, as 

can be seen in Table C.  N.B. this is a simplified version of the table set out in the HEDNA (Table 12.16), with a 

focus on employment land requirements in sqm only, and with midpoint numbers used in place of number ranges. 

Table C: Jobs growth by sector under the ’labour supply’ jobs growth scenario (HEDNA, 2022) 

 

The final step in the HEDNA than involves deciding which of the scenarios to use for each of the three headline 

sectors.  Considerations are: 

• The HEDNA discounts the use of the labour supply scenario. 

• For offices there is little difference between the remaining two scenarios, but labour demand is supported. 

• For industrial space (factories and warehouse), the HEDNA supports the higher growth scenario (completions 

trend) given “the demand for such space highlighted in the commercial market sector…” 

The HEDNA therefore concludes that employment land requirements are as follows – see Table D. 

Table D: Jobs growth by sector under the ’labour supply’ jobs growth scenario (HEDNA, 2022) 

 

The HEDNA concludes (emphasis added): “Overall, the evidence suggests that the employment land needs for 

the Plan Area for the period 2021-39 is between 22 and 23 ha.  Reflecting the commercial analysis the focus of 

need is on industrial (factory and warehouse) growth rather than office based need.” 

The HEDNA also concludes (emphasis added): “In addition to the identified need, the Council should also be 

flexible to the needs of Rolls Royce which is integral to the local economy. This might mean accommodating 

additional floorspace to support the transition to electric vehicles.” 

With regards to industrial land (factories and warehouses), the HEDNA also presents the following discussion: 

“The UK industrial property market is thriving, owing to an accelerated shift towards e-commerce, Brexit and 

demand from high-tech occupiers…  The South Coast has a significant property market...  The areas’ industrial 

market has barely been impacted by the pandemic and strong demand has led to an undersupply of space. 

Chichester’s industrial market has grown rapidly over the last 10 years and is now a mid-sized market which 

makes an important contribution to the industrial market of West Sussex and the South East…  Chichester’s 

industrial market is extremely undersupplied… 

Supply options 
The great majority of the requirement will be met by completions and commitments (both sits with planning 
permission and existing allocations that can be carried forward into the new local plan).   

Specifically, completions and commitments total 86,642 sqm, leaving a residual ‘headline’ need (without breaking 
down further according to specific sectors) of up to ~30,000 sqm.   

Assuming a focus on industrial land, then a ‘plot ratio’ of ~0.5 might be assumed (meaning that only around 50% 
the site would be used for employment floorspace, with the rest used for other uses, e.g. parking, access).  In turn, 
there might be a need for ~60,000 sqm land in total, or ~6 ha. 
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There are around 30 HELAA sites that have been made available for employment land; however, it is reasonable 
to focus attention on those with the potential to deliver more than 10,000 sqm.  Taking the sites in size order: 

• South West of Chichester; (HAP0003a; 132,000sqm) – was a proposed allocation at the Preferred Approach 

stage, but strategic growth in this area is now ruled out as unreasonable, because the Stockbridge Link Road 

is not deliverable and mindful of environmental constraints in this area. 

• Land north of Bosham/Broadbridge (HBO0025; 120,000sqm) – the option of strategic growth to the north of 

Broadbridge is discussed and ruled out as unreasonable in Appendix V.  Without major interventions, this area 

is not suitably well connected by road to support significant new employment land. 

• Land between Southbourne and Hambrook/Land east of Southbourne (HSB0037a; 88,000sqm) – is discussed 

in Appendix V as suited to a residential-led development.  There may be some potential for employment 

floorspace as part of the residential led scheme, but this would be modest, given key objectives for growth here.  

Also, as with land north of Bosham/Broadbridge, there is no direct access onto the A27. 

• Land south of Bognor Road (HNM0017a; 66,900sqm) – performs well and is discussed further below. 

• Land south west of Funtington (HFU0003a; 40,000sqm) – Funtington is within the SDNP and, in turn, is not 

considered as a potential location for growth within Appendix V.  The site in question is outside but adjacent to 

the SDNP, and would not be suitable for an employment-only scheme.  Again, connectivity to the A27 is poor. 

• Crouchlands Farm (HPI0009; 40,000sqm) – is discussed in Appendix V as a potential new settlement option, 

which might deliver a small amount of employment land, but nothing of strategic significance.  This location 

would not be suited to an employment-only scheme, given its rural location in the northeast plan area. 

• Land at Chichester Food Park (HNM0021a; 34,000sqm) – is located within the Horticultural Development Area 

(HDA), such that it could be suited to some specialist employment land.  Leaving aside the HDA designation, it 

might  feasibly be considered for industrial land, but Land south of Bognor Road (discussed above) is a 

sequentially preferable site, from a perspective of links to Chichester and the A27. 

• Land east of Rolls Royce (HWH0003a; 28,000sqm) – is suited to delivering an expansion of the Rolls Royce 

factor.  There is no certainty on timing, but the importance of Rolls Royce means that the land must be 

safeguarded, i.e. not used for any other purpose that would hinder future use by Rolls Royce. 

• Land west of Loxwood (HLX0016; 20,000sqm) – is discussed in Appendix V as suited to a residential-led 

development.  There may be some potential for employment floorspace as part of the residential led scheme, 

but this would be modest, given key objectives for growth here.  Also, this is a relatively rural location. 

• Goodwood Aerodrome and Motor Circuit (HWH0016; 16,000sqm) – is only suitable for specialist employment 

uses related to the aerodrome and motor circuit rather than to meet general employment needs.   

• Drayton Depot (HOV0007; 12,000sqm) – comprises a site associated with the former Drayton Station, which 

was used for goods only until 1963, presumably linked to sand and gravel extraction.  The Depot is currently in 

use, and there is not a clear argument for a change / intensification warranting a local plan allocation.   

• Part of Barnfield/north of Lidl (phase 2) (HCC0050b; 12,000sqm) – this site is discussed in Appendix V, as 

potentially suited to a housing led scheme, likely to include some ground floor retail or employment space, given 

flood risk affecting the site.  It will be for the Chichester Neighbourhood Plan to make a final decision, such that 

it would not be appropriate to assume any significant employment land supply from the site at the current time. 

Reasonable alternatives 

An immediately apparent scenario sees allocation of Land south of Bognor Road only.  The size of the site is more 

than twice what is required, but there is an expectation that it would not be developed to its full capacity, to account 

for onsite and adjacent sensitivities.  The site is currently used for growing soft fruits (it has been surveyed and 

found to mostly comprise grade 2 quality agricultural land), and the Runcton HDA is adjacent to the south, whilst 

existing and committed industrial areas are located to the north and northwest.  The site has excellent road 

connectivity, and very good connectivity to Chichester, plus it would be well-suited to delivering a Travelling 

Showpeople yard (see Appendix III).  It would be particularly suitable for employment uses linked to horticulture. 

There is no reasonable scenario involving higher growth, given that Bognor Road is more than sufficient to meet 

the residual requirement figure discussed above, and given the need to avoid unsustainable levels of in-commuting, 

notably from Arun District, from where high levels of out-commuting are seen as problematic.  There is a strategic 

argument for considering one or more lower growth scenarios; however, on the basis of the discussion of available 

site options, it is not possible to identify any such scenario.   

As such, there are no reasonable alternatives in respect of employment land. 
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Appendix III: Gypsies and Travellers 

Introduction 

This appendix gives consideration to meeting the accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling 

Showpeople in turn.  Under each heading, the aim is to give consideration to: 

• Needs – as understood from a Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA); 

• Supply options – including rolling forward existing committed options, intensification and expansion of existing 

sites, new standalone allocations and allocations as part of strategic housing or employment led sites; and 

• Reasonable alternatives - i.e. alternative approaches to supply for the plan area as a whole, with a focus on 

meeting needs alongside wider plan objectives. 

Gypsies and travellers 
Set out below is a discussion of need, supply options and reasonable alternatives in turn. 

Needs 

There is a total need for 158 pitches over the plan period, of which 113 pitches are needed in the first five years 

of the plan period (Government guidance is clear that attention should focus on this early period).   

However, around 18% of the need is for Gypsies and Travellers who do not meet the ‘planning definition’ set out 

within the Government’s Planning Policy on Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2015), which relates to the question of active 

travelling.  Government policy is clear that pitches only need to be provided for Gypsies and Travellers that meet 

the PPTS definition.  However, some local authorities seek to meet need in full (sometimes referred to as full 

‘cultural’ need), mindful that those who do not meet the definition will often seek a pitch, or caravan, to meet their 

accommodation needs, not bricks and mortar housing. 

This issue is also pertinent considering a recent Court of Appeal decision: Lisa Smith v Secretary of State for 

Levelling Up, Housing & Communities and Others [2022] EWCA Civ 1391.  It is clear from this judgement that the 

PPTS has not been rendered unlawful; however, the Secretary of State accepted that the definition of travellers 

within PPTS indirectly discriminated against elderly and disabled gypsies and travellers.  Consequently, this 

judgement is considered to underline the importance of ensuring that the needs of all travellers are addressed in 

the local plan, and in a way which does not discriminate.  

Supply options 

A starting point is supply from new sites that have gained planning permission since the start of the plan period.  

This amounts to 24 pitches, which is significant.  This supply is from 11 sites, with a spatial concentration at five 

parishes (all in the southern plan area): Fishbourne, Hunston, Sidlesham, West Ashling and Westbourne.   

In addition, there are 7 pitches (potentially rising to 8, as discussed in the Council’s Background Paper), that are 

vacant/unimplemented within existing sites, i.e. sites consented prior to the start of the plan period. 

The above elements of supply are more-or-less a ‘given’.  The first supply component associated with a significant 

choice is ‘intensification’ of existing sites.  The Council’s Background Paper explains a detailed process undertaken 

to identify the extent of new supply from intensification, and ultimately identifies new supply of 11 pitches.  There 

can be the potential to question a strategy with heavy reliance on intensification, with a view to avoiding 

overcrowding on sites or sites becoming possibly too large (leading to potential management issues and tensions 

with the settlement community).  However, ultimately the process led by the Council is considered suitably detailed 

and, in turn, robust.  The analysis set out in the Council’s Background Paper explains that the decision to support 

intensification at three sites is “finely balanced”, particularly since all three sites are located quite close to one 

another, in the Westbourne / Funtington / West Ashling area, between the A27 and the SDNP boundary, to the 

west of Chichester).  However, in two of these cases the conclusion is that, on balance, there should be support 

for only “very limited” intensification equating to just one additional pitch. 
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The above supply components total 43 pitches, and it can be reasonably assumed that all would come forward 

within the first five years of the plan period.  Furthermore, on the basis of past pitch delivery rates, it can be 

assumed that 45 pitches will come forward as windfall over this period.  This would lead to a total supply of 88 

pitches, in comparison to a total need for 113 pitches in the first five years, and a need for 90 pitches for those 

meeting the PPTS definition. 

This serves to give an indication of the scale of the shortfall / residual need to be met by other sources of supply.   

There is also a need to be mindful of the potential to question the windfall supply; specifically, whether a lower 

figure might be assumed (leading to a higher residual need), to reflect an assumed reduced rate of windfall 

under a scenario whereby there is a more plan-led approach to supply than has been the case in the past. 

There are two other potential sources of supply: 1) new sites; and 2) new sites as part of strategic allocations.  

Importantly, only (1) has the potential to contribute supply within the first five years of the plan period (on the basis 

that strategic allocations are unlikely to deliver new pitches in the first five years of the plan period). 

New sites 

With regards to new sites, the Council led a detailed site sifting process, which led to two sites being identified as 

suitable for allocation, with a total capacity of just 2 pitches.  Both would involve expansion of existing sites.  One 

of these sites is perhaps somewhat marginal because, as set out in the Background Paper: “The cumulative growth 

of this wider cluster of pitches and plots [Bracklesham] is becoming concerning, and will need to be carefully 

managed in order to ensure that it doesn’t become excessively large.”  However, the allocation is for just one pitch. 

At this point, there is also a need to consider omission sites, i.e. sites not supported for allocation on the basis of 

the Council-led site sifting process.  These break down into three categories: 

1. Sites that are not the subject of a current planning application; 

2. Sites that are the subject of a current planning application; and 

3. Sites that are the subject of a refused planning application that is currently being appealed. 

With regards to (1), the Background Paper discusses two sites, namely: Pinks Four, Birdham; and Land south of 

Little Willows, Hunston Road, Hunston.  The former is suitable other than in terms of uncertain access 

arrangements, hence there is nothing to be gained from further appraisal work to explore the possibility of 

allocation.  With regards to the latter, the Background Paper explains that: “The decision as to whether to allocate 

this site is considered to be finely balanced.”  As such, the possibility of allocation (3 pitches) is discussed below. 

With regards to (2), the Background Paper explains that there are four sites with current pending planning 

applications for a total of 5 pitches (including 2 pitches in the West Ashling / Westbourne area).  The logical step is 

to allow for these planning applications to be determined in due course, rather than seeking to reach a decision on 

suitability at the current time, with a view to a local plan allocation.  There can be no certainty regarding which, if 

any, of these sites will ultimately gain planning consent, but there is a strong possibility of some additional supply 

from one or more of these sites (see discussion of total supply below). 

With regards to (3), this is an important issue for consideration.  The Background Paper records that there are nine 

sites with current pending planning appeals, with a total capacity of 27 pitches.  Importantly, of these 27 pitches, 

26 are proposed to come forward in the aforementioned Westbourne / Funtington / West Ashling area.   

There is a need to place weight on the Council’s reasons for refusing permission at these sites.  Equally, as with 

the four sites that are currently the subject of pending planning applications, there is a strong case for letting the 

appeals take their course, rather than attempting to pre-judge the outcome. 

However, on the other hand, there is a strategic factor at play, which is that for 7 of the 8 sites that are in the 

Westbourne / Funtington / West Ashling area, one of the reasons for refusal (although in no case is this the only 

reason) relates to a concern regarding a disproportionate number of pitches in the local area (N.B. these concerns 

do necessarily relate to the broad area as a whole, i.e. may relate to specific locations within the broad area, e.g. 

Westbourne in particular).  In this light, there is arguably a strategic consideration, that might be explored through 

the local plan-making process, regarding the extent to which the overall number of pitches in this area constitutes 

an issue, and whether there are any steps that might be taken to mitigate the issue.  However, on balance, this is 

not considered to be the case, for the following reasons: 
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Concerns regarding a disproportionate number of pitches are considered to be reasonably well-founded.  For 

example, there is a need to consider the rural nature of this area, which relates closely to the SDNP, and the 

proximity of Priors Leaze Lane Travelling Showpeople site, which is nearby to the south of the A27, between 

Southbourne and Nutbourne / Hambrook.  This is a large site, and is generating a significant need for additional 

plots, which is likely need to be met through the local plan, as discussed further below. 

To reiterate, in each of the cases there were reasons for refusal other than the matter of a perceived 

disproportionate number of pitches in the area (N.B. please see the Decision Notices for further information).25 

Strategic allocations 

On the basis of the discussion above, supply is potentially almost sufficient to meet the needs of those Travellers 

meeting the PPTS definition for the first five years of the plan period, but falls short of meeting the full ‘cultural’ 

need, and there is potentially a shortfall across the plan period as a whole, depending on windfall assumptions.  It 

is important to consider the possibility of a reduced windfall assumption, and also a need to account for the risk of 

some elements of the identified supply not coming forward as anticipated.  However, on the other hand, there could 

be some additional supply over-and-above that which is identified above, notably from the ‘omission sites’.  

Overall, the simple fact is that there is a strong argument for maximising the supply of new pitches from strategic 

allocations, albeit recalling that strategic allocations will not deliver in the first five years of the plan period.   

The Council’s Background Paper considers in detail the question of the total supply that might be achieved through 

strategic allocations.  There are four strategic allocations with the potential to deliver one or more Traveller sites, 

and the case for supporting small sites, comprising 3 or 4 pitches each, is considered strong.  The Background 

Paper proposes the following: 

• Land East of Chichester (680 homes) – 9 pitches  

• Highgrove Farm (245 homes) – 3 pitches  

• Maudlin Farm (270 homes) – 3 pitches  

• Southbourne broad location for development (1,050 homes) – 12 pitches  

Considerations include: 

• Land East of Chichester – it is very difficult to envisage more than 9 pitches, noting that the scheme is set to 

deliver a primary school and other non-housing uses and the site boundary has been reduced in extent (to 

accommodate a strategic wildlife corridor), with the site promoters arguing for a larger site.   

• Highgrove Farm – the possibility of slightly more pitches might be envisaged, however, there is a need to 

consider that there is a pending planning application for a scheme that does not include a Traveller site. 

• Maudlin Farm – the configuration of this site is less suited to additional supply, relative to Highgrove Farm.  It 

could be challenging to achieve access to one or more traveller sites, including given concerns regarding 

impacts to historic lanes that are now bridleways, and historic hedgerows.  Also, A27 proximity is a constraint. 

• Southbourne – there is a need to consider the proximity of the Priors Lease Lane Travelling Showpeople site 

and also the aforementioned Westbourne / Funtington / West Ashling cluster of Traveller sites.  With regards to 

Travelling Showpeople, there is a very strong argument for additional supply within this area, through expansion 

of the existing Priors Leaze Lane site and/or through new supply within the Southbourne broad location for 

development.  As discussed in Sections 5 and 6 of this report, the possibility of a more comprehensive scheme 

– e.g. 1,500 homes – is a reasonable option for consideration, at the current time, and under this scenario there 

might be the potential to deliver more than 12 pitches.  However, assuming a 1,050 home scheme, then it is 

difficult to see a clear argument for supporting significantly more than 12 pitches. 

• All sites – might potentially deliver slightly more pitches, e.g. assuming sites comprising 4 pitches instead of 3; 

however, the number of additional pitches delivered would be of limited significance. 

Reasonable alternatives 

The supply options discussed above (consented sites, vacant pitches, intensification, new allocations (extensions) 

and supply from strategic sites (27 pitches in total) leads to a total supply of 72 pitches, of which all should deliver 

in the first five years other than supply from strategic allocations.  Furthermore, the calculated windfall assumption 

is 9 pitches per annum, i.e. 135 pitches over a 15 year period.   

 
25 Decision notices are available at the following hyperlinks: 19/00445/FUL; 20/00234/FUL; 20/00534/FUL; 20/00950/FUL; 
20/00956/FUL; 20/03306/FUL; 20/03164/FUL. 

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/5095A673EAD2955AD063C88014231B96/pdf/19_00445_FUL--2855614.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/E876A1B314ACC6457E0D547A73120923/pdf/20_00234_FUL--3112067.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/F3BFDE30163106457B488CFF139800FD/pdf/20_00534_FUL--2931048.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/513FE22F8205C6751B2DF5555F5875D8/pdf/20_00950_FUL--2927311.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/1B4CAFDDAE9A6BD54C7193A06D8915D8/pdf/20_00956_FUL--2987634.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/7D94219E86C59C842B1557C2A209FCF5/pdf/20_03306_FUL--3593261.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/499FC0BD12953E4FF88A91DEF991F507/pdf/20_03164_FUL--3764305.pdf


Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Appendices 74 

 

On this basis, there is good potential to meet needs both in the first five years (as discussed in the box above) and 

over the plan period as a whole (with the headline figure being a need for 158 pitches).  Also, there will be the 

potential to further boost supply through a subsequent Site Allocations plan, as discussed in the Background Paper. 

However, as discussed, there is an argument for planning for reduced windfall supply (in the latter part of the plan 

period), and it could be that not all the identified new supply (72 pitches) comes forward as anticipated.  As such, 

there are arguments for exploring the possibility of additional sources of supply.   

However, it is not clear that any reasonable scenario involving additional supply can be identified at the current 

time.  The possibility of additional supply from strategic allocations can be envisaged, but it is not clear that there 

is a scenario involving significantly higher growth that would allow for meaningful appraisal (i.e. with differential 

significant effects relative to the emerging preferred approach). 

As such, there are no reasonable alternatives in respect of meeting Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs. 

Travelling Showpeople 

Set out below is a discussion of need, supply options and reasonable alternatives in turn. 

Needs 

There is a need for 40 plots, of which 26 plots are needed in the first five years of the plan period. 

Supply options 

The first option for consideration is the intensification of existing sites.  Work led by the Council has served to 

identify the potential for intensification at one site, leading to the supply of two plots; however, there is a delivery 

risk, with the Background Paper explaining that… “further evidence is likely to be necessary in relation to flood risk, 

and this would need to be addressed in more detail as part of future planning applications.”  

There are no other sites in contention for allocation; however, there is a clear argument for requiring a Travelling 

Showpeople site as part of the Southbourne broad location for development.  This is because the broad location 

is close to Priors Leaze Travelling Showpeople site, which is large site generating a need for 12 plots.26 

There is also a clear argument for delivering a new Travelling Showpeople site within the South of Bognor Road 

employment allocation, which is discussed above in Appendix II.  This is because the site is in very close proximity 

to Coles Yard Travelling Showpeople site, which is located within an existing employment area at the edge of 

Chichester, and is generating a need for 5 plots.  It is important to meet Travelling Showpeople accommodation 

needs in close proximity to source, to ensure accommodation close to vehicles, machinery etc.   

Reasonable alternatives 

It does not appear possible for the Council to meet the 5-year need (26 plots), with an identified supply of just 2 

plots.  One way of delivering additional supply might involve proactively exploring the potential to bring forward an 

expansion of Priors Leaze Lane, but this would involve significant additional work, including in conjunction with 

both Southbourne and Chidham and Hambrook Parish Councils.  It would risk unduly delaying the local plan, and 

could hinder plans to bring forward the Southbourne broad location for development.   

In addition to 2 plots in the first five years of the plan period, there will also be two new sites for a total of 17 plots 

as part of strategic allocations (one residential-led and one employment-led).  As such, there is also a shortfall to 

need (40 plots) over the plan period as a whole.   

The final potential supply component is windfall.  Historic delivery rates in this regard show that there has been a 

notable level of supply over the past 10 years, at an average of 2 plots per annum.  If that were to be applied to the 

plan period then that would be 30 plots through windfall.  If combined with the above that would equate to a total 

supply of 49 plots, such that the identified need figure would be met.  However, a large amount of that windfall 

would presumably be at Prior Leaze Lane, hence it would not be appropriate to assume total supply of 49 plots (on 

the assumption that windfall within Southbourne parish needs to be subtracted from the Southbourne broad location 

for development requirement).26  Assuming that windfall is 12 plots fewer than would otherwise be anticipated, due 

to the needs of Priors Leaze Lane being met through a new site as part of the Southbourne broad location for 

development, then total supply might be 37 plots (49 minus 12), which is quite close to identified need for the plan 

period as a whole.  There would also be the potential to allocate more sites via a Site Allocations plan. 

As such, there are no reasonable alternatives in respect of Travelling Showpeople accommodation needs. 

 
26 The potential for windfall expansion of Priors Lease might also be envisaged.  However, given that the need arising from 
Priors Lease is 12 plots, then any assumed windfall would need to taken off the 12 plots supply from the broad location.  
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Appendix IV: Site options GIS analysis 

Introduction  

As discussed in Section 5.3, as a relatively minor step in the process of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios 

(see Figure 5.1) all site options were subjected to GIS analysis.  Specifically, all 193 developable HELAA sites 

were analysed, plus one additional site (West of Loxwood).  This was an input to Section 5.4 / Appendix V. 

The outcome of the analysis is in the form of a large spreadsheet of data, with a row for each of the developable 

HELAA sites and around 150 columns that present information on the site (e.g. size, name), performance data 

(e.g. distance to a SSSI) and supplementary attribute information (e.g. name of the nearest SSSI). 

This analysis fed-into work to define reasonable growth scenarios in 2022, and the aim of this section is to present 

summary insights into the spreadsheet, considering the data both:  

• within each column of the spreadsheet – i.e. information on the spread of data for each performance measure, 

including site options that stand-out as performing notably well / poorly, and the relative performance of sub-

sets of site options (e.g. proposed allocations versus omission sites); and 

• across each row of the spreadsheet – i.e. considering how each site option performs, albeit it is not possible to 

reach an overall conclusion on performance, because the individual performance criteria are not weighted. 

Limitations 

GIS analysis of the spatial relationship between sites and various push (e.g. historic environment designations) 

and pull (e.g. schools) features cannot be considered sophisticated analysis.  GIS analysis of site options: 

• rarely highlights site-specific issues / opportunities that are not otherwise readily apparent to the specialist; and  

• highlights issues / opportunities that are ‘theoretical’, and which can often be discounted, or assigned limited 

weight in decision-making, upon closer inspection.  For example, where a site is distant from accessible 

greenspace this can be addressed by delivery of new accessible greenspace onsite. 

As such, GIS analysis of site options should not be overly relied upon, at the expense of a focus on qualitative 

analysis informed by wide ranging evidence, including the views of stakeholders, and professional judgement.   

The analysis should certainly not be used as a primary means for arriving at overall conclusions on sites.  Any 

attempt to utilise the analysis in this way would necessitate a process of Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) whereby a 

weighting is assigned to each of the performance metrics, and any such process is fraught with challenges. 

Structure of this appendix 

Set out below is: 

• further discussion of methodology; 

• analysis outcomes by performance metric (i.e. each column in the spreadsheet) 

• analysis outcomes by site option (i.e. each row in the spreadsheet) 

Methodology 

The first step was to gather GIS data.   

• Site options – the Council provided ‘red line boundaries’ for all HELAA sites.  One of the issues / limitations is 

that large land-holdings sometimes get submitted, within which might be contained realistic site options. 

• Constraint / push and opportunity / pull features - much data is available nationally (‘open source’) and range 

of other data is held by the Council, including the adopted local plan policies map, and other GIS layers shown 

at: https://www.chichester.gov.uk/article/25622/Maps.  However, there are a range of potential issues to be 

mindful of, including data becoming out of date, only being available for certain parts of the borough or not 

being available for neighbouring local authority areas. 

The second step was then to run the analysis, i.e. query the spatial relationship between each site option and each 

push / pull feature (e.g. distance to a listed building, intersect with a flood zone).  There are two points to note:  

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/article/25622/Maps
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• Distance was measured “as the crow flies” (it can also be possible to calculate distance by road, footpath etc). 

• Distance was calculated from the nearest point of each site option.   

Having generated the spreadsheet of data, the final step was then to interrogate, utilise and report the data. 

Analysis outcomes by metric 

The aim here is to present insights into trends across the data for a range of key metrics and summarise the 

approach taken to categorising / differentiating the performance of site options on a red ➔ light red ➔ amber ➔ 

light green ➔ green scale (N.B. this can be referred to as a ‘RAG’ scale). 

Air quality management area (AQMA) 

Firstly, it is important to note a slight issue with the data.  Specifically, the data was run in mid-2022, prior to two of 

the three AQMAs in the plan area being revoked (all three were in Chichester itself, or on the edge of Chichester).  

This is not considered to be a major issue, as it is fair to assume that the locations of the two revoked AQMAs 

could still be associated with a degree of air quality sensitivity. 

The analysis finds that no sites intersect an AQMA, and the nearest site is 54m distant.  This is a very small 

brownfield site.  The second closest site is 135m distant, and this is a significant site option (part of the Land South-

West of Chichester proposed allocation from the Preferred Approach stage; now no longer supported, as discussed 

in Appendix V); however, the AQMA in question (Stockbridge Roundabout) was revoked in August 2022. 

The average distance of all sites from an AQMA is 6,100m.  It is very difficult to determine distance thresholds, 

when seeking differentiate between the performance of sites on a RAG scale, e.g. given that sensitivity relates to 

traffic flows more so than distance / proximity.  As such, it is important to categorise performance on the basis of 

the spread of data (with a view to differentiating on the basis of relative performance) as-much-if-not-more-so than 

on the basis of absolute thresholds.  On balance, it is considered appropriate to: 

• assign red to the 40 sites within 2,000m; 

• assign green to 52 sites beyond 5,000m; and  

• place the remaining 56 sites on a colour scale (from light red to light green) according to distance. 

Special Protection Area (SPA) 

Numerous site options (i.e. developable HELAA sites) are in quite close proximity to an SPA, and in the vast 

majority of cases this is the Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA, although for several site options (in fairly 

close proximity to an SPA) the nearest SPA is Pagham Harbour SPA or Solent and Dorset Coast SPA. 

As an international designation, there is an argument for taking a precautionary approach, and assigning ‘red’ to 

all sites within a wide area, e.g. 2km or perhaps even further afield.  However, the effect of doing so would be to 

fail to differentiate between those site options, i.e. flag those that are particularly close, and so give rise to a 

particular concern.  On balance, it is considered appropriate to: 

• assign red to the 61 sites within 1,000m; 

• assign green to 47 sites beyond 5,000m; and  

• place the remaining 86 sites on a colour scale (from light red to light green) according to distance. 

Other points to note, with regards to the spread of data, include: 

• Of the 12 sites closest to an SPA, 7 are in Southbourne Parish 

• Notable average distances are: 

─ East-west corridor: 2,476m 

─ Manhood Peninsula: 1,706m 

─ Northeast plan area: 11,285m 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 

The SACs of note are primarily also designated as SPA; however, there is one SAC of note that is not also 

designated as an SPA, namely the Mens, which is a notable constraint to growth in the northeast plan area. 
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With regards to RAG distance thresholds, the same thinking applies as for SPAs, namely: 

• assign red to the 47 sites within 1,000m; 

• assign green to 33 sites beyond 5,000m; and  

• place the remaining 114 sites on a colour scale (from light red to light green) according to distance. 

Other points to note, with regards to the spread of data, include: 

• Focusing on the Mens, all site options at Wisborough Green and Kirdford are within ~2,500m 

• 4 of the 5 closest sites at Wisborough Green, including 1 site that is within 500m 

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

As an initial point, it is important to note that all sites designated as SPA or SAC are also designated as SSSI. 

Again, it is very difficult to identify effective distance thresholds.  400m is a well-established threshold for 

recreational pressure (e.g. dog walkers), which is an important consideration for many SSSIs (but not all), but there 

are a range of other ‘impact pathways’ (e.g. hydrological), plus recreational pressure can come from much further 

afield.  Natural England has defined ‘impact risk zones’ for all SSSIs, but these are very extensive, such that they 

capture many site options and, in turn, can fail to enable effective differentiation between site options. 

On balance, it is considered appropriate to: 

• assign red to the 22 sites within 500m; 

• assign green to 67 sites beyond 2,000 as green; and  

• place the remaining 105 sites on a colour scale. 

Other points to note, with regards to the spread of data, include: 

• The Upper Arun SSSI is the key site (that is not also internationally designated. 

• It constrains Wisborough Green in particular, with one site notably within 100m, although this is a site only under 

consideration for employment, and is not discussed as a better performing site in Appendix V. 

Local Wildlife Site (LWS) 

This is a local level designation, in contrast to the international and national designations discussed above. 

There is an argument for only assigning ‘red’ to those sites that intersect (four sites) or are adjacent (three sites 

are within 5m); however, on balance, it is considered appropriate to: 

• assign red to the 31 sites within 200m; 

• assign green to 80 sites beyond 1,000m as green; and  

• place the remaining 83 sites on a colour scale. 

Other points to note, with regards to the spread of data, include: 

• 6 sites (all at Hunston / North Mundham) are < 200m of Chichester Gravel Pits and Leythorne Meadow LWS. 

• Notable average distances are: 

─ East-west corridor: 1,079m 

─ Manhood Peninsula: 829m 

─ Northeast plan area: 615m 

All metrics 

Having introduced the broad approach, the table below summarises the RAG-shading approach taken to all 29 

performance metrics assigned a column within the table below (N.B. performance was also measured for a range 

of other metrics, but the outcome of the analysis is of less importance to the task of differentiating site options). 

It is important to reiterate that the aim is not to appraise significant effects, but rather simply to differentiate the 

relative performance of site options, as an input to the task of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios. 
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Table A: Thresholds used for classifying performance on a RAG scale 

Metric 
Red Light red / amber / light green scale Dark green 

Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) <2,000m 2,000m – 5,000m >5,000m 

Special Protection Area (SPA) <1,000m 1,000m – 5,000m >5,000m 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC) <2,500m 1,000m – 5,000m >5,000m 

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) <500m 500m – 2,000m >2,000m 

Local Wildlife Site (LWS) <200m 200m – 1,000m >1,000m 

Ancient woodland <50m 50m – 500m >500m 

Priority habitat >10% intersect 10% intersect – 20m distant >20m distant 

Tree Protection Order (TPO) >50% intersect 50% intersect – adjacent Not adjacent 

Strategic wildlife corridor >50% intersect 50% intersect – adjacent Not adjacent 

Conservation area27 <50m 50m – 1,000m >1,000m 

Grade I listed building28 <200m 50m – 2,000m >2,000m 

Grade II* listed building <100m 100m – 500m >500m 

Grade II listed building <50m 50m – 250m >250m 

Registered historic park/garden (RPG) <1,000m 1,000m – 4,000m >4,000m 

Scheduled monument <50m 50m – 500m >500m 

Archaeological record >50% intersect 50% intersect – adjacent Not adjacent 

South Downs National Park (SDNP) <1,000m 1,000m – 5,000m >5,000m 

Area of Outstanding Nat Beauty (AONB) <1,000m 1,000m – 5,000m >5,000m 

Landscape capacity Low Medium/low – Medium/high Not assessed 

Flood zone 2 >30% intersect 30% intersect – intersect No intersect 

1 in 1,000 yr surface water flood risk >50% intersect 30% intersect – 1% intersect <1% intersect 

Agricultural land Grade 1 Grade 2 – Grade 4 Other 

Minerals safeguarding area  % intersect No intersect 

Primary school >1,500m 1,500m – 400m <400m 

Secondary school >5,000m 5,000m – 1,000m <1,000m 

Doctors surgery >2,000m 2,000m – 500m <500m 

Train station >10,000m 10,000m – 2,000m <2,000m 

Bus stop >500m 500m – 100m <100m 

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)  Light red (relatively affluent) to light green (relatively deprived) colour scale 

Analysis outcomes by site option 

The table below includes a row for each of the developable HELAA sites.  It is important reiterate that: the aim is 

not to predict significant effects, but rather simply to differentiate the relative performance of site options; and the 

criteria are not assigned any weight, nor is it fair to assume equal weight. 

Structure of the table 

The table presents sites by broad area, parish and then by size.   

Also, within the table 

• Bold text indicates a proposed allocation, a parish that is assigned a parish allocation (over-and-above 

completions and commitments as of December 2022) and also those sites falling within the scope of the 

Southbourne broad location for development; and 

An asterisk (*) indicates a supply component that is a variable across the RA growth scenarios in Section 6. 

 
27 Eight HELAA sites intersect a conservation area. 
28 Two HELAA sites are within 50m of a Grade I listed building. 
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Table B: GIS analysis of all developable HELAA sites 
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HBO0025 Bosham East-west corridor 159                              

HBO0009 Bosham East-west corridor 19.8                              

HBO0002a Bosham East-west corridor 12.6                              

HBO0011 Bosham East-west corridor 3.3                              

HBO0003 Bosham East-west corridor 1.6                              

HBO0023 Bosham East-west corridor 0.4                              

HBX0007 Boxgrove East-west corridor 16.9                              

HBX0002b Boxgrove East-west corridor 11.2                              

HBX0003a Boxgrove East-west corridor 4.7                              

HBX0006 Boxgrove East-west corridor 3.1                              

HBX0002a Boxgrove East-west corridor 2.3                              

HBX0012 Boxgrove East-west corridor 1.2                              

HBX0011 Boxgrove East-west corridor 1                              

HBX0010 Boxgrove East-west corridor 0.9                              

HBX0013 Boxgrove East-west corridor 0.8                              

HCC0039 Chichester East-west corridor 31.8                              

HCC0061 Chichester East-west corridor 12.4                              

HCC0038 Chichester East-west corridor 11.3                              

HCC0057 Chichester East-west corridor 9.1                              

HCC0050b Chichester East-west corridor 4.3                              

HCC0037 Chichester East-west corridor 2.2                              
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HELAA ref. Parish Broad area 
Size 
(ha) A

Q
M

A
 

S
P

A
 

S
A

C
 

S
S

S
I 

L
W

S
 

A
n

c
ie

n
t 

w
o

o
d

la
n

d
 

P
ri

o
ri

ty
 h

a
b

it
a
t 

T
P

O
 

W
il
d

li
fe

 c
o

rr
id

o
r 

C
o

n
s
e
rv

a
ti

o
n

 a
re

a
 

G
1
 l
is

te
d

 b
u

il
d

in
g

 

G
2
* 

li
s
te

d
 b

u
il
d

in
g

 

G
2
 l
is

te
d

 b
u

il
d

in
g

 

R
P

G
 

S
c
h

e
d

u
le

d
 m

o
n

u
m

e
n

t 

A
rc

h
a
e
o

lo
g

ic
a
l 
R

e
c
o

rd
 

N
a
ti

o
n

a
l 
p

a
rk

 

A
O

N
B

 

L
a
n

d
s
c
a
p

e
 c

a
p

a
c
it

y
 

F
lo

o
d

 Z
o

n
e
 

S
W

F
R

 

A
g

ri
c
u

lt
u

ra
l 
la

n
d

  

M
in

e
ra

ls
 s

a
fe

g
u

a
rd

in
g

 

P
ri

m
a
ry

 S
c
h

o
o

l 

S
e
c
o

n
d

a
ry

 S
c
h

o
o

l 

D
o

c
to

rs
 S

u
rg

e
ry

 

T
ra

in
 S

ta
ti

o
n

 

B
u

s
 s

to
p

 

IM
D

 

HCC0035 Chichester East-west corridor 0.7                              

HCC0059 Chichester East-west corridor 0.6                              

HCC0009 Chichester East-west corridor 0.5                              

HCC0029b Chichester East-west corridor 0.4                              

HCC0058 Chichester East-west corridor 0.3                              

HCC0040a Chichester East-west corridor 0.2                              

HCC0060 Chichester East-west corridor 0.1                              

HCH0012a C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 15.5                              

HCH0007a C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 12.2                              

HCH0004 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 9.4                              

HCH0014a C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 7.8                              

HCH0022 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 6.3                              

HCH0024 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 2.7                              

HCH0019b C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 1.6                              

HCH0008 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 1.5                              

HCH0023 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 1.5                              

HCH0003 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 1.2                              

HCH0025 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 0.9                              

HCH0009 C’ham & H’brook* East-west corridor 0.9                              

HFB0004a Fishbourne East-west corridor 19.2                              

HFB0022 Fishbourne East-west corridor 12.3                              

HFB0025 Fishbourne East-west corridor 7.1                              
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HELAA ref. Parish Broad area 
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HFB0018a Fishbourne East-west corridor 3.6                              

HFB0016 Fishbourne East-west corridor 1.5                              

HFB0012 Fishbourne East-west corridor 1.5                              

HFB0007 Fishbourne East-west corridor 1                              

HFB0021 Fishbourne East-west corridor 0.8                              

HFB0029 Fishbourne East-west corridor 0.5                              

HFB0006 Fishbourne East-west corridor 0.3                              

HFB0023 Fishbourne East-west corridor 0.3                              

HFU0003a Funtington East-west corridor 116                              

HFU0004 Funtington East-west corridor 12.0                              

HFU0005 Funtington East-west corridor 6.5                              

HFU0006 Funtington East-west corridor 5.9                              

HFU0009 Funtington East-west corridor 5.1                              

HFU0002 Funtington East-west corridor 3                              

HFU0007 Funtington East-west corridor 2.7                              

HFU0008 Funtington East-west corridor 2.2                              

HFU0010 Funtington East-west corridor 0.2                              

HOV0019 Oving East-west corridor 110                              

HOV0017 Oving East-west corridor 49.1                              

HOV0020 Oving East-west corridor 35.4                              

HOV0005a Oving East-west corridor 21.8                              

HOV0007 Oving East-west corridor 3.1                              
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HELAA ref. Parish Broad area 
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HOV0006 Oving East-west corridor 2.9                              

HOV0011 Oving East-west corridor 2.9                              

HOV0016 Oving East-west corridor 2.6                              

HOV0001 Oving East-west corridor 1.2                              

HOV0023 Oving East-west corridor 0.8                              

HOV0012 Oving East-west corridor 0.7                              

HOV0013 Oving East-west corridor 0.5                              

HOV0015a Oving East-west corridor 0.2                              

HSB0037 Southbourne East-west corridor 118                              

HSB0037a Southbourne* East-west corridor 72.4                              

HSB0047 Southbourne* East-west corridor 68.7                              

HSB0037a Southbourne* East-west corridor 12.9                              

HSB0022a Southbourne* East-west corridor 8.3                              

HSB0009 Southbourne East-west corridor 6.2                              

HSB0007 Southbourne* East-west corridor 5.4                              

HSB0037a Southbourne East-west corridor 5                              

HSB0015a Southbourne* East-west corridor 4.6                              

HSB0024 Southbourne* East-west corridor 4.4                              

HSB0001a Southbourne East-west corridor 4.1                              

HSB0012a Southbourne* East-west corridor 3.7                              

HSB0034 Southbourne* East-west corridor 2.9                              

HSB0026a Southbourne* East-west corridor 2.8                              
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HSB0039a Southbourne East-west corridor 2.4                              

HSB0048 Southbourne East-west corridor 2.3                              

HSB0039b Southbourne* East-west corridor 1.4                              

HSB0006a Southbourne East-west corridor 1.4                              

HSB0029 Southbourne East-west corridor 1.1                              

HSB0043 Southbourne* East-west corridor 1                              

HSB0005a Southbourne East-west corridor 0.9                              

HSB0046 Southbourne* East-west corridor 0.9                              

HSB0033 Southbourne* East-west corridor 0.7                              

HSB0027 Southbourne* East-west corridor 0.7                              

HSB0044 Southbourne* East-west corridor 0.4                              

HSB0045 Southbourne* East-west corridor 0.4                              

HTG0015 Tangmere East-west corridor 17.6                              

HTG0013 Tangmere East-west corridor 11.8                              

HTG0009 Tangmere East-west corridor 4.9                              

HTG0005 Tangmere East-west corridor 2                              

HWE0014 Westbourne East-west corridor 7.1                              

HWE0013 Westbourne East-west corridor 5.5                              

HWE0002b Westbourne East-west corridor 2.2                              

HWE0001 Westbourne East-west corridor 1.9                              

HWE0002a Westbourne East-west corridor 1.1                              

HWE0004 Westbourne East-west corridor 1.1                              
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HWE0003 Westbourne East-west corridor 0.4                              

HWH0014 Westhampnett East-west corridor 14.1                              

HWH0003a Westhampnett East-west corridor 10.4                              

HWH0016 Westhampnett East-west corridor 6.5                              

HWH0004a Westhampnett East-west corridor 3.5                              

HWH0012a Westhampnett East-west corridor 2.4                              

HWH0007 Westhampnett East-west corridor 1.2                              

HWH0005a Westhampnett East-west corridor 0.8                              

HWH0015 Westhampnett East-west corridor 0.4                              

HWH0013a Westhampnett East-west corridor 0.4                              

HAP0003a Apuldram M’hood Peninsula 48.9                              

HAP0003b Apuldram M’hood Peninsula 47.7                              

HAP0004 Apuldram M’hood Peninsula 3.4                              

HAP0005b Apuldram M’hood Peninsula 2                              

HAP0005a Apuldram M’hood Peninsula 0.5                              

HBI0022 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 13.1                              

HBI0023 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 8.1                              

HBI0025 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 3.9                              

HBI0007 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 3.5                              

HBI0029 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 2.3                              

HBI0029a Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 2.3                              

HBI0012 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 1.4                              
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HBI0028 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 1.3                              

HBI0026 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 0.8                              

HBI0009 Birdham* M’hood Peninsula 0.3                              

HE0001 Earnley M’hood Peninsula 9.5                              

HE0002 Earnley M’hood Peninsula 9.2                              

HE0003 Earnley M’hood Peninsula 1                              

HEWB0002a E Witt’ing’ & B’sham  M’hood Peninsula 16.2                              

HEWB0001a E Witt’ing’ & B’sham  M’hood Peninsula 9.9                              

HEWB0008 E Witt’ing’ & B’sham  M’hood Peninsula 0.2                              

HHN0016 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 15.3                              

HHN0013 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 4.5                              

HHN0007 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 4.2                              

HHN0015 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 2.5                              

HHN0014 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 2.4                              

HHN0006 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 2.4                              

HHN0012 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 1.7                              

HHN0001 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 0.7                              

HHN0003 Hunston* M’hood Peninsula 0.4                              

HNM0017a North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 19.5                              

HNM0019 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 15.4                              

HNM0012b North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 8.0                              

HNM0012a North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 7.4                              
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HELAA ref. Parish Broad area 
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HNM0013 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 6.6                              

HNM0021a North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 5.6                              

HNM0008a North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 5.2                              

HNM0020 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 2.5                              

HNM0015 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 2.0                              

HNM0016 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 2.0                              

HNM0003 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 1.4                              

HNM0011 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 0.8                              

HNM0007 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 0.6                              

HNM0011a North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 0.5                              

HNM0009 North Mundham* M’hood Peninsula 0.3                              

HSY0010c Selsey M’hood Peninsula 15.8                              

HSY0010b Selsey M’hood Peninsula 11.8                              

HSI0004 Sidlesham M’hood Peninsula 4.8                              

HSI0002a Sidlesham M’hood Peninsula 1.3                              

HWW0002a West Wittering M’hood Peninsula 12                              

HWW0009 West Wittering M’hood Peninsula 1.1                              

HKD0010 Kirdford* Northeast 11.1                              

HKD0011 Kirdford* Northeast 6.5                              

HKD0001b Kirdford* Northeast 2.0                              

HKD0009 Kirdford* Northeast 1.7                              

HKD0007 Kirdford* Northeast 1.6                              
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HLX0016 Loxwood* Northeast 56                              

SE part of HLX0016* Northeast 10.4                              

HLX0013a Loxwood* Northeast 2.9                              

HLX0004 Loxwood* Northeast 1.8                              

HLX0007a Loxwood* Northeast 1.2                              

HLX0003 Loxwood* Northeast 0.9                              

HLX0005a Loxwood* Northeast 0.8                              

HLX0015 Loxwood* Northeast 0.6                              

HLX0006 Loxwood* Northeast 0.5                              

HLX0014 Loxwood* Northeast 0.2                              

HPI0009 Plaistow and Ifold* Northeast 195                              

HPI0002 Plaistow and Ifold* Northeast 7.0                              

HPI0004 Plaistow and Ifold* Northeast 0.9                              

HPI0010 Plaistow and Ifold* Northeast 0.8                              

HWG0011 Wisborough Grn* Northeast 5.5                              

HWG0020 Wisborough Grn* Northeast 2.3                              

HWG0019 Wisborough Grn* Northeast 1.4                              

HWG0004 Wisborough Grn* Northeast 1.3                              

HWG0022 Wisborough Grn* Northeast 0.6                              
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Appendix V: Parish scenarios 

Introduction 

This appendix supplements Section 5.4, which presents the parish / settlement scenarios that fed into Section 5.5 

and, in turn, the two sets of reasonable growth scenarios. 

Methodology 

This appendix considers all parishes in turn.  Consideration is firstly given to parishes in the southern plan area, 

followed by parishes in the northeast plan area. 

For each parish, the aim is to explore reasonable alternative approaches that might be taken to growth, either 

through one or more local plan allocations or a parish allocation (there is also a third option, namely a broad 

location, and the possibility of assigning a single parish both a local plan allocation and a parish allocation cannot 

be ruled out).   

The ultimate aim is to reach a conclusion on parish / settlement scenarios that reasonably need to be taken forward 

to Section 5.5, where parish / settlement scenarios are combined in order to arrive at final district-wide reasonable 

growth scenarios.  The aim is not to present a formal appraisal of reasonable alternatives, nor to discuss all feasible 

options to the same level of detail.  Rather, the aim is to explore those options judged to be a more ‘marginal’, i.e. 

where the question of whether or not to take the option forward is finely balanced, mindful of site-specific, 

settlement-specific and broad strategic considerations.  This approach is taken mindful of the legal requirement, 

which is to explain reasons for arriving at reasonable alternatives in “outline” terms (and mindful that site options 

are not reasonable alternatives). 

Southern plan area 
Parishes are considered broadly in order of suitability for growth, particularly mindful of the settlement hierarchy. 

Chichester Parish 

 

There is a clear strategic argument for maximising growth within Chichester Parish, which includes the City itself 

and surrounding land, particularly to the west.  This is despite high completions and commitments, with 1,506 

homes with planning permission (from 17 sites involving 5 or more homes) as of 1st April 2022. 
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There is clear support for rolling forward the West Chichester SDL allocation, specifically the remaining part of the 

site (Phase 2) that is yet to gain planning permission.  Also, there is strong support for allocating the Southern 

Gateway (HCC0061), which is a brownfield site previously thought to have capacity for 350 homes, but now with a 

revised capacity of 180 homes.  The site is subject to flood risk, but there is potential for mitigation, e.g. ensuring 

non-residential ground floor uses. 

The next consideration is the four developable HELAA sites to the west of Chichester, which are all now judged to 

be unsuitable for allocation, primarily because they intersect a proposed Strategic Wildlife Corridor.  Also, three 

would further extend the Chichester West SDL, and the SDL promoters have not provided any information in 

respect of masterplanning options, and the fourth is located close to the northern extent of Chichester (distant from 

the train station) and west of the former railway line that is now a cycle path.   

The capacity of the remaining developable HELAA sites is judged to be 190 homes, although it is important to note 

that one of these sites (HCC0050b) is affected by flood risk, which might reduce its capacity.  Additionally, in 

November 2022 an additional site with a capacity of 80 homes was identified, when a planning permission expired, 

namely Portfield Football Club (N.B. these expired permission is not counted in the commitments figure, i.e. there 

is no double counting).  On this basis, the HELAA capacity of sites other than Southern Gateway is 270 homes.  If 

further capacity issues are identified then Chichester Parish could undertake a further site selection process. 

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Chichester Parish, involving completions, commitments and windfall 

plus allocation of the Southern Gateway for 180 homes and a parish allocation for 270 homes (450 homes in total). 

Tangmere 

 

The Tangmere Strategic Development Location (SDL) allocation from the adopted local plan now has a resolution 

to grant outline planning permission for 1,300 homes, subject to a Section 106 agreement.  There is also a further 

site with planning permission for 38 homes, and two further neighbourhood plan allocations for a total of 27 homes.   

There is a high-level water quality / nutrient neutrality argument for considering the possibility of additional growth, 

with the aforementioned strategic infrastructure update presented to Members on 29 July 2021 explaining (page 

13): “The EA confirm that new development should ideally look for connection to Tangmere WwTW.”   

However, on the other hand, an important high level consideration is the lack of a train station at Tangmere, 

distance to Chichester and the fact that car journeys to Portsmouth and Southampton involve passing through all 

of the problematic A27 junctions.  This is an important broad strategic consideration, as discussed in Section 5.2. 

https://westofchichester.consultationonline.co.uk/
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QJZZT4ERIUA00
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Also, at a more local level, additional growth would risk over-development, noting committed and potential locations 

for additional growth relatively nearby, to the east of Chichester.  The Parish Council has engaged proactively with 

planning for the SDL, with the made Tangmere Neighbourhood Plan (2016) setting out a series of masterplanning 

principles for a 1,000 home scheme (the capacity of the SDL in adopted plan), before the Preferred Approach 

consultation document proposed increasing the capacity to 1,300 homes.  The option of additional growth beyond 

1,300 homes has not been considered at any point along the course of the plan-making / SA process to date. 

With regards to the possibility of higher growth, considerations include: 

• Land is available to the south of the SDL (HTG0015; Land at Tangmere Airfield) that could feasibly form part of 

a southern extension.  However, this would significantly impact the landscape gap to Oving, where there is the 

option of strategic growth to the north (i.e. in the direction of Tangmere), as discussed below.  

A more logical direction for expanding the SDL could potentially be to the west, in the direction of Chichester; 

however, there is no developable HELAA site here, and any further expansion would lessen the gap to 

Chichester and risk loss of grade 2 quality agricultural land (the land in question has been surveyed in detail). 

More generally, further expansion of the SDL would risk conflict with the agreed masterplan, including the key 

masterplanning principles, including the ‘one village vision’ discussed within the Design and Access Statement 

submitted as part of the current planning application.  The current western boundary is a fairly strong hedgerow. 

• The only other potential location for a strategic allocation is to the southeast of the village, where there are two 

adjacent HELAA sites that comprise the northern extent of the former Tangmere airfield, with the smaller of the 

two sites comprising hardstanding (the larger site is currently under arable production, but is shown as non-

agricultural land by the nationally available agricultural land quality dataset).  The option of a further strategic 

scheme here, in addition to the Tangmere SDL is not supported, for the reasons given above, plus this location 

is relatively poorly connected in transport terms and forms part of a designated Horticultural Development Area. 

• The final HELAA site (HTG0005) is a smaller site (1.92 ha) that relates well to the existing village edge, but is 

better suited to employment land, forming part of an employment allocation in the adopted local plan.  

Specifically, the intention is for this land to deliver an extension to Chichester Business Park.  

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Tangmere, involving completions, commitments and windfall only. 

Southbourne 

 
  

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/B1D553F2A9F24C692E9E144E7A39C4E2/pdf/20_02893_OUT-DESIGN_AND_ACCESS_STATEMENT_PART_1-3067055.pdf#page=8
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/B1D553F2A9F24C692E9E144E7A39C4E2/pdf/20_02893_OUT-DESIGN_AND_ACCESS_STATEMENT_PART_1-3067055.pdf#page=8
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/B1D553F2A9F24C692E9E144E7A39C4E2/pdf/20_02893_OUT-DESIGN_AND_ACCESS_STATEMENT_PART_1-3067055.pdf#page=10
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/24759/Chichester-Local-Plan---Key-Policies-2014---2029/pdf/printed_version.pdf#page=154
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/24759/Chichester-Local-Plan---Key-Policies-2014---2029/pdf/printed_version.pdf#page=120


Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Appendices 91 

 

There is relatively low committed growth here, in comparison to Tangmere.  Specifically, commitments total 246 

homes from four sites, although there have been notable recent completions, with modest expansions to the west 

(notably affecting the landscape gap to Emsworth), east and north (still under construction).  A key committed site 

is a 199 home scheme that gained permission at appeal in March 2020 (ref. 18/03145/OUT).29 

As such, there is a strategic argument for directing a good proportion of growth to Southbourne through the local 

plan, i.e. a good proportion of ~2,450 home target figure that is arrived at by deducting supply from completions 

(658 homes), commitments (5,476 homes), windfall (595 homes) and new supply from Chichester Parish (450 

homes) from the 9,630 target figure for the southern plan area (535 dpa ‘cap’ x 18 year plan period).  N.B. there is 

also a need to consider the possibility of a supply buffer, such that the 9,630 home figure is perhaps a minimum. 

As well as being a settlement hub on the east-west corridor, Southbourne benefits from a rail station and relative 

proximity to Portsmouth and Southampton.  This is an important broad distribution consideration, as discussed.   

The area is also subject to relatively low environmental constraint in some respects (focusing on land to the north 

of the AONB, and given an understanding of limited AONB setting concerns).  In particular, there is low historic 

environment constraint, and limited priority habitat (Brent Geese foraging/roosting is a constraint to the west). 

However, on the other hand, there is a need to demonstrate nutrient neutrality, and Southbourne drains to 

Thornham wastewater treatment works, which is heavily constrained, with the SoCG between CDC, the 

Environment Agency and Southern Water (2021; also note there was a 2022 capacity update) explaining: 

“… whilst no definite showstoppers to treating wastewater from new homes across the plan period have been 

established, it is clear that providing significant additional capacity at Thornham WWTW is dependent upon 

significant infrastructure improvements…   Therefore, local plan development in this area will need to be phased…” 

Also, the nationally available ‘provisional’ agricultural land quality dataset shows extensive grade 1 quality land in 

the vicinity of Southbourne, although very little land has been surveyed in detail. 

The Preferred Approach consultation document (2018) assigned a 1,250 home parish allocation to Southbourne, 

and this same figure was the assumption at the subsequent ‘Revised Distribution’ stage and also in January 2022, 

when there was a further targeted informal consultation.   

Following the Preferred Approach consultation, the Parish Council prepared and submitted a neighbourhood plan, 

proposing allocation of a 1,250 home scheme to the east of the village (1,050 homes plus site HSB0016, which is 

committed for 199 homes), after having gone through a process to consider the alternative of grow to the west. 

However, the neighbourhood plan Examiner subsequently found the plan to be premature, due to uncertainties 

around the emerging Chichester local plan, and the neighbourhood plan was withdrawn.  N.B. the examination did 

not progress as far as to consider substantive matters regarding the proposed growth scale or location. 

At the current time, it remains appropriate to direct a significant amount of growth to Southbourne.  However, rather 

than a parish allocation, there is a desire to achieve greater delivery certainty by allocating a broad location for 

development through the local plan, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 68.  

There is feasibly the alternative of a detailed local plan allocation.  However, there would be a need to go through 

a site selection process that would risk delaying the plan (recalling that a decision to withdraw the plan was made 

in April 2022).  Also, a detailed allocation is not necessary, because any scheme would need to come forward later 

in the plan period, following upgrades to Thornham wastewater treatment works. 

With regards to the extent of the broad location, this matter is considered fairly uncontentious (for the current 

purposes of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios).  Specifically, the proposal is to identify an area of search that 

includes developable HELAA sites that relate relatively well to the Southbourne settlement edge and avoid the 

Strategic Wildlife Corridor associated with the Ham Brook, also naturally mindful of the need to maintain a 

landscape gap to settlements within Chidham and Hambrook Parish, to the east.  It is important to note that the 

total theoretical capacity of developable HELAA sites within this broad area is far in excess of the number of homes 

that would need delivered under any reasonably foreseeable scenario. 

The broad location provides flexibility to identify a detailed allocation either through a Site Allocations Plan or, 

should the Parish Council wish to do so, a revised Southbourne Parish Neighbourhood Plan.  Site selection 

considerations will likely include: transport and access (including mindful of links to the train station and by car to 

Portsmouth); accessibility and community infrastructure (mindful of the secondary school, recreation ground and 

employment area at the western edge of the village); heritage (e.g. there is a historic rural lane to the east, 

 
29 A draft neighbourhood plan was published in 2022 explaining: “The new NP recognises the permissions that have been 
granted at Breach Avenue, Cooks lane and Wayside since the original NP was made [in 2015]… It does not allocate any… new 
sites because Southbourne is already accommodating over 250 dwellings more than the 350 allocated in the LP 2015.” 

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=PIUGKXER0UX00
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associated with two listed buildings), topography and landscape (including any visual links to the SDNP and/or the 

AONB) and the potential to secure a strategic scheme that delivers more than just new market homes, and 

potentially significant ‘planning gain’ for the local community. 

With regards to the number of homes that should be supported, there is logic to further exploring the scale of growth 

that was previously considered through the now withdrawn Southbourne NP, and it is not clear that there is an 

argument for considering lower growth.  Additionally, there is a clear argument for exploring the possibility of higher 

growth, to ensure a suitably comprehensive scheme, with a high level of ‘planning gain’.   

In conclusion, there are two scenarios for Southbourne Parish, namely completions, commitments and windfall 

plus either: 1) a broad location for 1,050 homes; or 2) a broad location for ~1,500 homes. 

East Wittering and Bracklesham Parish  

 

The final two settlement hubs – East Wittering and Selsey – are both located at the southern extent of the Manhood 

Peninsula, such that they are relatively poorly connected in transport terms (see Section 5.2), which serves as a 

broad strategic argument against higher growth, relative to Chichester Parish, Tangmere and Southbourne. 

The proposal in 2018 was to assign East Wittering a parish allocation for 350 homes.  However, this approach was 

revised at subsequent stages, and a significant number of homes subsequently gained planning permission at 

appeal.  The latest situation is that there is committed growth of 256 homes across five sites (across three parishes, 

but focused on East Wittering), plus there are two pending planning applications for a total of ~340 homes, which 

could conceivably gain permission at appeal, even if the Council refuses permission.  Furthermore, one of the sites 

currently the subject of a pending planning application is associated with a potential expansion (discussed below). 

There is a strong argument to suggest that committed growth is sufficient, given that: 

• committed growth is close to - and may exceed - the level of growth directed to East Wittering at the Preferred 

Approach (PA) stage, when the proposal was for a higher growth strategy across the southern plan area; 

• there is now understanding that Stockbridge and Whyke junctions are unlikely to be upgraded in the plan period, 

and there has generally been an evidenced shift towards an increased focus on the east-west corridor; 

• there are now generally higher concerns regarding flood risk, with a need to be mindful of expanded flood risk 

zones under climate change scenarios.  The most recent Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) shows 

extensive tidal flood risk across East Wittering under climate change scenarios. 
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However, on the other hand, there is a need to ensure a level of growth commensurate with East Wittering’s position 

in the settlement hierarchy.  It is recognised that Selsey and East Wittering are associated with ‘local centres’ in 

the retail hierarchy, whilst the other two settlement hubs – Tangmere and Southbourne – have ‘village centres’. 

With regards to the four developable HELAA sites directly abutting East Wittering, one is now committed and 

another is part committed for 70 homes, with the remaining part of the site considered to perform relatively poorly, 

nothing that it comprises a landscape parcel judged to have ‘low’ capacity by the Landscape Capacity Study (2019). 

Focusing on the remaining two sites, these are both the subject of pending planning applications, namely: 

• Land at Bracklesham Lane (south) (HEWB0001a) – the HELAA identifies capacity for 200 – 300 homes, but 

the current planning application is for 62 homes on part of the site, with the Design and Access Statement 

explaining that the remainder of the site could be developed in due course. 

• Land at Bracklesham Lane (north) (HEWB0002a) – the HELAA identifies capacity for 300 homes, but the 

planning application is for 280 homes, along with a community building, office space and sheltered housing. 

In conclusion, in light of the latest flood risk evidence, there is only one scenario for East Wittering and 

Bracklesham Parish, involving completions, commitments and windfall only. 

Selsey Parish 

 

The constraints to growth discussed above in respect of East Wittering also apply to Selsey, although: the flood 

risk constraint is notably different, in that the risk relates to flooding of the roads into / out of Selsey more so than 

the site options reasonably in contention for allocation; and the transport / traffic constraint is potentially somewhat 

lower, given some potential to make use of the Bognor Road A27 junction, or, at least, avoid Stockbridge junction. 

With regards to commitments, the situation is similar to East Wittering, with 237 homes set to come forward at 

committed sites.  Of these, 231 homes are set to come forward at two adjacent sites to the north of the village, 

which will serve to extend a recently completed scheme.   

However, unlike East Wittering, the situation in respect of commitments is not significantly changed since 2018, 

when the Preferred Approaches consultation document proposed a 250 home allocation (North of Park Farm).   

This allocation would have comprised a further northwards extension of the aforementioned committed / recently 

completed northern extension to the village.  However, the site in question was discounted as unacceptable through 

the HELAA in 2021, on account of flood risk. 

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/files/E8AFC34BE2F5A57B10B30C71FA3FDC8F/pdf/21_01376_OUT-REVISED_DESIGN_AND_ACCESS_STATEMENT-4335360.pdf
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=RH8CR9ER0ZU00
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There are only two developable HELAA sites at Selsey, of which one is preferable, on account of its relationship to 

the existing / committed settlement edge.  This is Land West of Park Farm, which has a capacity of 264 homes.  It 

is less constrained in flood risk terms, relative to North of Park Farm, reflecting its position adjacent to the 

Chichester Road, which is associated with slightly raised ground.   

In this light, close consideration was given to the option of allocating Land West of Park Farm (HSY0010b) over 

the course of 2022.  However, the ‘reasonableness’ of considering this site for allocation was always considered 

to be marginal, and then in late 2022, in light of the Level 2 SFRA (December 2022), it was ultimately determined 

there is no reasonable growth scenario involving allocation of this site (the situation could be revisited in the future, 

in light of any improvements to flood defences or road infrastructure, noting that the SFRA explains “Chichester 

District Council plans to promote the… Selsey Coastal Defence & Flood Scheme”).  The SFRA Level 2 explains: 

“Selsey is considered to be a dry island in the event tidal flooding. Therefore, whilst the risk of flooding to the site 

itself is low, consideration must be given to the ability of emergency services to reach the site, or for residents to 

seek help should flooding occur in line with paragraph 047 of the PPG Flood Risk and Coastal Change... access 

to and from the site is an important consideration as this is severely limited during climate change scenarios”.  

Under a worst case scenario, the flood depth could be as much as 2.6m for a 4-6 hour period, and the flow of water 

could damage the road.   

In conclusion, in light of the latest flood risk evidence, there is only one scenario for Selsey Parish, involving 

completions, commitments and windfall only. 

Oving Parish 

 

Having now considered the five higher order settlements, the next logical port of call is Oving Parish, to the east of 

Chichester, as this is the sequentially preferable location for an urban extension of Chichester into another parish.  

This reflects an understanding that the following Chichester urban extension options are unreasonable: 

• Northwest – the option of a further expansion of the West Chichester SDL, involving developable HELAA sites 

within Chichester Parish, has already been discussed above, and ruled out as unreasonable.   

• Southwest – the Preferred Approach consultation document proposed a large employment-led mixed use 

allocation (AL6), to include a new ‘Stockbridge link road’ between the A286 and the Fishbourne roundabout 

(discussed in Section 5.2).  However, the link road is now known to be undeliverable.  Also, there is now known 

to be “no environmental capacity” at Apuldram wastewater treatment works, according to the 2021 SOGC 

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31059/Local-Plan-Review-2035---Schedule-of-proposed-changes-to-policy-map/pdf/Local_Plan_Review_2035_-_Schedule_of_proposed_changes_to_policies_map.pdf#page=17
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between CDC, the Environment Agency and Southern Water.30  Furthermore, this sector of land is subject wider 

constraint, perhaps most notably in terms of flood risk (the River Lavant passes through the site), but also in 

terms of biodiversity (nearby Chichester Harbour SPA/SAC and priority habitat along the River Lavant), 

landscape (nearby Chichester Harbour AONB, a public footpath along the River Lavant) and also (to a lesser 

extent) the historic environment (two grade 1 listed buildings at nearby Apuldram alongside with four grade 2).   

A housing only scheme at the eastern extent of the site, in the form of a western extension to Stockbridge, could 

be an option, noting that this land here is relatively unconstrained (including in terms of agricultural land quality, 

according to the nationally available provisional dataset), but it is not clear that the land would be made available 

for a reduced scheme of this nature, and Stockbridge roundabout and wastewater constraints would remain.  

Stockbridge is service village, and benefits from good proximity to Chichester rail station and the city centre, 

but the A27 and employment land are a barrier to movement, and there is no local primary school. 

• Southeast – there is a developable HELAA site at the junction of the A27 and the A259 Bognor Road; however, 

the HELAA records this land as suitable only for employment.  The current proposal is to allocate this site for 

employment (see discussion in Appendix II). 

A new urban extension of Chichester into Oving Parish would comprise land bounded: to the west by the A27; to 

the north by Shopwhyke Road where the allocation at ‘Land at Shopwyke’ lies to the north, which is currently under 

construction for 585 homes; to the east by an area that forms part of a Strategic Wildlife Corridor and to the south 

by the railway line.  The site is not as well located in transport terms as the committed Land and Shopwyke site, 

given its position between the main road corridors (along which there are high quality cycle lanes), but A27-bound 

traffic would make use of A27 / B2144 (Oving Rd) junction, which is understood to be one of the less problematic 

A27 junctions, and the site is thought likely to benefit from reasonably good connectivity in terms of walking and 

cycling, with the Chichester Local Walking and Cycling Implementation Plan (LCWIP) showing a route along the 

B2144.  Also, the site has relatively high landscape capacity, according to the Landscape Capacity Study (2019). 

Furthermore, as a strategic site there will be the potential to deliver a mix of uses onsite, and a range of 

infrastructure alongside housing.  There have been ongoing discussions and work to consider the appropriate 

extent and capacity of the site, with 600 homes proposed at the Preferred Approaches stage, followed by 

consideration of up to 1,000 as part of the subsequent investigative work.  However, at the current time, there is 

confidence in an assumed capacity of ~700 homes, to balance the need to avoid impacting the Strategic Wildlife 

Corridor with a desire to ensure a suitably comprehensive masterplanned scheme with economies of scale. 

Finally, there is a need to note that around 2/3 of the site comprises former landfill.  On the one hand this creates 

a challenge, as there is a need to ensure that the land is appropriately remediated (which could lead to a cost and, 

in turn, an argument for supporting a larger or higher density scheme).  However, on the other hand, there are 

arguments for making best use of degraded land, in order to minimise pressure on high quality agricultural land. 

Significant completions and commitments plus a new strategic allocation for ~700 (680) homes is sufficient for 

Oving Parish, noting that Oving is a historic village that has expanded little itself beyond its designated conservation 

area and remains associated with a strong rural agricultural setting, in contrast to nearby Tangmere and Boxgrove.  

Landscape capacity is lower around Oving, in comparison to land directly to the east of Chichester / west of the 

Strategic Wildlife Corridor, and there is a strategic argument for maintaining the rural character of this broad area 

between the strategic road corridors, and perhaps increasing accessibility to this area (there are limited footpaths 

/ bridleways).  Also, the nationally available provisional agricultural land quality dataset shows extensive grade 1 

quality agricultural land in the vicinity of Oving, and this has been confirmed by field surveys (the ‘post 1988 criteria’ 

dataset) in some places (although in other places detailed field surveys have found the quality to be grade 3b). 

In turn, it is reasonable to rule out the remaining developable HELAA sites in Oving Parish, recalling the strategic 

context, in respect of the 535 dpa cap on growth and alternative locations for growth.  It is noted that there is no 

primary school at Oving, and that the scale of the ‘Land surrounding Oving’ developable HELAA site is certainly 

sufficient to deliver one (1,440 homes), but this scale of growth is unreasonable in the context of the current plan.  

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Oving Parish, involving completions, commitments and windfall plus 

a strategic allocation for ~700 homes.  

Overview of service villages 

The discussion above has served to identify ‘new’ supply of ~2,200 homes, which combined with completions, 

commitments and windfall (6,729 homes) brings the total supply identified, on the basis of the discussion so far, to 

~8,930 homes).  This is only ~700 homes short of the 9,630 homes target figure (535 dpa x 18 year plan period). 

 
30 The SOGC discusses the potential for the new Chichester to Tangmere pipeline to transfer wastewater from Chichester to 
Tangmere treatment works, but this runs north of Chichester, such that it could potentially be a challenge to connect to.  

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/cyclelanesandroutes
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31927/Section-B---East-West-Corridor-Reports-Revised/pdf/1983_Landscape_Capacity_Study_Section_B_East_West_Corridor_Reports_March_2019_Draft_compressed.pdf#page=4
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Furthermore, under a scenario whereby higher growth is supported at Southbourne, the residual target figure – to 

be met through new supply at service villages - would reduce further, to ~250 homes. 

In seeking to identify site and/or parish allocations to meet the residual target figure, attention focuses on the better 

connected service villages not subject to headline constraints, namely: 

• Hambrook / Nutbourne;  

• Fishbourne;  

• Westhampnett; and  

• Bosham / Broadbridge. 

There are broad strategic arguments for and against growth at each of the four settlements.  Therefore, as a logical 

starting point, it is reasonable to consider the possibility of distributing growth across these four villages, e.g. 

delivering in the region of 150 to 200 homes each.  

The four parishes are considered below in alphabetical order. 

Bosham Parish 

 

As discussed, attention focuses on Broadbridge, which is located outside of the AONB and benefits from a train 

station.  Other considerations include: transport (growth to the west of Chichester is broadly supported, but all 

Chichester-bound traffic would pass through the Fishbourne roundabout); landscape (all land in question has 

medium/low capacity, such that it is relatively constrained, in the context of most locations under consideration for 

allocation); and wastewater (Bosham treatment works is understood to be relatively unconstrained). 

A 250 home allocation (Highgrove Farm) has been proposed since the Preferred Approach stage 2018, such that 

it benefits from having been consulted-on quite extensively (at least with the key stakeholder organisations, 

importantly including the Environment Agency and Southern Water in respect of wastewater).  

This would involve an extension to a committed site for 50 homes, which gained permission in 2019 (ref. 

17/03148/FUL) following an allocation in the Site Allocation Development Plan Document 2014 – 2029 (2019).   

There is currently a pending planning application for 300 homes across the entire site (i.e. sites 2a and 2b), and 

the proposed scheme would notably deliver a community hall, allotments and a significant landscape buffer to the 

east, such that the scheme might serve to ensure a long term defensible eastern boundary to Broadbridge. 

The site, taken as a whole, is clearly subject to landscape constraint, but the committed site (at the southwest 

extent of the wider site, i.e. adjacent to the AONB) potentially serves to reduce concerns somewhat.  There is good 

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OYFAHDERM8U00
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proximity to the train station, and also to the local primary school at Bosham, and there would be direct access 

onto the A259.  Also, there are clear benefits associated with a larger comprehensive scheme in place of the 

smaller committed scheme, which would lead to a clear risk of further piecemeal growth in the future. 

There is feasibly the alternative of directing growth to the north of the railway line, where a significant amount of 

land is available and identified as developable by the HELAA.  In particular, land is available directly to the north 

of the village, between Ratham Lane and Brooks Lane.  However, not all land is available, and the available land 

is across two sites, suggesting land in different ownership, also: there could well be a road infrastructure constraint, 

noting the narrow nature of the junction between the B2146 and the A259; land here is located on the opposite 

side of the A259 to Bosham (including the primary school); the nationally available provisional agricultural land 

quality dataset suggests extensive grade 1 quality land to the north of the railway, whilst the Highgrove Farm site 

has been surveyed in detail and been found to comprise grade 2 and grade 3a quality land (which is still ‘best and 

most versatile’); and there is a more general argument for ensuring that any growth to the north of the railway line 

is suitably comprehensive, involving significantly more than 200 homes, e.g. feasibly involving a new A27 junction.  

There would also be a need to consider the SDNP constraint, with the Landscape Capacity Study (2019) notably 

identifying land to the north of the railway line as having ‘low / moderate’ capacity (as per land to the south). 

There is also feasibly the alternative of allocating both sites, leading to growth at Broadbridge in the region of 

perhaps 500 homes.  This could feasibly assist with infrastructure delivery, but it is not clear that there are any 

major opportunities to be realised.  One issue has been funding a replacement bridleway crossing over the railway 

line; however, latest understanding is that this issue has now been resolved. 

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Bosham Parish, involving completions, commitments and windfall 

plus an allocation for 250 homes. 

Chidham and Hambrook Parish 
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The parish comprises three distinct settlement areas, most notably Chidham, Hambrook and Nutbourne East, with 

Chidham within the AONB and so not considered further.  There is a case for suggesting Nutbourne East as broadly 

the most suitable location for growth, given proximity to the rail station and direct access to the A259.  It is also 

noted that the local primary school is located between Nutbourne east and Chidham.   

The parish has a made neighbourhood plan, and the intention since the Preferred Approach stage (2018) has been 

that further growth would be delivered through a neighbourhood plan review.  The parish consulted on an early 

‘strategy’ document in early 2022, which presented important analysis of potential growth locations (and envisaged 

making provision for 400 homes). 

The Preferred Approach consultation document proposed a 500 home parish allocation, and emphasised the need 

for “a high quality development to be masterplanned” so as to deliver a relocated primary school and “improved 

community facilities including recreation, open space, allotments and a convenience store.”   

Subsequently, the parish strategic location figure was reduced to 400 homes at the Revised Distribution stage, 

mindful of increased understanding of constraints to growth along the A259 corridor (see Section 5.2).  

Subsequently, a scheme for 118 homes, at the northern extent of the parish (i.e. north of Hambrook) gained 

permission at appeal in November 2021 (ref. 20/01826/FUL).  Subsequently, the proposed strategic location figure 

was reduced to 300 homes at the time of the targeted consultation with stakeholder organisations in early 2022. 

Furthermore, there is a need to be mindful of six significant pending planning applications, two of which are currently 

at the appeal stage.  There is a high likelihood of one or more of these being ultimately allowed, given that the 

Council is currently unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply, such that the NPPF’s presumption in 

favour of sustainable development (paragraph 11) applies. 

It could be the case that growth without a new primary school leads to significant issues, noting the following 

statement from the Chidham and Hambrook Neighbourhood Plan ‘Strategy’ consultation document: 

“The emerging Chichester Local Plan (at Draft Policy AL10) requires that land be allocated for a two form primary 

school in the Parish.  However, the Chichester Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) notes that although additional 

school places may be required, the primary school does not have the capacity to expand, and that, instead, 

contributions should be made towards the building of a new primary school in Southbourne.  Representations made 

by West Sussex County Council (as Local Education Authority) confirm that, combined, growth across Chidham & 

Hambrook, Bosham and Southbourne will require delivery of new primary school provision, though there is currently 

no certainty as to where this will be provided.” 

However, on the other hand, Nutbourne East benefits from a train station, and the Parish Council is well placed to 

allocate land for a significant number of homes, with the Strategy document from earlier in 2022 envisaging making 

provision for 400 homes.  With regards to wastewater treatment, it is not entirely clear whether wastewater would 

be treated at Thornham or Bosham treatment works. 

In conclusion, there is a need to progress two scenarios for further consideration, namely completions, 

commitments and windfall plus either: 1) a 150 home parish allocation; or 2) a 250 home parish allocation. 

  

https://www.chidhamandhambrook-pc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Neighbourhood%20Plan/2021.10.07%20Interim%20CHPC%20NP%20Strategy.pdf#page=19
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=QDV94QER0SR00&activeTab=summary
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Fishbourne Parish 

 

The village is notable as a historic settlement directly on the A259, as reflected in a designated conservation area 

and also a series of scheduled monuments, including Fishbourne Roman Palace.  However, it is not necessarily 

the case that the historic environment constraint is a significant barrier to growth, in comparison to Broadbridge to 

the west, as growth at Broadbridge would likely lead to similar rates of traffic through the conservation area. 

The village has expanded significantly to the north of the historic core, including significant 20th and 21st century 

expansion to the north of the railway line / station.  There has been limited recent growth, and there is low committed 

growth, most notably from a Fishbourne Neighbourhood Plan allocation for 15 homes.  It is also the case that there 

are no major current planning applications, in contrast to the settlements along the A259 corridor to the west. 

The Preferred Approach consultation document (2018) proposed a parish allocation of 250 homes.  However, this 

was revised down to 40 at the Revised Distribution stage (2019), and then down to 30 in January 2022, particularly 

on the basis of the identified Strategic Wildlife Corridor that runs between the eastern edge of the village and the 

A27.  This serves to rule out the option of significant growth across the cluster of HELAA sites east of the village. 

There is also the option of growth to the west of the village, and attention focuses on HFB0004a, which relates 

quite well to the existing settlement edge.  The landscape study identifies relatively good capacity here; however, 

there would be a risk of future creep / sprawl to the west.  Transport connectivity is potentially also a constraint, 

noting the most direct route to the A259 involves a level crossing of the railway line; however, on the other hand, 

there is an alternative route to Chichester, via Clay Lane.  The HELAA identifies capacity for 100 – 250 homes, 

and there was a recent EIA Screening Opinion requested for a 230 home scheme. 

Overall, there is not support for allocation of HFB0004a, or a parish allocation with HFB0004a in mind.  This reflects 

site-specific constraints, but also broad strategic constraints in respect of wastewater treatment (given an 

assumption that growth west of Fishbourne would be in addition to 300 homes at Highgrove Farm, Broadbridge, 

and given a risk of wastewater needing to be directed to Chichester (Apuldram) treatment works) and capacity at 

the Fishbourne Roundabout (mindful that a high proportion of car trips would be to Chichester, given proximity). 

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Fishbourne Parish, involving completions, commitments and windfall 

plus a parish allocation for ~50 homes (rounded to the nearest 50). 

  

https://sussexpast.co.uk/attraction/fishbourne-roman-palace/
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Westhampnett Parish 

 

The Preferred Approach consultation document allocated ‘Land at Westhampnett/North East Chichester’ for 500 

homes, with the site now under construction. 

Subsequently, a new site was identified as available and its suitability tested.  The initial proposal was for 300 

homes, but latest understanding indicates capacity of 270 homes.  

This site (HWH0014; Maudlin Farm) is judged to perform strongly in a number of respects, with good landscape 

capacity, good proximity to a primary school, good access to employment (Rolls Royce, the Goodwood Estate, 

Chichester Business Park and Chichester), a good cycle route into Chichester along the A285 and good access to 

the A27.  Furthermore, as a location to the east of Chichester, there are no nutrient neutrality concerns.   

However, on the other hand, it is recognised that Westhampnett is distant from a rail station, and that Portsmouth-

bound trips will involve passing through all problematic A27 junctions.  Furthermore, a 165 home scheme in the 

Parish recently gained permission at appeal, which serves as a reason for a more modest allocation at 

Westhampnett; however, on the other hand, the effect of the recently permitted scheme will be to increase the 

extent to which Westhampnett can be considered to represent the north-eastern extent of Chichester. 

With regards to alternatives to HWH0014 (Maudlin Farm), attention focuses on a smaller site adjacent to the north 

(HWH0004a), which is likely to be preferable in transport connectivity / accessibility terms, as it is located directly 

on the A285.  However, it is potentially less well contained in landscape terms than HWH0014. 

There is also feasibly the potential for supporting a more modest scheme at HWH0014 (Maudlin Farm), noting the 

possibility of a degree of transport accessibility constraint (mindful of a cluster of three grade 2 listed buildings), 

and also with a view to securing a landscape buffer at the eastern edge of the site, to bound the eastwards 

expansion of Westhampnett, and also potentially with a view to targeted habitat creation, noting that the originally 

proposed Strategic Wildlife Corridor passed through this area, prior to being moved to the west following the 

technical consultation held in 2021.  Also, the possibility of allocating both sites could be considered. 

Finally, there is a need to note a large HELAA site to the north, which is suitable only for employment. 

Overall, it is considered reasonable to progress alternative scenarios for further consideration, but a challenge 

arises in that numerous scenarios can be envisaged. 

In conclusion, two scenarios are progressed for further consideration, namely 1) completions, commitments and 

windfall only; and 2) completions, commitments and windfall plus allocation of HWH0014 only for 270 homes. 

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31058/Local-Plan-Review-2016-2035-Preferred-Approach/pdf/Local_Plan_Review_2016-2035_-_Preferred_Approach.pdf#page=106
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31058/Local-Plan-Review-2016-2035-Preferred-Approach/pdf/Local_Plan_Review_2016-2035_-_Preferred_Approach.pdf#page=106
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QJ88KRERI8000
file:///C:/Users/mark.fessey/Desktop/1.%20Chichester/The%20proposal%20to%20change%20the%20route%20of%20the%20Westhampnett%20to%20Pagham%20Harbour%20Strategic%20Wildlife%20Corridor
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Overview of the remaining parishes 

The remaining parishes can be discussed more briefly, as there are fewer strategic arguments for growth.   

Boxgrove 

 

Boxgrove is adjacent to Tangmere, but separated by the A27.  There are broad strategic arguments in favour of 

directing a proportion of growth to this area, e.g. relating to nutrient neutrality and wastewater treatment.  However, 

on the other hand, Boxgrove is distant from a train station, and there is an extensive conservation area, including 

the ruins of Boxgrove Priory alongside a grade 1 listed parish church.  A modest parish allocation of 50 homes was 

consulted-upon in early 2022, and this approach is remains appropriate at the current time. 

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Boxgrove Parish, involving completions, commitments and windfall 

plus a parish allocation for ~50 homes. 

Westbourne  

 

https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/visit/places/boxgrove-priory/
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Westbourne is located at the western extent of the east-west corridor, and is poorly connected in some ways, in 

that it is not located on an A-road nor is there a railway station; however, Emsworth is in close proximity to the 

south.  Westbourne is a historic village on the River Ems, with a conservation area containing a notably high density 

of listed buildings; also the SDNP is adjacent to the north.   

The proposal at the Preferred Approach stage was for no growth (beyond completions and commitments), but the 

Revised Distribution the proposed 50 homes, with this revised down to 30 homes in January 2022.  The made 

neighbourhood plan allocated two sites for a total of 12 homes, and so a target of 30 homes is considered 

appropriate for the neighbourhood plan review. 

In conclusion, there is only one scenario for Westbourne Parish, involving completions, commitments and 

windfall plus a parish allocation for ~50 homes (rounded to the nearest 50) 

Hunston and North Mundham  
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Hunston and North Mundham are closely linked parishes, to the south of Chichester / at the northern extent of the 

Manhood Peninsula, containing the service villages of Hunston and North Mundham / Runcton.  The Preferred 

Approach consultation document suggested parish allocations for a total of 300 homes, with a particular focus on 

Hunston Parish.  However, the approach to growth was revised downwards at subsequent stages, to the point 

where parish allocations for a total of 200 homes were proposed in January 2022.   

West Sussex County Council (WSCC) then objected through the January 2022 consultation, on the basis that there 

is no primary school capacity, and no potential for capacity expansion.  Subsequently, a site for 66 homes at North 

Mundham received a resolution to grant planning permission, subject to S106 (ref. 20/02989/FUL), potentially 

worsening the primary school capacity constraint.  WSCC had originally objected to the application in December 

2021, but then withdrew their objection in May 2022, on the basis of revised pupil projections, but it is fair to assume 

that a significant primary school constraint remains.  There is also a need to consider relatively poor transport 

connectivity, and a need for car traffic to join or cross A27 junctions. 

In conclusion, two scenarios are progressed for further consideration, namely 1) completions, commitments and 

windfall only; and 2) completions, commitments and windfall plus a parish allocation for 50 homes. 

Birdham 

 

Birdham is a service village located on the A286 between East Wittering and Chichester.  The option of a significant 

parish allocation has been considered in the past; however, there is no greatly reduced argument for growth, given 

A27 junction capacity issues.  The Landscape Capacity Study records a degree of capacity, but the developable 

HELAA sites mostly relate poorly to the main / historic settlement core.  There is also a need to consider the 

landscape setting of the Somerley Conservation Area, to the south, and more generally avoid the risk of ‘sprawl’ 

across the flat landscape of the Manhood Peninsula.  

In conclusion, two scenarios are progressed for further consideration, namely 1) completions, commitments and 

windfall only; and 2) completions, commitments and windfall plus a parish allocation for 50 homes. 

Other parishes  

These are either relatively poorly suited to growth or are set to see sufficient growth through completions / 

commitments; and/or have no uncommitted developable HELAA sites reasonably in contention for allocation (or it 

is the case that sites have already been discussed above). 

  

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QK04M9ER0UX00
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Northeast plan area 

Reaching a decision on reasonable growth scenarios for the northeast plan area and, in turn, a decision on a 

preferred approach to growth, is inherently challenging, in comparison to the southern plan area: 

• The range of potential total growth quantum figures that warrant consideration is broad, from perhaps 200 

homes new supply through the local plan (which, when combined with completions / commitments windfall 

totalling 315 homes, would mean that the area delivers around 4% of total growth over the plan period, in line 

with the proposal in 2018, at the time of the Preferred Approach consultation), to total new supply of ~1,800 

homes, which is the level of growth assumed within the Water Neutrality Mitigation Strategy (see Section 5.2).   

• There are relatively few clear cut strategic distribution factors, with all four/five settlements placed in the same 

tier of the settlement hierarchy, and the two other primary factors that apply in the southern plan area, namely 

nutrient neutrality and A27 capacity constraints, do not apply in the northeast plan area.  

In this light, the following bullet points introduce some key issues (supplementing the discussion Section 5.2): 

• Water neutrality – is a key issue, discussed in Section 5.2, but it is difficult to draw strong implications for 

reasonable growth scenarios, at least in terms of how growth might / should be distributed.   

• Connectivity to higher order settlements – Loxwood and (in particular) Wisborough Green are best connected 

to both Billinghurst and Horsham, with the other villages more distant and connected by minor roads.  This is 

simply in terms of road connectivity, but there is also a need to consider speed and frequency of bus services. 

• Landscape – the Capacity Study (2019) is a key source of evidence, with a summary map available here.  

• Waste water treatment – the waste water treatment works (WwTW) at Loxwood, which also serves Plaistow 

and Ifold, is currently operating above capacity, but there is understood to be potential for upgrades, such that 

this is an issue for the phasing of development more so than spatial strategy / site selection. 

• Other environmental constraints – ancient woodland is widespread, including nationally designated SSSIs, and 

four of the five villages are associated with river corridors.  Wisborough Green is closest to the SDNP and also 

the Mens Special Area of Conservation (SAC), which falls within the SDNP and is associated with a sensitive 

bat population known to forage across landscape scales.  However, visual and footpath/bridleway links to the 

SDNP are limited.  In contrast, the three northern villages are all associated with important footpath/bridleway 

routes associated with the River Arun corridor and/or linking to open access common land / woodlands.  

• Other parish / village specific considerations: 

─ Kirdford – there is a village shop, but no primary school, with the nearest at Plaistow, ~5km to the north.  The 

village is located on minor roads, but the A272 at Wisborough Green is ~4.5km distant, which links to 

Billinghurst (~9km).  Kirdford is a historic village associated with the River Kird, with a designated conservation 

area and grade 1 listed church, plus there is landscape and biodiversity constraint, including associated with 

ancient woodland and common land.  The village has expanded modestly beyond the conservation area, and 

there is a need to consider further expansion, despite clear constraints.   

─ Loxwood – is classed as a service village, as per Kirdford, but is considerably larger, with a primary school 

and a GP surgery (although the retail offer is similar to Kirdford).  The village has expanded well-beyond the 

historic core, predominantly to the east, and there are relatively few environmental constraints to further 

expansion, plus Loxwood is also relatively well-connected in transport terms, being located on the B2133.  

Primary considerations include the river/canal corridor to the south and west, and rising land to a woodlands 

complex to the east.  There is a clear linear historic core, associated with a historic crossing point over the 

River Arun / canal, but the village does not have a designated conservation area.   

─ Plaistow & Ifold – two villages that function generally together, located to the west of Loxwood.  Beginning 

with Plaistow, this is a historic village, associated with a raised wooded landscape, that has expanded very 

little beyond its conservation area.  There is a primary school and a small village shop, but Plaistow is located 

on minor roads, with residents likely to look west to Haslemere (~12km) and, in the future, north to the new 

settlement at Dunsfold Aerodrome (~11.5 km).  Rurality and constraints combine to suggest limited growth 

potential, but options must be closely examined nonetheless, given the strategic context.  Also, the village is 

unique, amongst those discussed here, in that there is no defined settlement policy boundary. 

With regards to Ifold, this is a new area of settlement built within the grounds of the Ifold Estate, with plots 

first laid out in the 1930s.  The settlement area formerly comprised an extensive woodland, and this is reflected 

in the character of the built-up area and its surrounds.  The land rises to the west (towards Plaistow), but is 

otherwise notably flat, with limited landscape sensitivity, and there is little or no historic environment constraint.  

Ifold is the largest of the villages currently under consideration by settlement area, but has very few services 

and facilities (a village hall and a small shop; no recreation ground or playground).   

https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/31929/Section-D---North-East-Reports-Revised/pdf/1983_Landscape_Capacity_Study_Section_D_North_East_Reports_March_2019_compressed.pdf#page=3
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• Wisborough Green – there is an extensive conservation area, including a prominent grade 1 listed church, and 

there is a need to consider ways in which the significance of the conservation area relates to the current village 

built form and links to the surrounding in the rural landscape.  As discussed, there is also a need to consider 

links to the nearby Mens SAC, the SDNP and the Upper Arun SSSI.  However, the village is relatively suited to 

growth in certain respects, in that it is well-connected by road to Billinghurst, and Horsham beyond, and there 

are a number of local services and facilities (although there is no GP surgery). 

The four parishes in this area are discussed in alphabetical order. 

Kirdford 

 

There is significant committed growth at Kirdford, with HKD0002 having planning permission for 54 homes (ref. 

19/00086/FUL); HKD0001a an allocation in the made neighbourhood plan (2014) for 10 homes plus community 

uses; and HKD0008 also an allocation in the made neighbourhood plan, for nine homes.  In total, therefore, there 

is committed growth for 73 homes, which amounts to a significant level of growth for a small village such as Kirdford. 

With regards to potential options for further growth, a first port of call is land to the south of the village, namely 

adjacent sites HKD0001a (discussed above) and HKD0001b, which the HELAA identifies as having capacity for 

40 homes.  There is currently a live planning application for 70 homes across the two adjacent sites, which form a 

single field, and this is considered a reasonable option to test, as this land does relate well to the village.   

However, there is also an argument for more modest housing growth here, e.g. 50 homes, potentially alongside 

community infrastructure, including given: the adjacent conservation area; the public right of way through the site 

(plus the wider site appears to be informally accessed, e.g. for dog walking); and possible onsite biodiversity value. 

Moving on to site options to the north of the village, this is broadly considered to be a sequentially less preferable 

direction for growth, given that: the sites are less well connected to the village and road network; there is a high 

density of woodland, mature hedgerows and PRoWs; and committed site HKD0002 is nearby.   

Several different configurations of growth might be envisaged across HKD0007, HKD0009 and/or HKD0011, 

involving up to 250 homes, which is the combined HELAA capacity of these three sites.  However, access is a key 

issue, e.g. it seems likely that sites would require access from one another (it seems likely that HKD0007 would 

require access from HKD0009, via a small stream / surface water flood channel).  Another consideration is the lack 

of any field boundary between HKD0009 and/or HKD0011. 

  

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=PL47G4ERGBW00
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Looking beyond HELAA sites, it is difficult to envisage a higher growth scenario that delivers a primary school.  

The Landscape Capacity Study notably identifies land to the east of the village as having relatively high landscape 

capacity; however, in addition to the land in question not having been made available, there would be a concern 

regarding long term development creep east across a flat and relatively featureless landscape.   

With regards to reasonable growth scenarios, as an initial step it is fair to rule-out, as ‘unreasonable’, the lowest 

growth scenario, i.e. growth at committed sites only.  There is a clear argument for growth at Kirdford over-and-

above commitments, given: A) the strategic context (i.e. the ~1,800 home target figure for the northeast plan area); 

and B) significant capacity at sites found to have capacity through the HELAA. 

With regards to the highest growth scenario, namely a scenario involving commitments plus up to an additional 

70 homes to the south of the village plus up to an additional 250 homes to the north of the village, there is an 

argument for ruling this out as unreasonable, because Kirdford is poorly connected and does not benefit from a 

primary school, aligned with the fact that there is seemingly no potential to deliver a new school.  However, on the 

other hand, there is a need to consider the strategic context, plus a view that development of HKD0009 would, in 

turn, lend support for additional allocation of HKD0011, because of the lack of an intervening field boundary. 

In conclusion, three growth scenarios emerge, namely completions, commitments and windfall plus: 

• Scenario 1 – 50 homes, assumed likely to involve a southern focus. 

• Scenario 2 – 150 homes, assumed to involve up to 70 homes to the south plus limited growth to the north 

(presumably to include HKD0009). 

• Scenario 3 – 300 homes, assumed to involve up to 70 homes to the south plus up to 250 homes to the north. 

Under the first two scenarios it is fair to assume that the task of allocation would be delegated to the Parish Council, 

given a range of detailed site specific considerations that will have a bearing on appropriate site capacities / 

densities, and given that the Parish Council has a track record in respect of neighbourhood planning.  However, 

under the highest growth scenario there would be a strong argument for allocation through the local plan, given the 

number of homes involved, and given limited choice in respect of site selection. 

Loxwood 

 

Beginning with HLX0002, which is shown as benefiting from planning permission in the figure above, this site has 

now delivered in full, with all homes coming forward prior to the start of the plan period (1st April 2021). 



Chichester Local Plan SA  SA Report 

 

 
Appendices 107 

 

The other committed site shown in the figure above is HLX0010a, which is a neighbourhood plan allocation for 17 

homes, plus three of the sites shown as developable (HLX0007a, HLX0013a and HLX0014) have gained planning 

permission since the HELAA was published.  As such, the total commitments figure is 95 homes. 

With regards to new allocations, the first port of call is the following series of sites that relate well to the existing 

settlement boundary and, indeed, are included within the revised settlement boundary presented within the version 

of the Loxwood Neighbourhood Plan Review published for consultation in 2020: HLX0003; HLX0004; HLX0005a 

and HLX0006.  The assumed capacity of these sites is 70 homes.31 

The next site to consider is HLX0015, which was not supported by the neighbourhood plan published for 

consultation in 2020.  This site is adjacent to a stream corridor / flood risk zone, and there are two near adjacent 

grade 2 listed buildings that contribute to an attractive eastern ‘gateway’ to the village.  However, the site could be 

considered to relate well to the village edge in built form terms.  The HELAA capacity is 15 homes. 

Finally, there is a need to consider HLX0016, which the HELAA supported through round 1 (as per all of the other 

sites discussed above) and suggested might have a capacity of ~1,000 homes, reflecting of the capacity figure 

suggested by the site promoter at that time.   

There are clear arguments for giving close consideration to the option of a strategic scheme here, with a view to 

delivering: a good mix of housing (possibly to include an element of specialist housing); a good amount of land 

given over to green / blue infrastructure and other non-housing uses onsite (the HELAA discusses the potential for 

employment land); and possibly investment in offsite infrastructure.  These arguments relate to the limited 

environmental constraints affecting the area, combined with the strategic context, namely the ~1,800 home target 

figure for the northeast plan area.  The site is bounded to the west by the river / canal corridor, which is a clear 

sensitivity, but could also potentially represent something of an opportunity. 

However, latest understanding is that access constraints could rule-out the option of a strategic scheme involving 

the entire site.  Specifically, whilst there is access from the B2133 at the southern extent of the site, there is no 

clear means of accessing the B2133 from the north, given land availability.  There is a farm track linking the northern 

extent of the site to the B2133, but it is not clear that transforming this into an access road for a strategic scheme 

would be achievable, including as the track is a PRoW and there are two grade 2 listed buildings at the junction of 

the track and the B2133.  For these reasons, the current view of the site promoters is that only the very southeast 

part of the site is developable within the plan period, with a capacity of up to 400 homes.32 

Looking beyond HELAA sites, the possibility of more comprehensive growth to the west of the village additionally 

including the parcel of land to directly to the north of the village and west of the B2133 might be envisaged.  This 

would be supported from a transport perspective, and the possibility of growth integrating well with the adjacent 

village hall might be envisaged.  However, aside from this land being unavailable, an important constraint relates 

to the small patch of ancient woodland found within this parcel of land. 

With regards to land to the east of Loxwood, attention focuses on land to the north of the village, as there would 

be the potential for direct access onto the B2133, and also avoid the risk of the settlement expanding towards 

sensitive woodlands to the east.  However, the strategic growth to the west is the sequentially preferable option, 

not least given land availability, and further strategic growth to include land to the east of the B2133 would risk an 

unreasonably high growth strategy.  It is not clear that there are any particular opportunities that might be realised 

via a very high growth strategy, aside from delivering housing to meet the plan area needs.  

With regards to reasonable growth scenarios, as an initial step it is fair to rule-out the low growth scenarios, 

specifically a scenario involving committed sites only and scenarios involving fewer than 70 homes across sites 

HLX0003; HLX0004; HLX0005a and HLX0006 (i.e. the sites supported by the draft neighbourhood plan in 2020).  

Assuming that wastewater treatment constraints can be overcome, then there is a clear argument for significant 

growth at Loxwood, given strategic, settlement specific and site-specific factors.   

In conclusion, three growth scenarios emerge, namely completions, commitments and windfall plus: 

• Scenario 1 – 75 homes, assumed to involve the 70 homes at the sites supported by the draft neighbourhood 

plan in 2020 and potentially also HLX0015 to the east (a small site of fairly limited significance). 

• Scenario 2 – 450 homes, assumed to involve Scenario 1plus up to 400 homes within HLX0015. 

 
31 HLX0003 – 10 homes on the basis of pre-application discussions, although there has been a refused application for 18 homes; 
HLX0004 – 32 homes in line with the HELAA and the allocation in the emerging NP; HLX0005a – 25 homes in line with the 

HELAA, although an allocation in the emerging NP for 22 homes and a pending application for 29 homes; HLX0006 – 5 homes 
in line with a pending application, although the HELAA says 10 homes. 
32 The promoters now identify capacity of 325 homes. 
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• Scenario 3 – 1,050 homes, assumed to involve Scenario 1 plus HLX0016 in full.  Whilst this may not be 

achievable, it is considered appropriate to explore the option nonetheless. 

Under all of these scenarios there would be an argument for allocations being made through the local plan, with a 

view to avoiding the risk of delays through a neighbourhood plan, recognising that: A) the smaller sites in question 

appear relatively clear cut; and B) any scheme within HLX0015 would be of strategic importance to the district.  

However, on the other hand, the Parish Council has a strong track record of neighbourhood planning and has 

demonstrated its ability to deliver growth broadly as per Scenario 1, via the draft neighbourhood plan published for 

consultation in 2020. 

Plaistow and Ifold 

 

There has been relatively little recent housing growth within the parish, and there is only one small committed site, 

namely HPI0008, which is an allocation in the 2014 sites DPD for 10 homes.  It is counted as a commitment in the 

HELAA; however, as it has not progressed since 2014, such that it is fair to assume some deliverability issues. 

The next site to consider is HPI0010, at Plaistow.  The site was supported as an allocation for 11 homes in a recent 

a draft neighbourhood plan submitted for examination in 2020; however, that plan has now been withdrawn from 

examination.  The HELAA identifies a capacity of 30 homes.  It is also noted that the site comprises part of a larger 

field, and the potential to develop the field as a whole, e.g. for 50 homes, can be envisaged.   

The next two sites to consider are HPI0002 and HPI0004, at the southern edge of Ifold.  The former site has been 

promoted for 200 homes, but the HELAA identifies a capacity of 150 homes, with this lower capacity supported 

given adjacent woodland (also potentially onsite mature trees) and an adjacent listed building.  The latter site is 

separated from the settlement boundary (and, indeed, is separated by a stream corridor), with the HELAA 

identifying a capacity of up to 15 homes, but there are arguments for more modest growth.  Ideally, a strategic 

approach to growth would be taken in this sector of land, also accounting for committed site HPI0008. 

Finally, there is a need to consider HPI009, which is being actively promoted for around 600 homes plus land for a 

new primary school, with the proposal to deliver development only within the eastern-most parcels of land shown 

within the figure above.  As such, the proposed scheme would be in the form of a new settlement, separated from 

Plaistow to the north.  A request for an EIA Scoping Opinion was submitted in July 2022 (22/01754/EIA).  Also, and 

importantly, there is a separate scheme being promoted that would involve implementing a Whole Farm Plan 

without housing (22/01735/FULEIA).33   

 
33 The Whole Farm Plan proposes commercial and high welfare, low impact and low intensity farming activity, the gradual 
development of a rural enterprise centre, a rural food and retail centre, equestrian centre, and glamping site.  

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=RELUZLER0ZU00&documentOrdering.orderBy=documentType&documentOrdering.orderDirection=ascending
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=REJPNJER10R00&activeTab=summary
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Looking beyond HELAA sites:  

• At Plaistow there are small fields / parcels of land surrounding the village that might possibly be considered for 

housing, and attention potentially focuses on land to the north and west of the village, given heritage and 

biodiversity constraints, and topography here could serve to contain expansion.  However, it is not possible to 

envisage any reasonable scenario that would deliver significant additional growth, given the constrained and 

poorly connected nature of the village (albeit it does benefit from a primary school, and will benefit from good 

road access to Dunsfold Aerodrome in the future).   

• With regards to Ifold, there is a growth related opportunity around delivering new community infrastructure.  

However, it is difficult to envisage a direction for significant expansion.  Attention potentially focuses on land to 

the east, adjacent to the north of the Plaistow Road (and therefore relatively well connected to the B2133), but 

this parcel of land would not connect well to the existing area of settlement, including given an intervening band 

of ancient woodland, and there is low landscape capacity.  The only other broad sector of land not heavily 

constrained by woodland is land to the west; however, this is rising land that contributes to the gap to Plaistow. 

With regards to reasonable growth scenarios, as an initial step it is fair to rule-out the lowest growth scenario, 

i.e. growth only at committed site HPI0008.  Assuming that wastewater constraints can be overcome, then there is 

a clear argument for growth at Plaistow and Ifold, over-and-above commitments, mindful of the strategic context. 

In conclusion, three growth scenarios emerge, namely completions, commitments and windfall plus: 

• Scenario 1 – 25 homes, assumed to involve either allocation of just HPI0010 (Plaistow) or allocation of HPI0010 

in combination with HPI0004.   

• Scenario 2 – 150 homes, assumed to involve allocation of HPI0002 although, in practice, there would be 

flexibility to consider also allocating HPI0010 and/or HPI0004.  

• Scenario 3 – 175 homes, involving allocation of all three sites discussed above. 

Under all scenarios there would be a strong argument for allocations to be made through a neighbourhood plan, 

as the Parish Council would be well placed to make a final decision on how to distribute growth across sites.  The 

Parish Council has unfortunately not been in a position to move to a successfully ‘made’ neighbourhood plan to-

date, but did progress a plan to examination. 

Finally, with regards to HPI009, namely the option of a new settlement at Crouchlands Farm, there is a clear need 

to test this option, but it requires stand-alone consideration, as opposed to consideration alongside the other site 

options at Plaistow and Ifold.  It is discussed further in Section 5.4. 

Wisborough Green 
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There has been significant recent housing growth, with HWG0003 delivered just prior to the start of the plan period 

(22 homes) and HWG0002 having delivered in the first year of the plan period (25 homes).  Also, HWG0017 is an 

existing allocation for 11 homes.  As such, the existing supply for the plan period is 25 + 11 = 36 homes.  Also, 

whilst not shown on the map above, it is noted that a site for 10 residential caravans was delivered in 2016/17.  

With regards to potential allocations, the first three sites to consider are HWG0004, HWG0019 and HWG0022, as 

these sites were proposed for allocation in a draft version of the Wisborough Green Neighbourhood Plan Review 

published for consultation in 2021.  Considerations are as follows: 

• HWG0004 – the assumption within both the draft neighbourhood plan and the HELAA is delivery of 10 homes 

plus ~0.9 ha of open space.  There is feasibly the potential to deliver housing across the entire site, which could 

lead to a capacity of up to 40 homes (and there is also land directly to the northeast of the site that might 

additionally come into consideration, were it to be made available).  An Inspector gave clear reasons for 

dismissing an appeal for a larger scheme in 2018 (16/02717/OUT).   

• HWG0019 – the assumption within both the draft neighbourhood plan and the HELAA is delivery of 18 homes 

plus three employment units, in order to demonstrate no net loss of employment.  This site is clearly some way 

distant such from the village core, such that it was supported only through round 2 of the HELAA.  The 

neighbourhood plan sets out that there would be a need to deliver a footpath between the site and the village 

core, in order for the site to come forward, which could potentially create a delivery challenge. 

• HWG0022 – the HELAA assumes 10 homes, whilst the draft neighbourhood plan sets out that the latest 

proposal from the site promoter is for 8 homes.  This site is sensitive on account of the conservation area. 

A further site is also available, and supported within the draft neighbourhood plan, known as Tanglewood Nursery.  

This is a current nursery site located between HWG0004 and HWG0019 and is proposed for 9 homes. 

Finally, there is a need to consider HWG0011 (N.B. HWG0020 is proposed only for employment, and so need not 

be considered further here).  This site is not supported by the Parish Council, and is clearly sensitive in historic 

environment terms, as it intersects the conservation area and the grade 1 listed parish church, which is prominent 

on raised ground, is near adjacent.  There are also historic field boundaries and PRoW running through and 

adjacent to the site.  However, sensitive views into and across the site are limited, specifically primarily limited to 

the PRoW (also potentially Newpound Lane, subject to hedgerow height), and a sensitively masterplanned scheme 

could relate quite well to the existing built form of the village.  The HELAA identifies a capacity of 80 homes, which 

amounts to a gross density of 14.5 homes per hectare, which is assumed to be a suitably low density.  However, 

it is recognised that detailed work could serve to highlight the need for fewer homes given the sensitivities. 

Looking beyond HELAA sites, it is difficult to envisage the potential for further strategic growth.  Attention focuses 

on the arc of land to the north and east of the village, as land to the west is constrained on account of a prominent 

hill and the national park, whilst land to the south is constrained by a river corridor.  However, within this sector, 

land to the north is poorly connected, and in all directions there would be a risk of poor containment within the 

landscape / future sprawl and impacts to the valued historic character of the village. 

With regards to reasonable growth scenarios, as an initial step it is fair to rule-out the low growth scenarios, 

specifically a scenario involving committed sites only and scenarios involving fewer than 45 homes across sites 

HWG0004, HWG0019, HWG0022 and Tanglewood Nursery (i.e. the sites supported by the draft neighbourhood 

plan in 2021).  There is a clear argument for significant growth at Wisborough Green, given the strategic context.  

It is recognised that two of the sites are separated from the village core / settlement boundary; however, the 

strategic context serves to suggest a need to take these sites forward nonetheless. 

In conclusion, three growth scenarios emerge, namely completions, commitments and windfall plus: 

• Scenario 1 – 50 homes, assumed to involve the draft neighbourhood plan sites plus an additional five homes.   

• Scenario 2 – 75 homes, assumed to involve the draft neighbourhood plan sites plus either additional homes at 

either HWG0004 or additional allocation of HWG0011 for a low density scheme. 

• Scenario 3 – 125 homes, assumed to involve the draft neighbourhood plan sites plus allocation of HWG0011 

for up to 80 homes. 

Under all of these scenarios it is fair to assume that the task of allocation would be delegated to the Parish Council, 

given a range of detailed site specific considerations that will have a bearing on appropriate site capacities / 

densities, and given that the Parish Council has a strong track record in respect of neighbourhood planning.   

https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage

