
Planning appeals generally and Welbeck appeal in particular. 
Planning application number: 20/02491/OUT Appeal reference number: APP/L3815/W/21/3286315. 

Very brief overview of a very complex subject 
Where a refusal has been given to a planning application by the Local Planning Authority – in our case CDC – then 

the applicant – in this case Welbeck Strategic Land (IV) LLP can make an appeal to the Planning Inspectorate who 

are based in Bristol.  The appeal can follow one of three routes – 1. Written representation, 2. A hearing or 3. An 

Inquiry, this is when the issues are complex, substantial local interest has been shown and formal questioning is 

required – often by an advocate and is a bit like a court of law.  In this case the route chosen by the Inspector is 

Inquiry. 

The inspector will set timescales for critical dates and for this appeal they are: 

Start Date 15 Nov 2021 
Questionnaire due from CDC 22  Nov 2021 
Interested Party Comments (that’s us) due  20 Dec 2021 
Statement(s) due 20 Dec 2021 
Inquiry Evidence due 01 Feb 2022 
Decision and Outcome Not yet decided but hearing due to be heard in/around 

Chichester beginning of March 2022 
 

The Inspector will read all the comments everyone has already made and recorded on the planning applications 

website.  Anyone can add to what they have already said or add further relevant points for the Inspector to 

consider if they are different or occurred since the decision was made by CDC.  Don’t repeat the same points. 

The simplest way to lodge comments is to go to  https://manhope.uk/current-applications/  .  Then scroll down to  

70 HOUSES (226) CHURCH ROAD, EAST WITTERING and follow the links. 

You can also lodge comments on the Planning Inspectorates website but that means signing up for an account.  

It's not hard and worth doing if you really want to take a keen interest.  The Planning Inspectorate’s website is at: 

https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ where there is a much fuller description of the process. 

This appeal. 
This appeal will centre around the three reasons CDC gave for rejecting the application which we have shown 

over the page.  The full refusal document can be seen here https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QHKX6UERGX600 .  Go to the Decision Notice 

entry of 1st July.  

The letter from the Inspector, Robert Wordsworth, is also shown in the above link and can be found at the entry 

of 15th November -  Appeal Start Letter   It is well laid out and will give you a lot of information.  We believe the 

hearing will be in March 2022 and the Inspector says he expects to make a decision by 22nd April 2022. 

We do know, because we have been in touch with the Inspector,  that if there are other material matters then the 

Inspector may, at his discretion, consider them.  High amongst all our concerns is the sewerage issue.  CDC 

planning have said the inspector will not accept sewerage as a reason to reject because Southern Water will say 

they can deal with it.  To all of us that sounds completely outrageous and unreasonable but that is how it stands 

at the moment.  However Manhope believes there is an argument to be had and will be pursuing this with the 

Parishes and their advisors. 

CDC have just announced (24th November ) that they can now demonstrate that they have a five year housing 

supply.  This is good news and attacks one of the developers main arguments but it's not a silver bullet. 

Our Strategy 
Manhope is in no position, especially given the extremely limited time available, to mount any more than a 

supportive and facilitative role so we have thrown our weight behind our Parish Councils who have all shown 
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terrific support and have pretty much the same views as all of us.  It is more likely that the Inspector will listen 

more attentively to democratically elected bodies than a local interest group. 

Options that we have looked at so far include: 

 Asking for a time extension for submissions:  Almost certainly a waste of time as there has to be 

extremely exceptional circumstances when the Inspectorate will agree to this; such is their workload.  

CDC have tried on a different case with very strong reasons and were turned down. 

 Looking at Rule Six representation: This might be possible but can be extremely expensive and carries 

potential liabilities. Lavant council were recently faced with this dilemma and opted not not to go for Rule 

Six.  Our views will still be heard but we wont have an advocate or “seat” at the hearing. 

 Talking to CDC planning:  This process has started to show keen interest in what they are doing and we 

will continue to do this in conjunction with our parish councils. 

 Talking to other Parish Councils: Again this process is underway to lobby for as much combined effort as 

possible and so far at least one other parish is happy to offer advice. 

Reasons for rejection application. 

These were the reasons CDC gave for their rejection after the Planning Committee overturned the Planning 

Departments recommendation to “Permit” the application. 

1. The siting of the proposed quantum of development on the Manhood Peninsular and on the periphery of 

East Wittering village, would result in an unsustainable development where the local circumstances and 

characteristics of the Manhood Peninsular would result in a lack of accessible key local services and 

employment provision to support the needs of the new community. Whilst the Council cannot currently 

demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply, the benefits of delivering housing on this site in terms of 

addressing the five-year supply, notwithstanding the presumption in paragraph 11 of the NPPF in favour 

of permitting sustainable new housing development, are outweighed by the significant harm the proposal 

would cause. 

 

2. The proposed development, by reason of the quantum and density of the development and the site's 

location beyond the defined settlement boundary, would result in a significant addition on the edge of 

the village and beyond the settlement boundary. As such, the proposed development, by extending into 

the countryside, would fail to respect or enhance the landscape character and appearance of the existing 

settlement. Whilst the Council cannot currently demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply, the benefits of 

delivering housing on this site in terms of addressing the five-year supply, notwithstanding the 

presumption in paragraph 11 of the NPPF in favour of permitting sustainable new housing development, 

are outweighed by the significant harm the proposal would cause. 

 

3. In the absence of a signed Section 106 Agreement the application makes no provision for securing the 

necessary infrastructure obligations the proposal generates, including the provision of affordable housing; 

a financial contribution to mitigate the impact of the development on the A27 Chichester bypass; the 

provision and maintenance of public open space (including equipped play area) and landscape buffer; 

mitigation of recreational disturbance at Chichester and Langstone Harbours Special Protection Area; 

provision of a pedestrian link through the open space to link to existing footway to north along western 

side of Church Road and delivery of pedestrian crossings facilities at the Site Access across Church Road to 

link up with existing footway, provision of a residents' Travel Information Pack and a financial 

contribution of £1,500 for the audit of the Travel Plan by WSCC. 

 

26th November 2021  


