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Our Ref: PD/1926 
Your Ref:  
 
 
Mr. Damian Mooncie 
Parish Clerk 
Little Talland 
The Street 
Firle 
BN8 5UR 
                                                                                                                24th June 2016 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Mooncie,  
 
Regulation 14 – The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 and The 
Localism Act 2011 – Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan - Land at Riddens Lane, 
Plumpton Green, East Sussex  
Site No 1 
 
Executive Summary 
 
In relation to the Regulation 14 consultation on the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan our primary 
concerns relate to the assessment of Site 1 in both the Site Assessment Report and Sustainability 
Appraisal. Our concerns relate particularly to the assessment of the site in relation to transport, 
ecology, flood risk, landscape impact and archaeological interest and deem the Neighbourhood 
Plan Steering Groups assessment of our site incorrect in respect of these issues.  This has 
resulted in an incorrect site assessment score and unduly downplays the site’s sustainability 
credentials resulting it in being allocated as a reserve site and not a full allocation. The Site 1 
should be a full allocation.  
 
Introduction 
 
Following the production of Plumpton Parish Council’s Neighbourhood Plan for consultation and 
the publication of the Plan under Regulation 14 – The Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulations 2012, please find below our comments made in respect of the Plan on behalf of our 
clients Messrs Kenyon and Maxwell-Gumbleton.  
 
Our primary interest in the Plan relates to the allocation of residential development in particular 
Site 1 land at Riddens Lane.  
 
The site was subject to a planning application for change of Use of agricultural land to residential 
and the erection of 12 x residential dwelling houses and 4 x flats (Council Ref: LW/14/0863). The 
application was withdrawn to enable the applicant’s to work with the Neighbourhood Plan as 
concerns had been raised that the 16 dwellings would not contribute towards Plumpton’s 
housing numbers defined in the emerging Core Strategy. This was confirmed in our letter to the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group dated 23rd March 2015. A copy can be found at Appendix A.  
 
The planning application was useful in confirming that there are no technical barriers to 
development e.g. transport and access, ecology, flood risk, archaeology, landscape and visual 
impact.  
 
Overall, we are pleased with the progress that has been made on the emerging Plumpton 
Neighbourhood Plan and believe that it is clearly a product of a great deal of hard work for which 
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the Steering Group should be commended. Regrettably however, there are some serious flaws in 
the Plan which need to be addressed.  
 
In the preparation of these representations we have reviewed the requirements under Paragraph 
8(1) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to confirm that:  
 
• the policies relate to the development and use of land for a designated Neighbourhood Area in 
line with the requirements of Section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (PCPA) 
2004; 
 
• the Neighbourhood Plan meets the requirements of Section 38B of the 2004 PCPA (the Plan 
must specify the period to which it has effect, must not include provision about development 
that is excluded development, and must not relate to more than one Neighbourhood Area); 
 
• the Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared for an area that has been designated under 
Section 61G of the Localism Act and has been developed by a qualifying body. 
 
We are satisfied that this is the case.  
 
We have assessed whether the submitted Plan meets the Basic Conditions as set out in 
Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 following the 
Localism Act 2011. In order to meet the Basic Conditions, the submitted Plan must:  
 
• have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State; 
 
• contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; 
 
• be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan for the area. 
 
On these points we have serious concerns with the Parish Council’s draft Plan. The Parish Council 
appears to have acted unilaterally and tailored its technical evidence base to suit the public’s 
aspirations. Should the Plan be submitted for Examination in its current form, the Examiner 
would recommend that the Plan does not proceed to Referendum, on the basis that it does not 
meet the relevant legal requirements. To assist the Parish Council we have identified the areas of 
concern, explained the problems and recommended solutions. 
 
Site Assessment Report  
 
The Site Assessment Report is significantly flawed both in terms of the questions that have been 
asked to inform site selection and the answers that the Steering Group have come up with in 
response to the erroneous questions.  
 
The errors in relation to Riddens Lane are inexcusable given the information we have previously 
furnished the Steering Group with in relation to the site. We have tried to discuss concerns we 
have with the assessment of Site 1 with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group on a number of 
occasions, please refer to two letters dated 23rd March 2015 and 21st May 2015 which are 
enclosed at Appendix A and Appendix B to this letter. Both letters contain an open offer for the 
Steering Group to contact us if there it has any queries.  
 
The importance of correctly assessing sites has been brought into sharp focus by a recent legal 

challenge to the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan. Lightwood Strategic (a developer) launched 

judicial review proceedings claiming that mistakes had been made in its preparation even after it 

had been found to meet the Basic Conditions by the Examiner. The alleged failings related to 
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mistakes made in the assessment of sites in the Sustainability Appraisal. Prior to the hearing 

taking place, Lightwood submitted fresh evidence in the week before. After consulting its 

barrister, Aylesbury Vale District Council decided that it would be interests of the Council if it 

ceased to contest the claim. The decision means that, via a consent order, the housing policies 

in the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan will be quashed and then removed. 

Similarly, in the Examiner’s Report into the Storrington, Sullington and Washington 

Neighbourhood Plan dated 24th March 2016, (Appendix C) it was found that: 

“The methodology by which development sites are selected in the Plan is neither clear nor has it 

been consistently applied. The Plan therefore does not comply with guidance issued by the 

Secretary of State (specifically the Planning Practice Guidance) which requires neighbourhood 

plans to be based on proportional, robust evidence to support the choices made and the 

approach taken.”  

The Plan was not permitted to proceed to referendum as it did not meet the Basic Conditions for 
a number of reasons including the above.  
 
The clear message here is that if you are going to produce a Neighbourhood Plan, take the time 
to do it properly.  
 
The Neighbourhood Steering Group would do well to have regard to the ‘solutions not problems’ 
mantra running through the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and consider what it is 
the site assessment criteria is trying to achieve. In their current form the questions are ill 
thought out. There is no purpose behind asking, for example, if a site has any geological 
interest. It may do but this may not prevent development and it should be for the proponent of a 
given site to demonstrate any geological interest will not constrain development. The question 
that should be asked in this example is ‘are there any archaeological constraints that would 
prevent development?’  
 
Paragraph 2.6 suggests that the assessment process has included review of “relevant site 
specific information.” The overtly relevant site specific information we have provided to the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to date has been roundly ignored.  
 
Land at Riddens Lane is marked negatives (red -) in the Site Assessment Scoring Matrix against 
the following criteria. B3 – Suitable visibility from potential access point, D1 – There is no 
presence of protected species, D2 – there is no presence of wider species and habitats, D3 – 
There is no geological interest, D4 – No ancient trees / hedges / TPOs on the site / within the 
vicinity, E1 – Flood Zone 3 a/b, H – Greenfield site and J – The site is East / West of the village.  
 
The site is marked neutrally (yellow 0) against the following criteria. C1 – The development does 
not bring about additional / improved facilities, K2 – The site has some natural screening.  
 
Criteria B3 is unnecessary. It naturally follows that sites have or can create suitable visibility from 
potential access point if they have B1 adequate car and pedestrian access. We suggest it is 
deleted from the Site Assessment Report. Notwithstanding this comment East Sussex County 
Council confirm it does “not wish to restrict grant of consent subject to highway improvements 
as indicated above and the following conditions.” It is unclear what more the Steering Group 
want if not a suitable access endorsed by an independent professional body. The site should be 
positively scored for Criteria B3 to correct this error.  
 
For criteria D1 and D2 the Steering Group is asking the wrong questions. The relevant question 
here is “are there any ecological constraints that would prevent development”. It makes no 
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difference if there is presence of wider species and habitats if they are not protected and do not 
constrain delivery of development.  
 
In relation to the Site 1, a Phase 1 Ecology Report was carried out by Phlorum which confirmed 
“habitats within the site have been assessed as being of value to wildlife within the local vicinity 
only” and “none of the habitats were of high ecological value”. No objection was received from 
the County Council’s Ecologist to planning application LW/14/0863. The site should score 
positively against these criteria.  
 
Similarly with criterion D4, it penalises Site 1 because of ancient trees/hedges/TPOs within the 
vicinity. How widely does “in the vicinity” extend? More importantly the site has been shown to 
be able to be developed despite the proximity of ancient trees/hedges/TPOs. It matters not if 
ancient trees/hedges/TPOs are present or in the vicinity, only if they are adversely affected by 
the development which, in the case of land at Riddens Lane, they are not.  
 
The site receives a negative mark due to part of the land within my clients’ ownership sitting in 
Flood Zone 3. The assessment’s stance here is both confused and confusing as there is no 
proposal to build on this area. The presence of Flood Zone 3 outside of the proposed 
development is irrelevant.  
 
In relation to K2, the site is naturally well screened so should receive a green + for this 
assessment criterion. This is confirmed by a Chartered Landscape Architect who confirmed in 
their Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment to support the 2014 planning application on the 
site that: 
 
“The site is very well screened from view by its overall location on the edge of the village and by 
the surrounding mature woodland and hedges.” 
 
Indeed the comments on page 37 of the draft Plan that support the allocation of the site as a 
reserve site confirm: 
 
 “This policy allocates land adjoining Riddens Lane (SHLAA site 14PL) for a reserve housing 
scheme at a location which is naturally well screened from both the village and the 
Downs” (Our emphasis) 
 
We have enclosed an updated Site Assessment Scoring Matrix for Site 1 at Appendix D. This 
shows the site’s credentials when correctly assessed and shows the land at Riddens Lane with a 
score of + 15 meaning it should be ranked second, albeit we are dubious as to the whether the 
overwhelmingly favourable assessment of Site 12 the Racecourse is accurate, for example it is to 
the south of the village but also to the west yet receives a green + rather than a yellow circle or 
a red -.  
 
The lack of subjective description as to how and why the planning judgements in the Site 
Assessment Report have been arrived at gives the district impression that the assessments are 
arbitrary in their nature. Indeed in some instances we have described above the judgements are 
plainly wrong. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal 
 
Many of the errors made in the Site Assessment Report have also been made in the 
Sustainability Appraisal, notably in the Appraisal of Sites Considered for Residential Allocation.  
 
The Sustainability Appraisal states that its purpose is “to gauge the extent to which the 
neighbourhood plan contributes towards sustainable development.” Sustainable development 
does not concern itself with the community’s preference. It is therefore alarming to find 
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comments such as “being aligned with parish residents preference for small scale linear growth”. 
Comments of this ilk are common within the Sustainability Appraisal and are inappropriate.  
 
A growth option does not become less sustainable because the community do not favour it. In 
the same respect a poor option does not become a better option because it receives community 
support. Options should be assessed free from consideration as to if it is a preferred option as 
indicated by the community. Community preference should only be applied after the true 
sustainability of an option has been concluded. In this respect we suggest that in relation to the 
Appraisal of Neighbourhood Plan Growth Options both Option 1 - Expanding the Village Centre 
and Option 3 – A combination of Small Scale Pockets are more sustainable than the linear 
growth pattern put forward by Option 2. The assessment should be carried out again without 
reliance on community preference to artificially boost the score of Option 2.  
 
Concerning Riddens Lane, the assessment indicates there is no pedestrian access in the boxes 
concerning Soc/2 and Soc/3. This is incorrect. Please refer to Appendix E. The site is accessible 
from a public footpath as shown on the definitive footpath map. This should be updated.  
 
In relation to the environmental objectives we would be grateful if the Steering Group would 
refer to our comments above concerning ecology, ancient hedges / trees and flood risk and 
make the necessary amendments.  
 
Policy 2.1: Land at Plumpton Racecourse, Plumpton Green 
 
The Site Assessment Report indicates that the site is approximately 0.5 hectares. Policy 2.1 
suggests it is 0.7 hectares. If it is 0.5 hectares this represents a density of 38 dwellings per 
hectare. This is not considered appropriate for a rural village and is more akin to a sustainable 
location within a town.  
 
Core Policy 2 – Housing Type, Mix and Density of the Lewes District Local Plan Part 1 Joint Core 
Strategy 2010 2030 indicates in that in village locations a density of 20 to 30 dwellings per 
hectare will be appropriate. 38 dwellings per hectare is substantially higher than this target 
range. We suggest that the allocation under policy 2.1 is reduced to fit within the range set out 
within the Core Strategy. Core Policy 2 also confirms densities should “reflect the site context”. 
South of the railway line development is low density and sporadic. If the Racecourse site is to be 
developed it should reflect this.  
 
We understand the development has been put forward on the basis that it will help to sustain 
the Racecourse in the long term. This ‘enabling’ style development argument appears to have 
been put forward without any evidence of costings, i.e. what monies does the Racecourse need 
to undertake the upgrade works and what do the owners envisage making from the 
development? Operating cash flow and profit would also be useful. Without this information how 
can the community be sure that the special justification is genuine?  
 
Indeed, we question whether the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has seen access proposals 
for the site. Our understanding is that land in third party ownership is required to facilitate 
access to the site and that no agreement has been reached with the landowner in control of this 
access. It is therefore questionable as to whether this site is deliverable.  
 
Policy 2.5: Land South of Railway, Plumpton 
 
If this site remains as an allocation the Examiner will not permit the Plan to proceed to 
referendum. It does not meet the Basic Conditions as it neither has regard to national planning 
policy nor contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. 
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The site assessment for land south of the railway is incorrect. It is not adjacent from the 
development boundary, it is divorced from it. It would represent an incongruous, isolated 
extension in the countryside in a sensitive location visible from the South Downs National Park.  
 
Paragraph 115 confirms that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic 
beauty in National Parks and that these areas have the highest status of protection in relation to 
landscape and scenic beauty. The development of this site would harm the setting of the South 
Downs National Park.  
 
Further, it is an isolated rural location which would be heavily dependent on the use of the 
private car. The site does not benefit from a footpath link to the centre of the village and site’s 
location on a bend means that pedestrians are even less likely to safely walk along the road. This 
is contrary to paragraphs 29, 30 and 34 of the Framework which seek to promote sustainable 
transport and modes of travel other than the private car. The isolated rural location is also 
contrary to paragraph 55 of the Framework which expressly seeks to restrict dwellings in such 
locations.  
 
The Examiner of Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan identified both the 
sustainability of a location and the impact on the South Downs National Park as a issues that 
warranted the Plan not proceeding to referendum acknowledging as we suggest that here that 
the Basic Conditions had not been met. The Examiner states:  
 
“I am concerned therefore that, not only do the two subject sites contravene government policy 
which is to seek to promote development at sustainable locations, but their inclusion within the 
Plan could set a precedent for the promotion of other similar and equally unacceptable sites 
which would result in a major and significant breach of national planning policy at a very 
sensitive location close to the boundary of the National Park. I have reached the conclusion 
therefore that the second paragraph of Policy 1 together with Policies 2 (ii) and 2 (ix) are in 
breach of two basic conditions.” 
 
Policy 2.5 should be deleted and Site 1 should be promoted from a reserve site to a full 
allocation.  
 
 
Policy 2.6: Reserve Site at Riddens Lane, Plumpton Green 
 
We welcome the inclusion of the land at Riddens Lane as a reserve site within the draft Plan 
although for the reasons stated above, it should be included as a full allocation. The site, when 
correctly assessed in the sustainability appraisal, is one of the most sustainable sites available for 
development in the Plan area. It should be noted that the inclusion of Site 1 as a full site does 
not necessarily have to come at the expense of another site. It could be included as an 
additional site which would accord with the Government’s stated ambition to “boost significantly 
the supply of housing” confirmed at paragraph 47 of the Framework.  
 
It would also alleviate the risk of less favoured sites within the Parish being selected by Lewes 
District Council in its Local Plan Part 2 where it must find sites for a further 200 dwellings as per 
Spatial Policy 2 – Distribution of Housing. This indicates that about 200 units (possibly more) of 
total housing provision for will be made up “in locations to be determined”. At this juncture it is 
worth reiterating that the site was considered ‘potentially suitable’ for development within the 
Lewes District Council Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).  
 
We agree with the comments on page 37 of the draft Plan that the site is “discreet”, “naturally 
well screened” and “close to the village centre and amenities”.  
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We also welcome the acknowledgement that upgrading the existing access would not only 
benefit future occupants of the site but also existing users.  
 
The land at Riddens Lane should be upgraded from a reserve site to a full allocation.  
 
Conclusion  
 
In our view the draft Plan would not meet the Basic Conditions as set out in Paragraph 8(2) of 
Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. We have suggested modifications to 
assist the Parish Council with the re-drafting of the Plan and would welcome the opportunity to 
discuss these further at the Parish Council’s convenience. We believe this would be beneficial 
given the outstanding issues we have identified with the Plan as this will provide both the Parish 
Council and ourselves with an opportunity to further explain our rationale.  
 
If you have any queries please do contact us.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 
Mark Best BSc (Hons) MSc 
Planning Consultant 
For and on behalf of Parker Dann 
mark@parkerdann.co.uk 
Tel: 01273 478654 
 

mailto:mark@parkerdann.co.uk


Appendix A 



Our Ref: PD/1926 
Your Ref:  
 
 
Mr. Paul Nicholson  
C/o Mrs. Sarah Jeffers 
8 Heasewood, 
Bolnore Village, 
Haywards Heath, 
West Sussex 
RH16 4TJ 
                                                                                                                  23rd March 2015 
 
 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
Change of Use of agricultural land to residential and the erection of 12 x residential 
dwelling houses and 4 x flats at Land at Western End of Riddens Lane, Plumpton, 
East Sussex 
Council Ref: LW/14/0863 
 
I write in relation to the above site to update you and the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
on its progress. The applicants have decided to withdraw their application and allow the 
proposals to be considered exclusively through the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. This would 
mean the proposed 16 dwellings, if included, would count towards the allocation made to 
Plumpton Green in the emerging Lewes Local Plan Part 1.  
 
The client’s decision has been informed by a number of factors which we believe are in favour of 
the site’s allocation including: 
 
• Most (87%) would prefer any new housing to be in small developments of 10 to 20 units being 
built over a long period of time based on the January Parish Survey.  The proposed scheme is 
within this range.  
 
• Many people objected to the scheme because it would not count towards the allocation made 
to Plumpton Green in the emerging Lewes Local Plan Part 1. Now it would.  
 
• All technical constraints have been addressed and independently assessed by the District 
Council and confirm that there are no planning issues. There are no issues relating archaeology, 
flood risk, drainage, transport and access or landscape and visual impact. (Consultee responses 
attached).  
 
Please note we are happy to make an affordable housing contribution of 40 per cent in line with 
the emerging Lewes Local Plan Part 1.  
  
I hope this above is helpful but please do contact me if we have any queries.    
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
Mark Best BSc (Hons) MSc 
Planning Consultant 
For and on behalf of Parker Dann 
mark@parkerdann.co.uk  

mailto:mark@parkerdann.co.uk


To: Head of Planning  
    Lewes District Council 
 Southover House, Southover Road, Lewes 
FAO: Andrew Hill 
 

APPLICATION 
NUMBER 

HW/LW/14/0863 

 
Applicant: Mr D Kenyon and Mr.Richard Maxwell-Gumbleton 
 
Location: PLUMPTON, Land At Western End Of Riddens Lane Plumpton East Sussex  
   
Development: Change of Use of agricultural land to residential and the erection of 12 x 
residential dwelling houses and 4 x flats  
         

Road Name or 
Number 

P5054/ C110 
Consultation 
Date 

3 December 
2014 

Use 
Class 

 

National Grid 
Reference 

536111 
116495 

Contact            
Officer 

Teresa Ford 
01273 482283 

 
Highway observations: 
This planning submission is for 16 new residential units of variable sizes. These would be 
accessed form an existing unadopted road, Riddens Lane. This provides access to the local shop 
and approximately 46 other residential properties on Riddens Lane, The Paddocks, Riddens 
Close and The Beverns. I am unaware of any age restrictions which may apply to the 
accommodation listed. In total the proposed development represents and additional 33% of 
housing that would be served from the junction with Station Road. A transport statement 
accompanies this submission. 
 
The access: The junction Riddens Lane with Station Road is in principle constructed to standard 
and offers the required 2.4m x 43 m, conforming with the guidance within Manual for Streets 
2007. The actual speeds travelled northbound and southbound are known from 2 surveys taken 
over 7 day periods in 2010. They demonstrate that 85th percentile vehicle speeds are between 33 
and 34 mph, slightly exceeding the 30 mph speed restriction. To the south of the junction is a lay-
by that provides a bus stop and stopping area or 3-4 parking spaces for cars. It is noted that there 
is a hatched section of carriageway on the corner of the junction to protect the driver sightlines. 
The bus stop does not pose any issues here as a bus  would stop if requested to and the rest 
time is short, not affecting the operation of the junction. Vehicles that are parking here are on 
occasion poorly parked [i.e. too far from the kerb edge; covering the hatched section; tall vans 
parked too close to the junction] and driver visibility for vehicles emerging from Riddens Lane is 
obscured. It is considered there is scope to provide improvements here and these will be 
discussed under ‘highway requirements’. 
 
The access road: Being unadopted, and partly surfaced, it should be realised that landowner 
consent is required for access between the adopted road and the site, and is a matter for the 
applicant. There is also a public right of way over Riddens Lane [footpaths 12a/b] that should be 
safeguarded as a result of the improvements works proposed and increases in traffic. In terms of 
traffic generation, the transport report suggests 5 daily vehicle trips per unit giving an overall 
increase of 80 trips over an average day, the peak times [0800-0900 & 1700-1800] each 
generating approximately 8 more movements. It is noted that the trip rate is based on privately 
owned houses. After verifying these figures and carrying out an independent assessment, I have 
concluded that this assessment is robust and there is likely to be lesser trips than stated. It is 
noted from sites close to stations and similar services by that trip rates can be as low as 3-4 trips 
per day. This would equate to approximately 5 additional trips in the peak times. 
 
Non-car accessibility: Within walking distance is Plumpton rail station and bus stops, enabling 
non-car access to mainline stations to London and Lewes, and changes at Lewes to coastal 
stations.  Bus services 824 and 166 are Burgess Hill to Lewes and Lewes to Haywards Heath 
respectively, and include school bus routes. Journeys to work can be made my non-car modes to 
a wide range of employment centres covered by these services.  
 

 



Local services: The site is centrally located within the village and has a local shop, primary 
school, village hall, public houses, post office and other small businesses which are able to 
eliminate shorter journeys by car as mode of travel, given there is good access provision on foot 
or cycle. The road is subject to a 30 mph restriction and with footways connecting to the available 
services. 
 
Highway Requirements: The visibility at the junction Riddens Lane and Station Road is affected 
by the parked cars as set out earlier in the report. It is recommended that the hatched area 
becomes a hard build out and the lay-by is marked out to encourage parking closer to the kerb 
edge. Tactile paving is recommended across the junction Riddens Lane to be incorporated with 
the build-out. This is intended to discourage any parking that would potentially obstruct driver 
visibility.  It is also recommended that the closest bus stops (Winning Post and The Beverns) are 
improved on either sides with a marked bus cage (position to be advised) and raised kerbs for 
DDA compliancy. It is required that these improvements are secured with a s106 agreement to 
trigger a s278 for the works on the highway.  
 
Site access provision is shown on plan that falls within the private road. The distance between the 
site entrance west of the property ‘Winklepatch’ and the junction with the adopted section of road 
is approximately 200m in length and the proposed changes to the road varies in width through 
this section. The minimum width for 2 cars to pass one another is 4.1m (MfS) and the access 
road exceeds this width for the most part other than 2 short sections where the width is 3.5m. 
These intend to have raised tables which intend to keep speeds low and identify areas that 
vehicles can wait to allow other vehicles to pass. They also benefit users of the public footpath by 
effectively slowing flows and establishing a shared space. 
 
On-site provision:  Parking for the housing meets the County parking standards and I am 
confident that there should not be overspill into the lane. A tracking plan for refuse vehicles is also 
provided and indicates that this provision can be accommodated. In the same principle this also 
covers emergency vehicles.  
 
 
Based on the above assessment of this development I do not wish to restrict grant of consent 
subject to highway improvements as indicated above and the following conditions: 
 
1. Prior to demolition works commencing on site/the commencement of development a Traffic 

Management Scheme shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority 
in consultation with the Highway Authority.  This shall include the size of vehicles, 
appropriate advisory signage, routing of vehicles and hours of operation, wheel washing, 
and compounds for plant/materials/plant/contractor parking. (Given the restrictions of the 
access and/or the approach road the hours of delivery/ collection should avoid peak traffic 
flow times and the size of vehicles should reflect the ability to access the site. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety and for the benefit and convenience of the public 

at large 
  
2. No development shall take place until details of the layout of the reconstructed access road 

which shall include details of raised tables, gradients, surface water drainage, surfacing 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority and Public 
Rights of Way team ESCC. 

  
 Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving the access and 

proceeding along the highway. 
  
3. The development shall not be occupied  until a turning space for vehicles has been 

provided and constructed in accordance with the [approved plans or details which have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority] and the turning space 
shall thereafter be retained for that use and shall not be used for any other purpose; 

  
 Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving the access and 

proceeding along the highway  
  



5. The development shall not be occupied until parking area[s] [has/have] been provided in 
accordance with the approved plans or details which have been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Planning Authority and the area[s] shall thereafter be retained for that use 

  
 Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving the access and 

proceeding along the highway  
  
6. The development shall not be occupied until cycle parking area[s] [has/have] been 

provided in accordance with the approved plans or details which have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority and the area[s] shall thereafter be 
retained for that use and shall not be used other than for the parking of cycles 

  
 Reason: In order that the development site is accessible by non car modes and to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development 
 
 
 
Signed: Kal Pegler by email   Date: 28/01/15 
 
 
For Director of Communities, Economy and Transport 
On behalf of the Highway Authority 
 
HT401 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Notes to be read in conjunction with attached highway comments and conditions 
 
 
(a) In urban areas the treatment of the radii shall be accordance with the requirements of the 
Highway Construction Engineer. 
 
(b) Any existing ditch shall be cleaned out to even fall and piped to a size to accept the maximum 
flow of water likely to arise (internal diameter 300mm or as agreed with the Highway Construction 
Engineer). 
 
(c) Where an existing access is to be stopped up the applicant is required to raise the existing 
dropped kerb and make good the footway/verge and kerb. 
 
(d) Any existing footway shall be made good with similar construction and surfacing. 
 
(e) Where the edge of the carriageway is already defined by Continental Channel, dropped 
Continental Channel sections (if available) or concrete channel blocks shall be used instead of 
dropped kerbs and if necessary the transition between the constructions made in in-situ concrete 
to the satisfaction of the Highway Construction Engineer. 
 
(f) Any gates are to be set back a minimum distance of 5 metres (11 metres for farm or industrial 
accesses) from the edge of the carriageway and are to open away from the highway. 
 
(g) The applicant’s attention is drawn to the necessity to ensure that no surface water is allowed 
to flow from the development onto the highway and similarly no surface water from the highway 
should be allowed to flow into the site. The provision (by the applicant) of positive drainage 
measures may be required to collect any flow of surface water. 
 
(h) Any necessary alterations to the property or services of, any statutory authority or undertaker 
shall be carried out at the expense of the applicant and under the supervision of such authority or 
undertaker to their satisfaction. 
 
(i) If the requirements outlined in these details and/or notes conflict with the requirements of the 
Fire Officer then the Fire Officer’s requirements shall prevail. 
 
j) Reference to Sub-Base (Type 1) in the access section diagram refers to graded granular sub 
base complying with Clause 803 Specification for highway works (SHW). (March 1998 updated 
with amendments including November 2005, May and November 2006 and May 2007) and 
subsequent amendments. 
 
(k) You must ensure that the contractor has ten million pounds public liability insurance and one 
of their employees holds a current Supervisors New Roads and Street Works Act Certificate and 
at least one operative on site should hold an Operators Certificate. A list of contractors with the 
required certificates is available from the Transport Development Control team Please email us at 
development.control.transport@eastsussex.gov.uk or call us 01273 335443. (If you decide to use 
one that is not on the list, you must ensure that copies of the certificates are supplied by the 
contractor to the Transport Development Control team). 
 
(I) Your attention is drawn to the fact that your contractor will have to book road space under the 
Traffic Management Act 2004. Please ask them to contact the Network Co-ordination Team on 
0845 60 80 193 who will need at least 21 days notice of the commencement of works. 
 
(m) The County Council charges a fee for works on or adjacent to the highway. Please email us 
at development.control.transport@eastsussex.gov.uk or call us 01273 335443. The Highway 
Inspectors require at least 15 days notice of your intention to commence works under a PWA in 
order that the necessary utility service checks may be completed before works commence. Three 
months notice is required for major schemes. 
  
 
HT 407(2) 
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Lewes District Council 
Planning & Environmental Services 
PO Box 2707 
Lewes 
East Sussex 
BN7 1DW 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: HA/2014/116505/01-L01 
Your ref: LW/14/0863 
 
Date:  24 December 2014 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
CHANGE OF USE OF AGRICULTURAL LAND TO RESIDENTIAL AND THE 
ERECTION OF 12 X RESIDENTIAL DWELLING HOUSES AND 4 X FLATS    LAND 
AT WESTERN END OF RIDDENS LANE, PLUMPTON EAST SUSSEX       
 
Thank you for your consultation on this proposal. 
 
We have no objection to the application as submitted. 
 
Any works whatsoever in, over, under or within 8 metres from the top of the banks of the 
Bevern Stream requires the prior written consent from ourselves under the Water 
Resources Act 1991 and/or our Byelaws. 
 
If works are planned within this Byelaw width then we would recommend that the 
applicant contacts our East Sussex Partnership and Strategic Overview team on 01903 
703865. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Mr Mark Luker 
Environment Agency Planning Advisor 
 
Direct dial 01903 703883 
Direct e-mail mark.luker@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
 
 



 
Communities, Economy & Transport County Hall     

     St Anne’s Crescent 
Rupert Clubb    Lewes 

BEng(Hons) CEng MICE   East Sussex 
Director     BN7 1UE 
    
     Tel: 0345 60 80 190 
     Fax: 01273 479536 
     www.eastsussex.gov.uk 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  date 

  16th December 2014 

please contact our ref your ref  

Greg Chuter [LW14 863 riddens]  LW/14/0863  
Archaeology Section                 
Direct Dial 01273 481608 
gregory.chuter@eastsussex.gov.uk  

 
For the attention of: Andrew Hill 

 
Dear Mr Sheath 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONSULTATION 
 
LW/14/0863  Land At Western End Of Riddens Lane Plumpton 
Change of Use of agricultural land to residential and the erection of 12 x 
residential dwelling houses and 4 x flats 
 
Thank you for sending this application for our consideration.   
 
The proposed development is situated within an Archaeological Notification Area 
defining an area of prehistoric, Roman and medieval activity, including settlement. The 
site has been subject to archaeological geophysical survey and evaluation excavation 
to clarify the archaeological significance of the site. The evaluation identified a number 
of prehistoric and Roman features indicating occupation and agricultural activity. The 
evaluation also identified areas of post-medieval made ground possibly representing 
an attempt to stabilise wet ground. 
 
Although archaeological remains do exist on this site, they are not of national 
importance, but are of local significance and will therefore require full excavation and 
recording prior to development commencing on this site. 
 
In the light of the potential for loss of heritage assets on this site resulting from 
development the area affected by the proposals should be the subject of a 
programme of archaeological works. This will enable any archaeological deposits 
and features, disturbed during the proposed works, to be adequately recorded. These 

Edward Sheath   
Director of Planning & Environmental Services 
Planning Services 
Lewes District Council 
Southover House, Southover Road 
LEWES  BN7 1AB 
 

mailto:andrew.woodcock@eastsussex.co.uk


recommendations are in line with the requirements given in the NPPF (the 
Government’s planning policies for England): 
 
141. Local planning authorities should make information about the significance of the 
historic environment gathered as part of plan-making or development management 
publicly accessible. They should also require developers to record and advance 
understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in 
a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence 
(and any archive generated) publicly accessible. However, the ability to record 
evidence of our past should not be a factor in deciding whether such loss should be 
permitted. 
 
I would therefore ask that the following condition be applied to any planning 
permission that is granted in respect of this application: 
 

[1] No development shall take place until the developer has secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological work, in accordance 
with a Written Scheme of Archaeological Investigation which has been 
submitted to and approved in writing  by the Local Planning Authority.  
Reason: To ensure that the archaeological and historical interest of the site is 
safeguarded and recorded to comply with the National Planning Policy 
Framework 
 
 
[2] The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until 
the archaeological site investigation and post investigation 
assessment (including provision for analysis, publication and 
dissemination of results and archive deposition) has been completed in 
accordance with the programme set out in the Written Scheme of 
Investigation approved under condition [1] to the satisfaction of the Local 
Planning Authority, in consultation with the County Planning Authority.   
Reason: To ensure that the archaeological and historical interest of the site is 
safeguarded and recorded to comply with the National Planning Policy 
Framework 

 
In furtherance of this recommendation, we shall be available to advise the applicant on 
how they can best fulfill any archaeological condition that is applied to their planning 
permission and to provide a brief setting out the scope of the programme of works. 
 
It is expected that the written scheme of investigation will confirm the action to be 
taken and accord with the relevant portions of the East Sussex County Council 
document Recommended Standard Conditions for Archaeological Fieldwork, 
Recording and Post-Excavation In East Sussex (Development Control) (2008) 
including Annexe B. 
 
Perhaps you could send us a copy of the planning decision, once it has been made. 
Meanwhile, please do not hesitate to contact us again if you need further information 
or advice.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Greg Chuter, MA, MIFA 

 
Assistant County Archaeologist 
Environmental Advice Team 
East Sussex County Council 



 
 
 



 
 
 

Memo 
 

  
 
 
Site: Land At Western End Of, Riddens Lane, Plumpton, East Sussex 
Planning Application Number: LW/14/0863 
 
The above application is for the change of use of agricultural land to 
residential and the erection of twelve residential dwelling houses and four 
flats. 
 
This memo relates to contaminated land and construction phase impact. A 
separate memo will be sent in relation to surface water management and the 
submitted flood risk assessment. 
 
Contaminated Land 
We have reviewed historic mapping from 1875 to the present date (enclosed) 
and our records of historic potentially contaminative uses. Our records and 
historic mapping indicate that the site itself does not appear to have been 
subject to a potentially contaminative use; however the adjacent site to the 
north appears to have been used as a brickworks. We consider that an 
assessment of the potential of this historic use to impact on the proposed 
development is required to ensure that any risk to future resident’s health is 
understood and managed appropriately. To ensure that work is undertaken 
we recommend that the following condition is attached to any permission: 
 
Contaminated Land Conditions  
 

 
Condition: Prior to the commencement of development approved by this 
planning permission (or such other date or stage in development as may be 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority), the following components 
of a scheme to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site 
shall each be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local planning 
authority: 
 
1. A preliminary risk assessment which has identified: 

To MR ANDREW HILL 

Planning Department 

Date: 16th February 2015 

From:  Environmental Health Phone:  

 Email:  

Copy:  Our Ref: EH/PM1/WK/201432037 

 Your 
Ref: 

LW/14/0863 



 
 
 

Memo 
 all previous uses 

 potential contaminants associated with those uses 

 a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and 
receptors 

 potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.  

 
2. A site investigation scheme, based on (1) to provide information for a 

detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, 
including those off site. 

 
3. The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment (2) and, 

based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full 
details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be 
undertaken.  

 
4. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in 

order to demonstrate that the works set out in (3) are complete and 
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant 
linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. 

 
Any changes to these components require the express consent of the local 
planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.  
 
Verification report 
 
 
Condition: Prior to occupation of any part of the permitted development, a 
verification report demonstrating completion of the works set out in the 
approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall 
be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local planning authority. The 
report shall include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in 
accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site 
remediation criteria have been met. It shall also include any plan (a “long-term 
monitoring and maintenance plan”) for longer-term monitoring of pollutant 
linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action, as identified 
in the verification plan, and for the reporting of this to the local planning 
authority. 
 
Long-term monitoring 
 
 
Condition: Reports on monitoring, maintenance and any contingency action 

carried out in accordance with a long-term monitoring and maintenance plan 
shall be submitted to the local planning authority as set out in that plan. On 
completion of the monitoring programme a final report demonstrating that all 
long- term site remediation criteria have been met and documenting the 



 
 
 

Memo 
decision to cease monitoring shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority.  

Unsuspected contamination 
 
Condition: If, during development, contamination not previously identified is 
found to be present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority) shall be carried out until 
the developer has submitted, and obtained written approval from the Local 
Planning Authority for, an amendment to the remediation strategy detailing 
how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with. 
 
Reason (common to all): To ensure that risks from land contamination to the 
future users of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with 
those to controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure 
that the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to 
workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors [in accordance with National 
Planning Policy Framework, sections 120 and 121]. 
 
Construction Impact 
 
The site is located on the edge of a residential area and is accessed via 
Riddens Lane, a small residential road. 
 
Given the scale of the development, the proximity of the site to residential 
properties and the restricted access to the site there will need to be careful 
management of the construction process to minimise the impact on 
neighbouring properties. To ensure that the impacts of the development and 
associated mitigation are carefully considered, and agreed actions 
implemented, we recommend that the following conditions are attached to any 
permission: 
 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 
No development shall take place until a Construction Environment 
Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Planning Authority. The approved plan shall set out the arrangements for 
managing all environmental effects of the development during the 
construction period, including traffic (including a workers’ travel plan), 
temporary site security fencing, artificial illumination, noise, vibration, dust, air 
pollution and odour, including those effects from the decontamination of the 
land, site illumination and shall be implemented in full throughout the duration 
of the construction works, unless a variation is agreed in writing by the 
Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: In the interests of amenity of the locality  
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Wheel cleaning facility 
Prior to the commencement of construction work, a wheel cleaning facility 
shall be installed at the site in accordance with details first submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved facilities 
shall be maintained in full and effective working order at all times and 
available for use throughout the period of construction works and shall be 
used by any vehicle carrying mud, dust or other debris on its wheels before 
leaving the site. No vehicle shall leave the site carrying mud, dust or debris on 
its wheels. 
 
Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the locality and highway safety. 
 
 
Construction & Deliveries 
Construction work and deliveries to the site shall be restricted to the hours of 
08:00 to 18:00 Monday to Fridays and 08:30 to 13:00 on Saturdays and 
works/deliveries shall not be carried out at any time on Sundays or 
Bank/Statutory Holidays. 
 
Reason: In the interest of residential amenities of the neighbours having 
regard to Policy ST3 of the Lewes District Local Plan and to comply with 
National Policy Guidance contained in the National Planning Policy 
Framework 2012. 
 
 
Mark Holland 
Pollution Officer 
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Potentially Contaminative Uses & 
Historic Mapping 
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Appendix B 



Our Ref: PD/1926 
Your Ref:  
 
 
Mr. Paul Nicholson  
C/o Mrs. Sarah Jeffers 
8 Heasewood, 
Bolnore Village, 
Haywards Heath, 
West Sussex 
RH16 4TJ 
                                                                                                                  21st May 2015 
 
 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan - Site Criteria  
Land South of Riddens Lane, Plumpton Green, East Sussex 
 
I write in relation to the above site to update you and the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group. I 
have seen the published Site Criteria and understand that it is the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Committee’s intention to publish a draft plan in approximately 2 weeks. I also understand that 
there are concerns with regard to the accessibility of the site. I find these concerns confusing.  
 
I would like to reiterate that based on every technical piece of evidence available the access as 
proposed is suitable for the 16 dwellings we proposed within our withdrawn planning application. 
Both our own Transport Consultant, a member of The Chartered Institution of Highways & 
Transportation (CIHT) and the independent Transport Planners at East Sussex County Councils 
are in agreement. I have enclosed East Sussex County Council’s response to the consultation on 
our withdrawn planning application confirming ‘no objection’.  
 
I would also reiterate my comment made in my letter dated 23rd March 2015 that  
 
“• All technical constraints have been addressed and independently assessed by the District 
Council. There are no issues relating archaeology, flood risk, drainage, transport and access or 
landscape and visual impact.” 
  
The independent consultee responses confirming this were attached to that letter. If you require 
further copies please do let me know. 
  
I would also like to briefly comment on the site assessment criteria. I would suggest that some 
sites could be unfairly ‘marked down’ based on their existing conditions when these are perfectly 
surmountable. As an example, if a site slopes and there is evidence of surface water but the site 
can be developed in a way which mitigates this or enhances the present situation surly this is 
acceptable.  
 
I believe the Steering Group needs to assess what it is trying to achieve from the criteria (in the 
above example prevent flooding I assume) and focus on achieving this rather than the means by 
which it is achieved.   
 
I hope this above is helpful but please do contact me if we have any queries.    
 
 
Yours sincerely  



 
 
 
 
Mark Best BSc (Hons) MSc 
Planning Consultant 
For and on behalf of Parker Dann 
mark@parkerdann.co.uk 
 

mailto:mark@parkerdann.co.uk
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Summary 

1. I have been appointed as the independent examiner of the Storrington, 

Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan. 

2. My role as independent examiner is to assess The Neighbourhood Plan and 

to ensure that it meets the basic conditions and other requirements set out in 

legislation and regulations. 

3. It is with regret that I have reached the conclusion that in several respects the 

 Plan does not meet the standards required to meet the basic conditions.  My 

 main concerns are as follows: 

 Policy 1 and the allocation of sites 2 (ii) at Land at Old London Road 

(The Vineyard) and 2 (ix) Land off Old London Road (Luckings Yard)  

 seek to support development proposals at Old London Road, 

 Washington.  This examination has concluded that Old London Road, 

 Washington is not a sustainable location for residential development.  

 Policy 1 therefore does not contribute to the achievement of 

 sustainable development.  Nor does it comply with national policies 

 issued by the Secretary of State, specifically paragraph 38 of the 

 Framework, which requires larger scale residential developments to be 

 within walking distance of key facilities such as primary schools and 

 local shops. In the context of this Neighbourhood Plan I have 

 concluded that the proposed allocations at Old London Road, 

 Washington, should be regarded as larger scale developments. 

 Policy 1 states that the broad locations of the green gaps are shown on 

the Policies Map.   Reference to the Policies Map indicates that the 

green gaps are not clearly shown.   Policy 1 therefore does not comply 

with national policies issued by the Secretary of State, namely 

paragraph 17 (first bullet point) of the Framework which requires plans 

to provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning 

applications can be made with a high degree of practicability and 

efficiency. 

 

 The methodology by which development sites are selected in the Plan 

is neither clear nor has it been consistently applied.  The Plan therefore 

does not comply with guidance issued by the Secretary of State 

(specifically the Planning Practice Guidance) which requires 

neighbourhood plans to be based on proportional, robust evidence to 

support the choices made and the approach taken. 

 

 The allocation of Site 2 (i) Robell Way is contrary to 2 policies 

contained in the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) 

(November 2015).  The evidence base contained within the Plan does 
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not justify the use of this Key Employment Site for housing.  This 

proposal is therefore not in general conformity with the strategic 

policies contained in the development plan and fails to meet the basic 

conditions in this regard. 

 Several Policies contained in the Plan are not sufficiently clear in the 

way they are drafted.  Policies 3, 4, 8, 12, 14, 17 and 19 are included in 

this category.  These policies do not comply with the policies issued by 

the Secretary of State specifically the first bullet point of paragraph 17 

of the Framework which requires plans to provide a practical 

framework within which decisions on planning applications can be 

made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency. 

 

 Policy 18 deals with Local Green Spaces.  Unfortunately the evidence 

base which is needed to support this policy, in the context of this 

particular neighbourhood plan, is not to be found either in the Plan itself 

or the supporting documents.  The Plan therefore does not comply in 

this respect with guidance issued by the Secretary of State (specifically 

the Planning Practice Guidance) which requires neighbourhood plans 

to be based on proportionate, robust evidence to support the choices 

made and the approach taken. 

 

4. I have considered whether it would be possible to recommend   

 modifications to the Plan which might allow it to comply with the basic 

 conditions.  Unfortunately in several cases the evidence is neither contained 

 within the Plan nor within its supporting documents to allow such 

 modifications to be made.  In particular adequate background work on the 

 selection, evaluation and identification of the development sites and the Local 

 Green Spaces is simply not presented within the Plan or its supporting 

 documents.  To a degree these two issues are (or should be) inter-related 

 and, in the absence of a complete evidence base (or in some cases any 

 evidence), this element of complexity makes it doubly difficult to recommend 

 acceptable modifications. 

 

 5. I have reached the conclusion therefore that it is not appropriate to make the 

 Plan, having regard to the need for the Plan to comply with the basic 

 conditions. 

 

6. I note that the Health Check Report undertaken for the Plan was broadly 

 supportive of the Site Assessment Report and the Plan generally. However, 

 the more detailed work undertaken for this Examination, including the 

 opportunity to make site visits, has revealed the concerns which are 

 expressed in this Report. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Neighbourhood planning provides a welcome opportunity for communities to 

directly shape the future of the places where they live and work and to deliver 

the sustainable development they need.   

 

2.0 Appointment of the Independent Examiner 

 

2.1 I have been appointed by Horsham District Council with the agreement of the 

qualifying body to undertake this independent examination.  I have been 

appointed through the Neighbourhood Plan Independent Examiners Referral 

Service (NPIERS). 

2.2 I confirm that I am independent of the qualifying body and the local authority.  

I have no interest in any land affected by the Neighbourhood Plan.  I am a 

chartered town planner with over thirty-five years’ experience in planning and 

have worked in the public and private sectors.  I therefore have the 

appropriate qualifications and experience to carry out this independent 

examination. 

 

3.0 The role of the Independent Examiner 

 

3.1 The examiner must assess whether the Neighbourhood Plan meets the basic 

conditions and other matters set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B of the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  

3.2 The basic conditions are: 

 Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued 

by the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan 

(the national policy basic condition 

 The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of 

sustainable development 

 The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the 

strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of the 

authority (the development plan basic condition) 

 The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise 

compatible with, European Union (EU) obligations  

 Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the neighbourhood plan and 

prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the 

proposal for the neighbourhood plan. 

 For the avoidance of doubt these are the basic conditions against which the 

 Plan has been assessed, even if the description of the basic condition has 

 been shortened or paraphrased in the text. 
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3.3 Regulations 32 and 33 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 

2012 (as amended) require that the Neighbourhood Plan should not be likely 

to have a significant effect on a European Site (as defined in the 

Conservations of Habitats and Species Regulations 2012) or a European 

Offshore Marine Site (as defined in the Offshore Marine Conservation Natural 

Habitats etc. Regulations 2007) either alone or in combination with other 

plans or projects.   

3.4 In examining the Plan, I am also required, under Paragraphs 8(1) of Schedule 

4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, (TCPA) to establish whether: 

 The neighbourhood plan has been prepared and submitted for 

examination by a qualifying body 

 The neighbourhood plan has been prepared for an area that has been 

properly designated for such plan preparation 

 The neighbourhood plan meets the requirements to i) specify the period to 

which it has effect; ii) not include provision about excluded development; 

and iii) not relate to more than one neighbourhood area 

 The policies relate to the development and use of land for a designated 

neighbourhood area. 

3.5 The examiner must then make one of the following recommendations: 

 The Plan can proceed to a referendum on the basis it meets all the 

necessary legal requirements 

 The Plan can proceed to a referendum subject to modifications or 

 The Plan should not proceed to a referendum on the basis it does not 

meet the necessary legal requirements. 

3.6 If the Plan can proceed to a referendum with or without modifications, the 

examiner must also consider whether the referendum area should be 

extended beyond the neighbourhood plan area to which it relates. 

3.7 If the Plan goes forward to a referendum and more than 50% of those voting 

votes in favour of the Plan then it is made by the relevant local authority, in 

this case Horsham District Council.  The Plan then becomes part of the 

‘development plan’ for the area and a statutory consideration in guiding future 

development and in the determination of planning applications within the Plan 

area. 
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4.0 Compliance with matters other than the basic conditions 

4.1 I now check the various matters as set out above in paragraph 3.4 of this 

report. 

 Qualifying body 

4.2 Washington Parish Council and Storrington and Sullington Parish Council 

(“the Parish Councils”) have been designated as the qualifying bodies for the 

Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan (“the Plan”).  The 

Parish Councils were designated by Horsham District Council on 19th 

December 2013.  As part of the Plan area falls within the South Downs 

National Park (SDNP) that part of the Area was also designated by the Park 

Authority for this purpose on 10th December 2013.  The Park Authority has 

agreed that the District Council will be responsible for arranging the 

examination and referendum of the Plan.  (Basic Conditions Statement, July 

2015, paragraph 1.2). 

 Plan area 

4.3 The Plan relates to the area of Washington Parish Council with Storrington 

and Sullington Parish Council.  The Plan relates to this area and does not 

relate to more than one neighbourhood area and therefore complies with 

these requirements. 

 Plan period 

4.4 A neighbourhood plan must specify the period for which it is to have effect.  

The Plan indicates within the document itself that it covers the period from 

April 2015 to March 2031 (paragraph 1.1). 

4.5 The Basic Conditions Statement states that the Plan period is from 1st April 

2015 to 31st March 2035 (paragraph 1.3). I am assuming this is an error. 

 Excluded development 

4.6 The Plan does not include policies or proposals that relate to any of the 

 categories of excluded development and therefore meets this requirement. 

 Development and use of land 

4.7 Neighbourhood plans often contain aspirations and objectives that signal the 

 community’s priorities for the future of their local area.  However, the 

 neighbourhood plan should only contain policies relating to development and 

 use of land.   

4.8 I have certain reservations about the extent of the evidence base supporting 

 some of the policies in the Plan, which I will address later in this Report.  
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5.0 The examination process 

5.1 I commenced preparation for the examination of the plan in January 2016 

following my appointment and briefing with the Plan documents. 

5.2 The presumption is that the neighbourhood plan will proceed by way of an 

examination of written evidence only.  However the Examiner can ask for a 

public hearing in order to hear oral evidence on matters which he or she 

wishes to explore further or to give a person a fair chance to put a case. 

5.3 I am required to give reasons for each of my recommendations and also 

provide a summary of my main conclusions. 

5.4 I am satisfied that I am in a position to properly examine the Plan without the 

need for a hearing.   

5.5 I made an unaccompanied inspection of the Plan area on 10th March 2016. 

 

6.0 The examination documents 

 

6.1 In addition to the legal and national policy framework and guidance 

(principally The Town and Country Planning Acts, Localism Act, 

Neighbourhood Plans Regulations, the National Planning Policy Framework 

and the Planning Policy Guidance) and the development plan, I have had 

regard to the following principal documents that were furnished to me:- 

 Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan – 
Submission Plan, July 2015. 
 

 Consultation Statement, July 2015. 
 

 Basic Conditions Statement, July 2015. 
 

 Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment, July 
2015. 

 

 Site Assessment Report, April 2015 and Supplemental Site 
Assessment Report, October 2015. 

 

 Local Green Spaces Report, October 2015. 
 

 Bundle of representations submitted as a result of Regulation 16 
Consultation.  

 
 I have also been furnished with a comprehensive set of other associated 
 documents.  All relevant documents and representations have been fully 
 considered in the preparation of this Report. 
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7.0 Compliance with the basic conditions 

7.1 National policy advice 

The main document that sets out national policy is the National Planning 

Policy Framework (the Framework) published in 2012.  In particular the 

Framework explains that the application of the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development will mean that neighbourhood plans should support 

the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans and plan to positively 

support local development. 

7.2 The Framework also makes it clear that neighbourhood plans should be 

aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area.  In other 

words neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic 

policies of the Local Plan.  They should not promote less development than 

that set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies. (NPPF, 

paragraph 184). 

7.3 The Framework indicates that plans should provide a practical framework 

within which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high 

degree of predictability and efficiency.  (NPPF, paragraph 17). 

7.4 Planning Practice Guidance explains what evidence is needed to be 

submitted with a neighbourhood plan as follows:- 

 “While there are prescribed documents that must be submitted with a 

neighbourhood plan or Order there is no ‘tick box’ list of evidence required for 

neighbourhood planning.  Proportionate, robust evidence should support the 

choices made and the approach taken.  The evidence should be drawn upon 

to explain succinctly the intention and rationale of the policies in the draft 

neighbourhood plan or the proposals in an Order.” 

7.5 Planning Practice Guidance explains how policies in a neighbourhood plan 

should be drafted as follows:- 

 “A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous.  It 

should be drafted with sufficient clarity that decision maker can apply it 

consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications.  It 

should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence.   It should 

be distinct to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and planning 

context of the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been prepared.” 

7.6 The Basic Conditions Statement is the document which is most suitable to 

contain the robust evidence which is needed to support the approach taken.  

Unfortunately in this case neither the Basic Conditions Statement nor the 

other submitted documents contain a sufficiently robust evidence base to 

support the choices contained within the Plan.  I have reached the conclusion 

that the evidence contained within the submitted documents does not 
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adequately explain how the Plan responds to the unique characteristics of the 

Plan area.  I feel therefore that the Plan fails to meet the national policy basic 

condition.  I am particularly concerned with the robustness of the evidence 

base supporting several important policies.  Later sections of this Report 

explain which policies have fallen short in this respect.   

7.7 I have given long and careful consideration to the question of whether the 

Plan could be modified in some way to overcome the difficulties which I have 

identified.  Unfortunately because of the complex inter-related nature of some 

of the policies I have reached the conclusion that I would not be able to 

suggest a satisfactory set of modifications. This is partly because evidence 

base is not available to support those modifications. 

 The Development Plan 

 

7.8 A basic condition is that the neighbourhood plan should be in general 

conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan.  The 

Framework (at paragraph 184) states that neighbourhood plans must be in 

general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan.   

 

7.9 In this case Horsham District Council has confirmed the development plan 

comprises the following documents: 

 Land within Horsham District Council Local Planning Authority 

 The Development Plan for land within Horsham District Council 

comprises:- 

 Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015) 

 Joint Area Action Plan (2009) 

 Site Specific Allocations of Land (2007) 

 West Sussex Waste Local Plan (2014) 

 Saved policies of Minerals Local Plan 2003 

 

 Land within the South Downs National Park Local Planning Authority area 

within the administrative area of Horsham District 

  

 Horsham District Core Strategy 2007 

 Horsham District General Development Control Policies 2007 

 Site Specific Allocations of land (2007) 

 West Sussex Waste Local Plan (2014) 

 Saved Policies of Minerals Local Plan 2003 

 

7.10 The basic conditions statement is dated April 2015 and describes the current 

development plan of relevance to the Neighbourhood Plan as the saved 

policies of the adopted 2007 Horsham District Core Strategy.  That document 



Storrington, Sullington and Washington Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan 
 

10 
 

did comprise part of the development plan at that time but matters have 

moved on with adoption of the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) 

in November 2015.  The emerging policies of that plan were clearly taken into 

consideration in the preparation of the Plan. 

 

7.11 An issue arises however because the basic conditions statement does not 

mention the saved policies of the West Sussex Minerals Local Plan (2003).  

There is therefore no evidence base contained in that document or elsewhere 

to explain how Policy 8 (Tourism Development Chantry Quarry) complies with 

the Minerals Local Plan although that plan is specifically mentioned in 

paragraph (i) of Policy 8.   

 

7.12  I have reached the conclusion that the Plan fails to provide sufficient 

evidence to demonstrate how the making of the plan would be in general 

conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for 

the area.  The Plan therefore fails to meet the basic conditions in this regard. 

  

 EU Obligations 

 

7.13 A Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening report has been prepared for 

Neighbourhood Development Plans in Horsham District.  That report reaches 

the conclusion that Appropriate Assessment is not required for the Plan.  

Natural England has submitted comments on the Screening report. I am 

satisfied that the Plan meets the basic conditions in this regard. 

 

7.14 The Plan is supported by a Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environment 

Assessment (‘Environmental Report’), (July 2015) (SA/SEA). 

 

7.15 This examination has identified concerns as to the adequacy of the evidence 

base supporting the evaluation of the various development sites which were 

considered in the preparation of the Plan. 

 

7.16 To a significant degree the SA/SEA relies on the adequacy of that site 

assessment work as reported at paragraph 7.26 of the Environmental Report, 

for example.  It cannot be certain therefore that the SA/SEA is founded on a 

complete and accurate evidence base. 

 

7.17 I am not satisfied therefore that the Plan is compatible with EU obligations in 

this regard. 
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8.0 Neighbourhood Plan preparation and Public Consultation 

 

8.1 The Consultation Statement (July 2015), together with its Appendices, fully 

sets out the process of consultation undertaken during the preparation of the 

Plan. 

 

8.2 Storrington and Sullington Parish Council (SSPC) resolved to produce a 

Neighbourhood Plan on 23rd April 2013. 

 

8.3 Washington Parish Council (WPC) resolved to produce a joint Neighbourhood 

Plan on 22nd July 2013. 

 

8.4 On 10th September 2013 the Storrington and Sullington and Washington 

Neighbourhood Plan (SSWNP) Steering Group was formed. 

 

8.5 At a public meeting held on 21st November 2013 it was resolved to establish 

Focus Groups covering five themes:- 

 

 Community Facilities 

 Economy and Business 

 Environment, Heritage and Local Knowledge 

 Planning and Infrastructure 

 Traffic and Transport 

 

8.6 Between December 2013 and July 2014 focus group meetings, coffee 

 mornings and village day events were used to publicise the Plan and 

 gather views. 

 

8.7 Various surveys were undertaken at this time to inform the production of the 

 Plan, which were used to prepare State of the Parish Reports which were 

 completed in July 2014.  During this time the views of important local and 

 national stakeholders were canvassed, culminating in a Planning Policy 

 Workshop being run in July 2014 attended by representatives of neighbouring 

 Parish Councils and Horsham District Council. 

 

8.8 A call for sites was made to landowners and their agents in August 2014.  The 

 Steering Group considered each of the sites that came forward.  Criteria for 

 site assessment were produced by the Steering Group. 

 

8.9 Statutory Consultees were contacted regarding the scope of the Sustainability 

 Appraisal/Strategic Environment Assessment (SA/SEA) in September 2014. 

 

8.10 A Public Meeting was held on 22nd January 2015 to present a draft Pre-

 submission plan and to publicise a six week period of public consultation.  
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8.11 Public Consultation on the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan ran between 

 3rd February and 17th March 2015 using a variety of media. 

 

8.12 Revisions were made following this consultation and a second public 

 consultation was publicised at the Annual Meeting of the Parishes on 11th May 

 2015 and 20th May 2015.  Various events were held at this time and the 

 draft Plan was publicised through each Parish Council website.  A total of 185 

 responses were received at this time.  The Regulation 14 Representations are 

 found at Appendix I to the Consultation Statement (July 2015). 

 

8.13 In response to the public consultation a set of amendments was made and, as 

 a result, a Second Pre-submission Consultation was held, under Regulation 

 14, between 6th May 2015 and 16th June 2015.  This was publicised using 

 various media and, as a result, 389 responses were received from  members 

 of the public. 

 

8.14 A set of modifications was made to the Plan and agreed by the Steering 

 Group on 21st July 2015.  The Submission Plan is dated July 2015. 

 

8.15 I am satisfied the process of preparing the Plan has been open and engaging, 

 giving residents and others opportunities to become involved and influence 

 plan making.  As stated in the Introduction to the Consultation Statement (July 

 2015), the Government Guidance is that:- 

 

 “the consultation statement submitted with the draft Neighbourhood Plan 

 should reveal the quality and effectiveness of the consultation that has 

 informed the plan proposals.” 

 

 I am satisfied that the Consultation Statement achieves the standard set in the 

 above quoted Government Guidance. 

 

9.0 The Land Use Policies 

 

9.1 One of the basic conditions is whether, having regard to national policies, it is 

appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan.  The National Planning Policy 

Framework (March 2012), “the Framework”, sets out core planning principles.  

The first bullet point in paragraph 17 of the Framework states that plans: 

 “Should provide a practical framework within which decisions on 

planning applications can be made within high a high degree of 

predictability and efficiency.” 
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9.2 Paragraph 184 of the Framework states that neighbourhood plans should be 

 in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan, should not 

 promote less development than that set out in the Local Plan or undermine its 

 strategic policies. 

9.3 In my examination of the Plan, its policies, and its supporting documents, I 

 have also had due regard to the requirement of Planning Practice Guidance 

 that proportionate robust evidence should support the choices made and the 

 approach taken. 

 

 Policy 1: A Spatial Plan for the Parishes 

 

9.4 I have concerns at the way the second paragraph of Policy 1 seeks to 

 support housing proposals at Old London Road which are either allocated by 

 Policy 2 or are confined to infill development of up to 5 dwellings.  In my 

 comments on Policies 2 (ii) and 2 (ix) below I explain why I do not believe 

 that Old London Road is a sustainable location.  This is because it fails the 

 test of the Framework (especially at paragraph 38) that larger scale residential 

 developments should be located within walking distance of key facilities such 

 as primary schools and local shops.  As stated at paragraph 4.17 of the Plan, 

 there is a bar/restaurant at this location but this is not a local shop within the 

 meaning of the Framework.   

 

9.5 My conclusion therefore is that the second paragraph of Policy 1 fails the 

 basic conditions test for two reasons.  Firstly, it contains proposals that do not 

 contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.  Secondly, having 

 regard to government policy as set out in the Framework it is not appropriate 

 to make the Plan whilst it contains such unsustainable proposals. 

 

9.6 The fourth paragraph of Policy 1 states that the broad location of green gaps 

 between the villages is shown on the Policies Map.  The main Policies Map 

 does not have a key and any green gap notation which might be on it is not 

 clearly identified.  Similarly none of the four inset maps show on their keys a 

 green gap notation.  The Policies Map therefore fails to meet the test of the 

 Framework (paragraph 17) in that it does not allow planning applications to be 

 determined with a high degree of predictability or efficiency in this respect 

 because it does not clearly identify the location of the green gaps applied by 

 Policy 1.   The Plan therefore fails to meet the basic condition with respect to 

 government policy. 

 

 Policy 2:  Site Allocations for Development 

 

9.7 I have concerns regarding the process which has been followed leading to 

 the selection of sites for residential development. 
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9.8 Paragraph 4.18 of the Plan states that the indicative total number of houses 

 provided for is approximately 295 over the plan period. 

 

9.9 The HDPF (November 2015) at Policy 15 (4) makes provision for at least 

 1500 homes throughout the district in accordance with the settlement 

 hierarchy allocated through Neighbourhood Planning. 

 

9.10 It is therefore consistent with HDPF strategic policy for the Plan to provide for 

 approximately 295 dwellings through allocations.  The Plan, at paragraph 

 4.18, states that this quantum strikes the right balance between meeting local 

 housing need on the one hand and reflecting environmental constraints on the 

 other. 

 

9.11 Paragraph 5.2 of the Basic Conditions Statement (April 2015) explains how 

 neighbourhood plans in the District are to contribute 1,500 new homes in total 

 in the plan period.  This is good in so far as it goes. In my view the evidence 

 base of the Plan would be more robust if it explained to the reader (and in this 

 case the Examiner) how the figure of 295 dwellings was derived in the context 

 of a strategic provision of at least 1,500 houses through Neighbourhood 

 Planning in the District as a whole.  Are 295 dwellings too many to achieve 

 the 1,500 provision, or are they too few?  The Submission Plan (July 2015) 

 (Annex A) makes reference to 34 documents which comprise the evidence 

 base and which I am sure can be made available to view upon request 

 through the Parish Council websites.  Several of these documents comprise 

 Horsham District planning background reports, which contain background 

 material of relevance to this matter. 

 

9.12 In my opinion the evidence base for this Plan would be much more clearly 

 expressed if it were to contain a Statement showing how the  Neighbourhood 

 Plans in the District contribute towards the achievement of the overall 

 1,500 dwelling requirement.  The obvious document to contain such a 

 Statement would be the Basic Conditions Statement. 

 

9.13 The Site Assessment Report (April 2015), together with the Supplemental Site 

 Assessment Report (October 2015) explains the methodology used to assess 

 sites. This is achieved by a numerical scoring method against 8 defined 

 criteria. 

 

9.14 I have concerns about the selection of the criteria. There are no general 

 criteria relating to sustainability, for example.  This is despite government 

 policy as expressed in the 11th bullet point to paragraph 17 of the Framework, 

 for example, that significant development should be focussed in locations 

 which are or can be made sustainable.  Similar points are made at   
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 paragraphs 35 and 38 of the Framework.  The scale of development proposed 

 in the Plan is such that these considerations of sustainability as expressed in 

 the Framework should be applied. 

 

9.15 None of the criteria take account of agricultural land quality.  This is despite 

 the policy contained at paragraph 112 of the Framework that local planning 

 authorities should seek to use areas of lower quality land in preference to that 

 of higher quality where significant development of agricultural land is 

 demonstrated to be necessary. 

 

9.16  The fifth criterion in the Plan refers to detriment to a village greenspace/

 treasure.  What is meant by a village greenspace/treasure is not defined.  Nor 

 is the relationship between a village greenspace/treasure and a Local Green 

 Space (Policy 18) defined.  This lack of definition and consistency may imply 

 that the application of the criterion is somewhat arbitrary. 

 

9.17 I believe the evidence base of the Plan would have been stronger if it had 

 contained a paragraph or paragraphs explaining in more subjective terms how 

 the criteria for site selection had been applied and how the planning 

 judgements contained in the Plan had been made. 

 

9.18 The SA/SEA Environmental Report (July 2015) contains at Table D a 

 Summary Assessment of the Proposed Policy 2 Allocations. 

 

9.19 The SA/SEA Environmental Report, at paragraph 7.15, states that: 

 

  “A fuller description of the characteristics and suitability assessments of 

  each site in Table D are contained in the separate ‘Site Assessment 

  Report’ in the evidence base.” 

 

 Unfortunately the Site Assessment Report does not contain such a description 

 of the characteristics and suitability of each site.  The Site Assessment Report 

 contains a numerical ranking against a set of criteria.  As stated above, the 

 evidence base of the Plan would have been stronger had it contained a set of 

 paragraphs giving a fuller description and explanation of how the judgements 

 on site selection have been made in the Plan.   

 

9.20 The lack of subjective description of how the planning judgements have been 

 made in the Plan gives the impression that some of the assessments may be 

 somewhat arbitrary in their nature. 

 

9.21 Site 10 (the RAFA site), for example, scores 4 because its development is 

 held to be incompatible with the local area and, as a result, the site is not 

 included as a residential allocation.  Land off Amberley Road (site 8), 
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 however, scores 0 against this criteria and is included as a residential 

 allocation. The Amberley Road site is located in close proximity to the South 

 Downs National Park and its development may be held therefore to be 

 incompatible with the local area.  If the scores on this one criterion were to 

 have been switched between the two sites, then the result as to whether the 

 site was or was not  included as an allocation would have been reversed.  The 

 Amberley Road site impacts to a greater or lesser degree on the National 

 Park whereas the RAFA site does not and was  assessed in the Horsham 

 District SHLAA (Ref. SA153) as a site developable in a 6-10 year timeframe.  

 

9.22 I am also concerned as to the accuracy of some of the assessments 

 made in the Site Assessment Report.  Site 12 “Downsview Avenue, Field 

 behind Paula Rosa”, for example, is categorised as outside and not abutting 

 the built up area.  It therefore scores 5 on this criterion, giving it a total score 

 of 13.  Closer examination of this site reveals it does actually abut the built 

 up area, giving it a score of 2 on this criterion and a total score of 10 bringing 

 it into the sites with potential to be a housing allocation.  Site 29 in many 

 respects occupies a similar location in relation to the built area as site 12 and 

 yet that site scores 2 on this criterion because it is judged to abut the built up 

 area. 

 

9.23 Similarly, if site 39, The Glebe Field, was held to score 0 in relation to the 

 traffic congestion criterion then its total score would be 10 and it would 

 have been included as a residential development site.  Land off Amberley 

 Road scores 0 when judged against this criterion and yet the allocation 

 requires major road improvements to secure satisfactory access. 

 

9.24 In conclusion I have some concerns as to the way the numerical scoring 

 system was used to assess potential development sites within the Plan.  

 Some of the criteria are surprising in their selection and unclear in their

 application.  In some cases the way the scores have been applied to sites 

 looks to be a little arbitrary and in one case (site 12) it is simply incorrect.  I 

 believe that had the “fuller description of the characteristics and suitability 

 assessments” of each site, as described in paragraph 7.15 of the SA/SEA  

   

 Environmental Report, actually been carried out and included then the 

 evidence base supporting the Plan would have been much more complete 

 and robust.  I believe the Plan fails to meet the national policy basic condition 

 in this respect. 

 

 Policy 2: Site Allocations for Development 

(i) Land at Robell Way (‘Paula Rosa’), Sullington. 

9.25 This site is allocated for 80 dwellings and associated development in the Plan. 
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9.26 This site is shown on the Horsham District Planning Framework (November 

 2015) (part of the development plan) as a Key Employment Area. 

9.27 Policy 7 of the HDPF is a strategic policy for economic growth.  Paragraph (5) 

 states that sustainable employment for Horsham District will be achieved by: 

  “(5) Retention of Key Employment Areas, for employment uses.” 

9.28 Policy 9 of the HDPF deals with Employment Development in more detail.  

 Paragraph (1) reads: 

  (1.) Redevelopment in the Key Employment Areas must not result in 

  the overall loss of employment floorspace.  Proposals for alternative 

  uses within the Key Employment Areas will be allowed where it can be 

  demonstrated that  the sequential approach has been applied to the 

  redevelopment of the site,  and the proposals support their integrity and 

  function as centres of employment.” 

9.29 On the face of it the loss of 2.5 hectares of a Key Employment Area is 

 contrary to both of the above development plan policies.  The proposal would, 

 in my opinion clearly and fundamentally undermine a strategic policy of the 

 development plan, contrary to paragraph 184 of the Framework. The 

 submission plan, on its face, therefore fails to meet one of the basic 

 conditions in this regard. 

9.30 The Plan (paragraphs 4.21 and 4.22) seeks to justify the release of the site for 

 housing on the basis that the factory buildings have been vacant for some 

 time and that provision is being made elsewhere in the Plan for new 

 employment land. 

9.31 Paragraph 4.22 seeks to make it a pre-condition of the release of the Paula 

 Rosa  site for housing that other employment sites have already to come 

 forward for new development in compensation. 

9.32 I believe the approach taken in the Plan is unsatisfactory for the following 

 reasons: 

i. Policy 7(5) of HDPF states that Key Employment Areas should be 

retained in employment use. 

 

ii. Policy 9(1) of HDPF requires a sequential approach to be followed 

to support proposals for alternative uses within Key Employment 

Areas.  I am not satisfied that the material contained in the Plan 

justifies the loss of employment land within a Key Employment 

Area.  

 

iii. In my opinion it is unsatisfactory to make the release of alternative 

site or sites located elsewhere a pre-condition for the release of the 
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subject site, particularly when there can be no certainty, even if the 

substitution site was found to be appropriate, that the other site 

would come forward as envisaged. 

9.33 I have therefore reached the conclusion that Policy 2 (i) breaches the basic 

 conditions in that it is not in conformity with the strategic policies of the 

 development plan. 

9.34 I have had regard to whether Policy 2 (i) in the Plan might be deleted.  I 

 have reached the opinion that it is so fundamental to the housing provisions 

 contained in the Plan that it would not be satisfactory to take the Plan forward 

 to referendum at this time with this site deleted. 

9.35 In reaching the above conclusion I have noted the ongoing concern 

 expressed on behalf of Horsham District Council that the reallocation of this 

 site should not set a harmful precedent elsewhere in the District. 

 (ii)  Land at Old London Road, (‘The Vineyard’), Washington and 

 (ix) Land off Old London Road, (‘Luckings Yard’), Washington. 

9.36 The second paragraph of Policy 1 deals with Old London Road, Washington.  

 The general location at Old London Road is not within the Built Up Area 

 Boundaries.  This location, rightly, is defined in the Plan as outside any 

 settlement.  The location is remote from any settlement and it is remote 

 from the services (such as schools and local shops) which might be 

 expected to be found in rural settlements. 

9.37 The Framework, at paragraph 38, states that: 

  “where practical key facilities such as primary schools and local shops 

  should be located within walking distance of most properties.” 

 My conclusion is that the proposed development at Old London Road is of 

 such a scale and location that it is in conflict with national planning policy to 

 promote development at sustainable locations as set out in the Framework.  

 The evidence base of the Plan (paragraph 4.50) confirms that Washington 

 village currently lacks shops.  Even if such facilities were to be provided under 

 the aegis of Policy 7, the sites at London Road are in my judgement too 

 remote from  Washington village to be considered to be within walking 

 distance as required by paragraph 38 of the Framework. 

9.38 Paragraph 55 of the Framework reads as follows:- 

 To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be 

 located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality or rural communities. For 

 example, where there are groups of small settlements, development in one 

 village may support services in a village nearby. Local planning authorities 
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 should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special 

 circumstances such as: 

 the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their 

place of work in the countryside; or 

 

 where such development would represent the optimal viable use of a 

heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure 

the future of heritage assets; or 

 

 where the development would re-use redundant or disused buildings 

and lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting; or 

 

 the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design of the 

dwellings.  Such a design should: 

 

- be truly outstanding or innovative, helping to raise standards 

of design more generally in rural areas; 

- reflect the highest standards in architecture; 

- significantly enhance its immediate setting; and 

- be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area. 

9.39 The two sites at Old London Road are not located sufficiently close to any 

 rural community that the proposed development could, in my judgement, 

 realistically be said to support services in a village nearby. Nor are there any 

 shops (for example) within Washington which could be supported by the 

 housing. None of the four  exceptions in paragraph 55 apply in this case.  The 

 two sites therefore fall into the category of new isolated homes in the 

 countryside, which it is government policy that local planning authorities 

 should avoid. 

9.40 I have noted that there are several other sites in the general area of 

 London Road which are being promoted for development through the 

 Neighbourhood Plan.  I am concerned therefore that, not only do the two 

 subject sites contravene government policy which is to seek to promote 

 development at sustainable locations, but their inclusion within the Plan could 

 set a precedent for the promotion of other similar and equally unacceptable 

 sites which would result in a major and significant breach of national planning 

 policy at a very sensitive location close to the boundary of the National Park. 

9.41 I have reached the conclusion therefore that the second paragraph of Policy 1 

 together with Policies 2 (ii) and 2 (ix) are in breach of two basic conditions.  

 These are: 

i. that the making of the neighbourhood plan should contribute to the 

achievement of the sustainable development, and 
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ii. the national policy basic condition. 

 (iv) Land off Amberley Road, Storrington. 

9.42 This site lies at the south-western edge of Storrington close to the foot of the 

 scarp face of the South Downs.  The site lies in close proximity to the 

 boundary of the National Park. 

9.43 I make various comments and recommendations in relation to areas of 

 Local Green Space and Policy 18 elsewhere in this Report. 

9.44 I have noted the concerns expressed by the South Downs National Park 

 Authority (dated 8th October 2015) concerning this proposal and the 

 potential harm to the setting and Purposes of the National Park.  I have also 

 noted the comments made on behalf of Horsham District Council in this 

 respect. 

9.45 If this allocation is to be retained in any future version of the Neighbourhood 

 Plan then, in my opinion, great care should be taken to ensure that the 

 development  and the access to it does not cause unacceptable harm to the 

 very attractive landscape setting of the National Park. 

9.46 The qualifying body may wish to consider whether a limited number of 

 houses (say less than 10) accessed from Bax Close is the most sustainable 

 pattern of development at this location.  In that case the qualifying body may 

 wish to consider whether the balance of the site should be given into public 

 ownership in perpetuity to ensure the long term maintenance of an attractive, 

 fully landscaped buffer to the National Park. In my opinion if the re-working of 

 the site assessment work recommended in this Report were to be undertaken, 

 then 10 dwellings may well be the maximum capacity which would result. 

9.47 I do not believe the evidence base contained within the Plan and its 

 supporting documents justifies the release of the site as currently proposed.  I 

 believe the Plan therefore does not comply with the requirement of the 

 Planning Policy Guidance that it should be supported by appropriate 

 evidence.  The Plan, as submitted, therefore fails to meet the basic condition

 having regard to such government guidance. 

9.48 I reaching this conclusion I have had full and proper regard to all the  

 representations which have been made in relation to the Plan. 

 (v) Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington 

9.49 I have a number of concerns in relation to this policy as follows:- 

i. The policy does not specify the total acreage of the proposal, nor does 

it specify the areas to be developed for housing and business uses 

respectively.  The policy therefore fails the test of clarity required by 
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NPPF paragraph 17 and does not meet the national policy basic 

condition in this regard. 

 

ii. Paragraph 4.79 of the Plan states that the employment element of the 

scheme should be implemented first, but the policy does not seek to 

secure that pre-condition.  I have severe reservations whether such a 

pre-condition is satisfactory in any event. 

 

iii. The tourism development proposals nearby at the Quarry (Policy 8) are 

not sufficiently well defined to allow a satisfactory cumulative traffic 

impact assessment of both schemes.  

 

iv. The policy at paragraph (v) (d) and (v) (e) refers to the Chantry Mill 

heritage asset, an adjoining Archaeological Notification Area and a Site 

of Special Scientific Interest.  The Plan and its supporting documents 

do not contain a sufficiently robust evidence base to assess whether 

the allocation proposed is acceptable in principle, bearing in mind the 

location of this site at a particularly sensitive location. 

 

9.50 As it currently stands I do not believe policy 2 (v) meets the basic conditions.  

 The evidence base of the Plan is not sufficiently robust to allow me to redraft 

 this policy in a satisfactory manner.   

 

 Policy 3: Managing Housing Supply 

 

9.51  This policy is too prescriptive, it does not address whether particular sites 

 should come forward earlier.  The qualifying body has been recommended to 

 delete this policy. 

9.52  I believe this policy does not meet the tests of paragraph 17 of the Framework 

 and that the Plan does not meet the basic conditions in this regard. 

 
 Policy 4: Employment Uses 

9.53 Policy 4 (i) states that employment uses will be supported provided they are 

 within the built up area boundary of Storrington and Sullington or they 

 comprise previously developed land within the A24 corridor only.  This policy 

 conflicts with Policy 2 (v) (Chantry Lane) which does not meet the criteria of 

 Policy 4 (i). 

9.54 I believe this policy does not meet the tests of paragraph 17 of the 

 Framework to form an adequate basis for development management and that 

 the Plan does not meet the national policy basic condition in this regard. 
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 Policy 8: Tourism Development Chantry Quarry 
 
9.55 I have a number of concerns regarding this policy as follows:- 

i. Firstly, and primarily, the nature of the “Tourism Development” (or 

“tourism or other community related development”) is not sufficiently 

clearly defined to understand what is being supported by the policy.  

The policy therefore fails the test of paragraph 17 of the Framework 

and does not meet the basic conditions in this regard. 

 

ii. Secondly, the provisions of the “West Sussex Local Minerals Plan” are 

not defined in the evidence base supporting the Plan.  The Basic 

Conditions Statement (July 2015) does not include reference to the 

Minerals Plan in its description of the development plan documents of 

relevance to the Plan.  The evidence base therefore does not describe 

the provisions of the Minerals Plan and the evidence base of the Plan 

does not allow an assessment of the proposal in the context of the 

development plan. The policy therefore fails the basic conditions in this 

regard. 

 

iii. The term tourism development could be interpreted to encompass a 

fairly major visitor attraction or a low key rural enterprise.  Policy 11 (2) 

of HDPF seeks to focus major tourism in Horsham town centre.  

Depending on what is involved in this allocation it may therefore conflict 

with the basic condition that the Plan should be in general conformity 

with the strategic policies contained in the development plan.  In my 

opinion Policy 11 is a strategic policy in the context of the basic 

conditions and this examination. 

 

iv. The Plan makes reference to the Chantry Mill Site of Special Scientific 

Interest and the setting of the National Park.  The quarry is a large area 

of land.  It is difficult to assess, without further information being 

provided whether a “new tourist attraction” (Submission Plan, July 

2015, paragraph 4.54) would be appropriate in principle at such a 

sensitive location. 

 

9.56 My overall conclusion is that Policy 8 does not meet the basic conditions and I 

 recommend that more work is undertaken to define the nature and scale of 

 what might be acceptable at such a sensitive location.  

 

 Policy 12: Education Uses 

 

9.57 This policy as currently drafted relates only to state education facilities.  It is a 

 requirement that the Plan should only contain policies that relate to the use 
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 land within the Plan area.  It is recommended that the reference to state 

 education be removed because the Policy should only relate to the use of 

 land, not the particular operator of the development.  For the avoidance of 

 doubt it would be better to remove the reference to Thakeham Parish because 

 the Plan can only contain policies relating to the development and use of land 

 within its own Plan area. 

9.58 I note the comment from Horsham District Council that this policy should be 

 revised to include private education facilities as well.  I agree with that 

 comment.  The Plan has not been reworded as requested in comments made 

 by West Sussex County Council as the Education Authority.  I agree with the 

 County Council comment in this respect and I believe the evidence base of 

 the Plan would be more complete if the County Council comments were to be 

 incorporated. 

 

 Policy 14: Recreational Uses 

 

9.59 I note the comment from Horsham District Council that this policy is pre-

 emptive.  The policy should not imply that permission would be granted for 

 any skate park at the Recreation Ground, no matter what scale or design.  

 The Plan fails to meet the basic conditions test of paragraph 17 of the 

 Framework in this regard.  I recommend that the policy should be re-drafted 

 as suggested by the District Council. 

 

 Policy 17:  Green Infrastructures and Biodiversity 

 

9.60 The drafting of Policy 17 (ii) that “All schemes must consider providing for wild 

 life” is too vague.  Consideration should be given to a wording such as: 

  “Development proposals should demonstrate that appropriate  

  consideration has been given to providing for wildlife and that,  

  wherever possible, sustainable proposals to protect wildlife interests 

  have been incorporated into the design.” 

 

 Policy 18: Local Green Spaces 

 

9.61 Paragraph 76 of the Framework encourages the identification of land as Local 

 Green Space in neighbourhood plans.  In fact the ability to designate such 

 Spaces is a significant advantage to a local community of preparing a 

 neighbourhood plan. 

 

9.62 Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out three criteria which should be used 

 to make such a designation. 
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9.63 The Consultation Period on the Plan ran from Friday 28th August 2015 until 

 noon on Friday 9th October 2015. 

 

9.64 I have sent a document entitled ‘Local Green Spaces Report’ (October 2015), 

 which I have taken into consideration in this examination.  Because of the 

 date of this document it could not have been taken into account by consultees 

 throughout the Consultation Period. 

 

9.65 Policy 18 in the Plan lists 25 Local Green Spaces. 

 

9.66 Paragraph 4.76 states that the Local Green Spaces study: 

 

  “sets out the case for each site to be designated”. 

  

 The Local Green Spaces study lists 25 sites, which are shown on the maps 

 included in the study.  There are generic statements within the study that all 

 the sites meet the criteria contained in the Framework.  The study does not, 

 however, list each one of the sites and give a paragraph, or paragraphs, 

 explaining what is special about that particular site and why it has therefore 

 been included as one of the Local Green Spaces.  In the context of this 

 neighbourhood plan, I regard such a study one of the essential elements 

 which should have been provided in the evidence base to support the Plan. 

 

9.67 Notwithstanding the lateness of the study, and the lack of its availability during  

 the entire consultation period, I believe the study fails to meet the test of 

 government guidance that the Plan should be supported by a robust evidence 

 base which explains the choices which have been made.  The Plan, in my 

 opinion, fails to meet the basic condition in this respect having regard to 

 government guidance and policy. 

 

9.68 I have considered whether I could recommend that the Plan go forward with 

 the areas of Local Green Space deleted.  I have reluctantly reached the 

 conclusion that I could not make that recommendation.  There are a number 

 of reasons for that conclusion as follows. 

 

9.69 Firstly, there are 25 areas of Local Green Space and these are therefore of 

 fundamental concern to the integrity of the entire Plan. 

 

9.70 Secondly, I have concerns that several other policies within the Plan do not 

 meet the basic conditions. 

 

9.71 Thirdly, the areas of Local Green Space are intrinsically tied up with the extent 

 of some of the development sites.  The lack of the evidence base supporting 
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 the selection of the Local Green Spaces is therefore intrinsically linked to the 

 selection and extent of some of the development sites. 

 

9.72 One of the criteria contained in the Site Assessment Report (April 2015) is: 

 

  “Would development of the site be detrimental to a village   

  greenspace/treasure?” 

 

9.73 I am not sure whether “village greenspace/treasure” in this context is the 

 same as “Local Green Space” and if not, why not, bearing in mind the 

 importance which is given to Local Green Space designation in the 

 Framework.  I believe the evidence base supporting the Plan would be 

 stronger if a paragraph or paragraphs could be written explaining how each 

 of the selected Local Green Spaces complies with the criteria set out in the 

 Framework. It is not uncommon for such subjective assessments to be 

 included in planning reports and I believe such a report would be a valuable 

 addition to the evidence base. 

 

 Policy 19: Air Quality 

 

9.74 The policy as currently written would require all development to demonstrate 

 that their traffic impacts will not significantly decrease air quality.   As pointed 

 out by the District Council the guidance screens out the requirement for 

 some development proposals to produce a report to assess this impact.  The 

 policy as drafted fails the test of paragraph 17 of the Framework and as such 

 the Plan fails the basic conditions test in this regard.  I recommended the 

 policy be redrafted as suggested by Horsham District Council. 
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10.0 Conclusion 

10.1 The examination of the Plan has found that it has not been possible to 

 recommend a set of modifications that would allow me to recommend that the 

 Plan can proceed to a referendum. 

10.2 I have found that whilst the Neighbourhood Plan recognises the need for new 

 housing development the site selection process is not based on sufficiently 

 robust evidence.  Given the District Plan context, a robust assessment of 

 suitable and available sites was required to ensure that the policies and 

 proposals in the Plan would contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

 development, have regard to national policy and guidance and generally 

 conform to the strategic policies of the development plan.   

10.3 I recommend that consideration be given to re-working the site selection 

 process undertaken for the Plan so that the revised set of allocations and the 

 evidence supporting them can be put forward for public consultation. 

10.4 Whilst the initiative of the Parish Councils is to be applauded in preparing the 

 Neighbourhood Plan for examination, and there is much to commend in the 

 Plan, it is with regret I have no alternative but to reach the conclusion that the 

 Plan should not proceed to referendum. 

 

11.0 Formal recommendation 

 I recommend to Horsham District Council that the Plan should not proceed to 

 referendum. 

 

 

 

Paul McCreery, B.Sc., M.Phil., FRTPI. 

Independent Examiner 

PMC Planning. 

19th March 2016 

 

 



Appendix D 



Site Assessment Scoring Matrix 

                         Approximate 
Development 
Numbers  

Site  Name A B1 B2 B3 C1 D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 E1 E2 F1 F2 H I J K1  K2 K3 + & 0 
score 

-ve 
score 

Rank  

1 Riddens 
Lane 

+ + +  0 + + + + + + + + + - + - + + + 17 2 2 16 
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