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 August 2016 Bovis Homes 
 
Dear Sir/Madam  
 

STORRINGTON, SULLINGTON AND WASHINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (SS&WNP) 
REVISED PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT. REPS ON BEHALF OF BOVIS HOMES. RELATING TO 
THE PLAN AND TO SITE 9 “LAND OFF AMBERLEY ROAD” SPECIFICALLY.  
 
These representations to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 2016-2031 
Pre-Submission Plan are submitted by Bovis Homes and refer especially to the land identified in the 
Site Assessment Report – June 2016 as Site 9 “Land off Amberley Road”.  
 

Neighbourhood Plans  
The SSWNP must meet the ‘basic’ conditions sets out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38(A) of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (Planning Policy Guidance, Ref ID: 41-065-20140306). These 
conditions being:  
- 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 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 making of the Neighbourhood Plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, 
European Union Obligations.  

- Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Neighbourhood Plan and prescribed matters have 
been complied with in connection with the proposal for Plan.  
 
The SSWNP must therefore have been developed with regard to the most up-to-date national 
planning policies. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Neighbourhood 
Plans must have had appropriate regard to national policy and demonstrate how the plan 
contributes to the achievement of sustainable development.  
The NPPF outlines a clear requirement to deliver sustainable development and to widen the choice 
of high quality homes (paragraph 9). Paragraph 14 lays out how this relates to planning:  
- “local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of 
their area;  
- Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid 
change, unless:  
- Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 
assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or  

- Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted”  
 
The NPPF (paragraph 7) clearly outlines the three dimensions to sustainable development and sets 
out the role of the planning system to meet these dimensions, these being:  
• ‘An economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by 
ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to 
support growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, 
including the provision of infrastructure;  
• A social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of 
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality 
built environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its 



health, social and cultural well-being; and  
• An environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 
environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, 
minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low 
carbon economy.’  
The NPPF core planning policies (paragraph 17) encourage the effective use of land and support the 
focus of development in locations which are sustainable.  

The Neighbourhood Plan Examiners report – March 2016  
This site was included in the previous version of the Neighbourhood Plan which was rejected by the 
Independent Examiner in March 2016. The examiner concluded that although the site, as previously 
proposed in the draft NP, was not appropriate, it was not undevelopable. The reason he gave (at 
paragraph 9.45) for rejecting it in its previous form was harm to the setting of the South Downs 
National Park, and that the access from Amberley Road could cause unacceptable harm to the 
setting of the National Park.  
Despite the above, he goes on to suggest at Paragraph 9.46 that a smaller development, accessed 
from Bax Close may be the most sustainable form of development at this location. In other instances 
in his reports where the examiner has rejected sites, he has rejected the allocation completely, but 
in the case of this site he suggests an alternative form of development and access arrangement. The 
Examiner is clear that development of the site for a smaller scale of residential dwellings is NOT 
unacceptable.  

Site 9 in the SSWNP Site Assessment Report June 2016 - “Land off Amberley Road”, 
Storrington  
The site is ‘L’ shaped, 2.53 hectares, and is located on the south-western edge of Storrington. It is 
adjacent to existing housing within the village envelope and there is a dense hedgerow along the 
site’s eastern and southern boundaries. Beyond Amberley Road is the South Downs National Park, 
which is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  
The site benefits from existing access from Bax Close. In 2000 a planning application for 15 houses 
was approved to the north of the site (Ref: SP/18/00), this scheme was built out by Bovis Homes.  
Planning appeals on the site were dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate in June 2016 for 35 and 45 
dwellings respectively. However, it should be noted that the inspector stated at Paragraph 57 of his 
decision that:  
“there is no technical or cogent evidence to refute the findings in the appellants’ Transport 
Statements that the proposals [access from Bax Close] would be unlikely to pose a significant risk to 
highway safety interests or result in any material increase congestions. I note that neither the 
Highway Authority nor the LPA raised any highway objections.”  
It is accepted beyond all reasonable debate that access from Bax Close is wholly acceptable. This has 
been accepted by:  
- The Highways Authority;  

- The Local Planning Authority;  

- The Neighbourhood Plan Examiner; and  

- The Planning Inspectorate.  
 
To fail to acknowledge that this access is entirely reasonable is to completely ignore all the evidence 
on this matter, which, as has been seen with the first version of the SSWNP, is simply not a tenable 
position for the Neighbourhood Plan to take. The Neighbourhood Plan is an opportunity for the local 
community to influence development in their area, but IT MUST still present clear, logical and 
reasoned evidence in coming to its decisions. It is not an opportunity for personal preferences to 
overrule the evidence.  

SSWNP - Site Assessment Report: June 2016  
Under the assessment criteria set out by the SSWNP in this document, any site scoring 10 points or 
less is suitable for development and is allocated in Policy 2. Land off Amberley Road is dealt with on 
Page 12 and identifies the site as “site 9”.  
It is stated that the site scores 9 points if it is accessed from Amberley Road. However, because the 
access from Amberley Road is not considered viable this option is discounted. If accessed from Bax 
Close the site is scored 12 points and therefore deemed as not suitable.  
It is made clear in the text that the only change that increases the score from 9 to 12 is the change in 



the access from Amberley Road to Bax Close. It is stated that “this scenario [access from Bax Close] 
would provide a score exceeding acceptable levels”, no other matters are mentioned as influencing 
the score change in anyway.  
As set out previously, this refusal to accept access from Bax Close is simply not substantiated by any 
evidence base. Quite the opposite in fact, there is a large body of evidence and opinion that the 
access WOULD be acceptable and that it WOULD NOT cause local traffic congestion, and this 
situation has been accepted by all parties (as listed above) with the single exception of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Group, who have failed to provide any evidence to support their views on 
this matter.  
The Site Assessment Report Appendix Document June 2016 sets out the exact scores given to site 9. 
These stipulate that the site/development of it:  
- Is outside the South Downs National Park – We Agree  
 
- Abuts the Built Up Area – We Agree  
 
- Would not prejudice an inter village gap – We Agree  
 
- Is a Greenfield site – We Agree  
 
- Would be detrimental to a village greenspace/treasure – We Disagree. The site is private property 
and public access is allowed purely because of the good will of the landowner. The condition of the 
site is also entirely in the hands of the landowner. The fact that this is a greenspace and is not, for 
example, ploughed and intensively utilised in any such permitted manner with no public access, is 
entirely a choice of the landowners. To use this choice to label this site as a “Village 
Greenspace/treasure” is entirely inappropriate, disingenuous and misleading. A “Village 
Greenspace/treasure” should surely be an area over which the public (or public body) have some 
degree of control and local community can be assured of access?  
 
The scoring table in the draft plan states that the reason for their allocation of this site is because of 
the views of the SDNP from the site. As stated previously, the only reason that these views are 
available from the site is because the landowner has CHOSEN to allow people onto it. To then use 
this against them and to suggest this prevents allocation is entirely unreasonable.  
Additionally, if a smaller proportion the site (for example the area north of the existing tree belt) 
were to be allocated then the views in question would still exist. It was the opinion of the Council’s 
landscape architect (Matthew Bright) at pre-application discussions (recorded in agreed minutes) 
relating to the refused 35 unit scheme for the site (ref: DC/15/1995) that the important views from 
the site are from the eastern corner of the site. This area need not be developed and these views 
unaffected. It is notable that the LPA did not consider landscape to be a viable reason for refusal of 
this 35 unit scheme and a further reduced developable area would limit this impact yet further. This 
can not therefore be reasonably used against this allocation.  
- Would be likely to cause local traffic congestion/queuing – We Disagree. As stated previously, 
access from Bax Close is accepted by all parties that have looked at this site, with the sole exception 
of the Neighbourhood Planning Group, whom have provided no evidence to back up their opposite 
opinion. The access has been assessed to be entirely appropriate and to assert otherwise is now 
quite simply an untenable position. It should be noted that the development that was previously 
considered appropriate to be accessed through Bax Close was for 45 units, and a smaller scheme will 
clearly have even less impact. The Examiner of the previous Neighbourhood Plan actually 
encouraged the Neighbourhood Planning Group to look at this option, this would only have been 
suggested in if the Examiner considered it to be an acceptable solution.  
 
- The development is compatible with the local area – We agree. It is notable that the reason that 
the Neighbourhood Plan considers the site compatible with the local area is because the site is 
adjacent to existing development at Bax Close!  
 
- The site is not within the AQMA – We Agree  
 
Summary  



The acceptability of the access from Bax Close is now beyond reasonable debate. In absence of new 
and compelling evidence to the contrary it is impossible to see how the current position adopted by 
the SSWNP can be tenable. If access from Bax Close were accepted then the site would score 9 
points on the SSWNP scoring system and would be deemed acceptable.  
It is also unreasonable that the Plan allocates the site as a Village Green Space/Treasure given the 
nature of the site ownership and permissive nature of the access to it. Additionally, the key views to 
the SDNP could be retained in accordance with the recorded views of the Council’s landscape Officer 
(hence no landscape reason for refusal on the 35 units scheme previously applied for on the site). In 
this case the site would score 10 points on the SSWNP scoring system and would be deemed 
acceptable whilst still being accessed from Bax Close.  
Either of these changes alone would make the site acceptable under the SSWNP scoring system 
whilst being accessed from Bax Close. Both taken together would create a score of 7.  
We encourage the Neighbourhood Planning Group to allocate at least the area north of the tree belt 
for residential development with access from Bax Close.  
 
Kind regards  
 
Bovis Homes 
  

August 2016 ECE Planning 
 
Dear Mrs Euesden,  
 
Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan (SSWNP) Representations July 
2016: Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton, Storrington Road, Washington, West 
Sussex, RH20 4AG.  
 
This representation has been prepared by ECE Planning Ltd on behalf of Abingworth Strategic in 
support of their representations to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan, in 
response to the ‘six week public consultation’ period (Wednesday 6th July – Wednesday 17th August 
2016). The previous Representations for this site can be seen at Appendix A.  
 

The Site  
The site lies to the north of the A283 (Storrington Road) approximately 2km to the east of Storrington 
Village Centre, and is enclosed by the Millford Grange development on its northern and western 
boundaries.  
Figure 1 - The Site 



 
Submission SSWNP July 2015  
The Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan was submitted for formal independent 
examination in January 2016 but the Examiner concluded in their report of 24th March 2016, that in 
several respects it did not meet the basic conditions and therefore the Plan was not recommended to 
progress to a referendum.  
 
The Examiner’s main concerns related to 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); non-compliance 
of the Submission Plan with Paragraph 17 of the NPPF; the unclear and inconsistent methodology by 
which development sites are selected in the Plan; the allocation of Site 2 (i) Robell Way which is 
contrary to 2 policies contained in the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF); and a lack of 
evidence base to support the policies within the Plan.  
 
For these reasons, the Examiner found that the SSWNP Submission Plan did not meet basic 
conditions.  
 
The Examiner had particular 
concerns with the allocation 
of the following sites; and 
their comments on each site 
are summarised below:  
 
Allocated Site  

Examiner’s Concern  

Land at Old London Road 
(The Vineyard)  
(10-15 Dwellings)  

Old London Road, Washington is not a sustainable location for 
residential development…therefore does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development.  
The location is remote from any settlement.  
 

Land off Old London Road 
(Luckings Yard)  
(20 dwellings)  

Old London Road, Washington is not a sustainable location for 
residential development…therefore does not contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development.  
The proposed development at Old London Road is of such a scale 
and location that it is in conflict with national planning policy. 
  

Paula Rosa Site, Robell Way  
(80 Dwellings)  

This site is contrary to 2 policies contained in the Horsham District 
Planning Framework (HDPF) (November 2015).  
This site is shown on the Horsham District Planning Framework 
(November 2015) (part of the development plan) as a Key 
Employment Area.  



 

Land at Chantry Lane  The policy fails the test of clarity required by  
Industrial Estate, Storrington  
(90 dwellings)  

NPPF paragraph 17 and does not meet the national policy basic 
condition in this regard.  
 
Adjoins the Archaeological Notification Area and a Site of Special 
Scientific Interest… sensitive location.  
 
Policy 4 (i) of the SSWNP 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).  
 

Land off Amberley Road, 
Storrington  
(20 dwellings)  

The site lies in close proximity to the boundary of the National 
Park.  
 
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…comments made on behalf of Horsham District Council in 
this respect.  
 

Site Assessment Report (June 2016)  
A site assessment report was prepared in June 2016 to justify the allocation of sites within the Pre-
Submission Plan.  
 
The three site allocations which raised the most concerns with the Examiner were i) Paula Rosa, ii) 
Land at Old London Road (The Vineyard) and iii) Land off Old London Road (Luckings Yard).  
 
i) Paula Rosa site - The Examiner confirmed that the allocation of Site 2 (i) Robell Way is contrary to 
2 policies contained in the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) and argued the evidence 
base contained within the Plan does not justify the use of this Key Employment Site for housing.  
The Site Assessment Report (June 2016) seeks to justify the use of this Key Employment Site for 
housing by supporting the effective use of brownfield land within the built up area of Storrington, and 
allocating an alternative employment/industrial land located to the south of Washington.  
This alternative employment site is in an isolated and unsustainable location within the South Downs 
National Park which would be reliant on the use of the private car. Therefore, this location would not 
be suitable to accommodate the employment needs of the Neighbourhood Plan area. The existing 
Paula Rosa site, however, lies in a sustainable location within the built up area of Storrington and can 
be easily accessed on foot or by bicycle. The Paula Rosa site is far more suitable and appropriate for 
employment use than the proposed alternative site.  
The Site Assessment Report (Policies 2 and 3) concedes that the allocation of the Paula Rosa site for 
housing is in direct conflict with the HDPF as it is a designated Key Employment Area; and therefore 
it is considered that this Report does not justify the use of Paula Rosa for housing.  
 
ii) Land at Old London Road (The Vineyard) – The Examiner concluded that Old London Road was 
not a sustainable location for residential development. Therefore the allocation of this site for 
residential development is in conflict with the policy objectives of the NPPF and HDPF.  
The Site Assessment Report seeks to justify the allocation of Land at Old London Road (The 
Vineyard) for residential development. The justification discusses the provision of homes and the 
short walk from the site to Washington. Washington, however, is an unclassified settlement within the 
HDPF and is therefore considered a “Settlement with few or no facilities or social networks and 
limited accessibility, that are reliant on other villages and towns to meet the needs of residents”. 
Consequently, a short walk from an unclassified settlement is no justification for the allocation of 
residential development, in an unsustainable location outside of a settlement boundary.  
 
iii) Land at Old London Road (Luckings Yard) – The conclusions above are also applicable to 
Luckings Yard, with regards to an unsustainable and isolated location.  
However, in addition, Luckings Yard is currently designated for employment purposes, and therefore 
the allocation of this site for residential development would require the re-location of existing 
businesses.  
 



In principle the allocation of these two sites at Old London Road for residential development is in 
direct conflict with the policy objectives of both the NPPF and HDPF.  
Overall, it is considered that the Site Assessment Report June 2016 fails to justify the allocation of the 
three sites for residential development, and therefore does not meet basic conditions.  
 
Site Assessment Report (June 2016) – Site Scoring  
The Examiner questioned the arbitrary scoring criteria used to inform the site allocations within the 
Submission Plan:  
“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.”  
 
A Site Assessment Report (June 2015) has been published to support the Pre-Submission Plan. This 
document contains incorrect information, and fails to provide robust justification for its scores.  
With regards to the Old Clayton Kennels site, the scoring criteria suggests that residential 
development on this site would lead to the coalescence of Storrington with Washington. This is 
incorrect, as the site does not extend further eastward than the adjacent Millford Grange site, and 
therefore would not prejudice an inter-village gap.  
 
Additionally, we disagree with the majority of scores received against the criteria for the Clayton 
Kennels site. The justifications for these are outlined in detail within the appended representations.  
Also, the Clayton Kennels site was unjustly marked down for allegedly being incompatible with the 
surrounding area (even though it is enclosed by a 78 dwelling development) on the basis that it lies 
outside a settlement boundary.  
 
However, when scoring the Lucking’s Yard site, this was considered to be compatible with the 
surrounding area. The Lucking’s Yard site, like Clayton Kennels, is located outside of a settlement 
boundary, however, is not enclosed by a large number of dwellings and is located a considerable 
distance from any settlements. Therefore, there is no consistency in the scoring criteria for the sites 
within the Pre-Submission Plan.  
 
Additionally, the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group should use an open and transparent process in 
the preparation of the Pre-Submission Plan (June 2016) since the Examiner’s Report was published. 
The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group should make public all correspondence between the 
Steering Group and Horsham District Council and/or submit to the Examiner to be fully transparent 
about the work carried out between the publishing of the Examiner’s Report (24th March 2016) and 
the Pre-Submission Plan (June 2016).  
 
Conclusion  
For all reasons outlined above, the Clayton Kennels site must be allocated in the SSWNP. As 
previously discussed, a large number of residential allocations within the Pre-Submission Plan have 
been found by the Examiner to not be suitable or appropriate for various reasons; including non-
compliance with National and local policy, and being located in isolated and unsustainable locations.  
The Clayton Kennels site constitutes brownfield land, along the settlement edge of Storrington. It is 
far more sustainable than the two sites along Old London Road and is considered to be in 
accordance with the overall strategy of the HDPF when taken as a whole.  
 
Also, it is strongly considered that the settlement boundary of Storrington should be extended to 
include the Millford Grange site and the Clayton Kennels site. Currently the settlement boundary 
excludes these developed sites which have direct access to the Storrington Road. It is illogical for the 
settlement boundary to exclude these sites which represent a continuous form of development with 
Storrington.  
 
If you have any further queries or require further information please contact me on 01903 248777.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
ECE Planning  
Huw James MRTPI  
Director  
 
Enc.  
Appendix A – Representations to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 
(September 2015)  
Appendix B – Examiner’s Report (March 2016) 



 

 

 Representations to the Storrington, Sullington & 
Washington Neighbourhood Plan  
On Behalf of Abingworth Strategic.  

September 2015  
 
Project Name:  Neighbourhood Plan Representations  
Location  Storrington, Sullington & Washington  
Client:  Abingworth Strategic  
File Reference:  P1112  
Issue  Date  Author  Checked  Notes  
PL1  28.09.2015  J Ordidge  C Barker  Initial Draft  

 

Contents  
Representations to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 
........................................ 1  
On Behalf of Abingworth Strategic. 
................................................................................................................... 1  
September 2015 
................................................................................................................................................ 1  
Figures 
............................................................................................................................................................... 5  
1. Preamble 
................................................................................................................................................. 6  
2. Introduction 
.............................................................................................................................................. 8  
3. The Site 
................................................................................................................................................... 9  
3.1. Introduction .................................................................................................................................... 9  
3.2. Site Location.................................................................................................................................. 9  
3.3. Existing Use ................................................................................................................................ 10  
3.4. Access ......................................................................................................................................... 11  
4. Development Need 
................................................................................................................................ 12  
4.1. Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 12  
4.2. Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Horsham District Council .............................................. 13  
4.3. Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Storrington, Sullington & Washington ........................... 16  
5. Housing Delivery 
................................................................................................................................... 19  
5.1. Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 19  
5.2. Horsham District Planning Framework Housing Strategy ........................................................... 20  
5.3. Neighbourhood Plans .................................................................................................................. 21  
5.4. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................... 23  
6. Submission Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 
.............................................. 24  
6.1. Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 24  
6.2. Planning Policy Context .............................................................................................................. 24  
6.3. Vision ........................................................................................................................................... 26  
6.4. Objectives .................................................................................................................................... 27  
6.5. Spatial Plan ................................................................................................................................. 28  
6.6. Site Allocations ............................................................................................................................ 29  
Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 29  
Commentary on Allocated Sites .................................................................................................. 30  
6.7. Site Assessment Criteria ............................................................................................................. 31  
6.8. Land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton ......................................................... 33  
Criteria 1 – Is the site in the SDNP? ........................................................................................... 34  
Criteria 2 – Does the site sit within or abut the Built Up Area? ................................................... 34  
Criteria 3 – Would development of the site be likely to prejudice an inter village gap? .............. 35  
Criteria 4 – Is the site Brownfield/Greenfield/Residential Infill? .................................................. 36  
Criteria 5 – Would development of the site be detrimental to village greenspace/treasure? ..... 36  



Criteria 6 – Would road access to and from the site be likely to cause local traffic 
congestion/queuing? ................................................................................................................... 37  
Criteria 7 – Would development be compatible with the local area? .......................................... 37  
Criteria 8 – Is the site within the AQMA? .................................................................................... 38 
Representations – Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 4  

 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................... 38  
6.9. Managing Housing Land Supply ................................................................................................. 38  
6.10. Employment Uses ....................................................................................................................... 
39  
7. Conclusions 
........................................................................................................................................... 40 
Representations – Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 5  

 

Figures  
Figure 1 - Site 
Location...................................................................................................................................... 9  
Figure 2 - Objectively Assessed Housing Need (Horsham District) 
................................................................ 15  
Figure 3 - Storrington, Sullington & Washington - Housing Need 
................................................................... 17  
Figure 4 - SSWNP Housing Requirement Including Existing Deficit 
............................................................... 17  
Figure 5 - HDPF Residential Delivery Strategy Residual Housing Need 
........................................................ 20  
Figure 6 - Neighbourhood Plans (Small Towns and Large Villages) 
.............................................................. 22  
Figure 7 - Land for possible development criteria score sheet 
....................................................................... 33  
Figure 8 - Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton - Criteria Score Sheet 
...................................... 34  
Figure 9 - 'Submission SSWNP' Proposals Map 
............................................................................................. 36 Representations – Storrington, 
Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan 6  

 

1. Preamble  
1.1. This report has been produced by ECE Planning on behalf of Abingworth Strategic in support of 
their representations to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan, in response to 
the ‘six week public consultation’ period (28 August – 9 October 2015).  
 
1.2. Jointly prepared by Storrington & Sullington Parish Council and Washington Parish Council under 
the provisions of the Localism Act 2011, if formally adopted the SSWNP will form part of the Local 
Development Plan against which development proposals should be determined. In this regard the 
National Planning Policy Framework states:  
 
‘Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their 
neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development they need. Parishes and neighbourhood 
forums can use neighbourhood planning to:  

set planning policies through neighbourhood plans to determine decisions on planning applications; 
and  

grant planning permission through Neighbourhood Development Orders and Community Right to 
Build Orders for specific development which complies with the order.’  
 
1.3. To enable neighbourhood forums to profit from these powers, an adopted neighbourhood plan 
must comply with the ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’, as stated at paragraph 
184 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
‘Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local peoples to ensure that they get the 
right types of development for their community. The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned 
with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan. To facilitate this, local planning 
authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for the area and ensure that an up-to-date 
Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood plans should reflect these policies and 
neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. Neighbourhood plans and orders should not 



promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’  
(Paragraph 184, NPPF)  
 
1.4. In this case, the SSWNP should comply with those strategic needs and priorities of Horsham 
District Council, as well as the South Downs National Park Authority (within which part of the 
designated neighbourhood plan area is located).  
 
1.5. Therefore, this report and those representations that it supports, examine at length the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ – and the evidence base upon which it was prepared – against the strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider Horsham District.  
 
1.6. Although it is acknowledged that the National Planning Practice Guidance states that ‘A draft 
Neighbourhood Plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an emerging Local Plan’ such as 
the HDPF, it also states; ‘the reasoning and evidence informing the Local Plan process may be 
relevant to the consideration if the basic conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested’ 
(Paragraph: 009 – Reference ID: 41-009-20140306).  
 
1.7. In this regard, while the HDPF has yet to be formally adopted, the evidence base that has 
informed its strategic policies – including the Planning Inspectors initial conclusions in relation to 
housing need – are considered to represent those ‘strategic objectives’ to which the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ must comply.  
 
1.8. The representations and recommendations that are provided by way of this report, and which 
seek to determine whether the ‘Submission SSWNP’ complies with the ‘strategic needs and priorities 
of the wider local area’ (i.e. the emerging Horsham District Development Plan), have been prepared 
against the provisions of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  
 
1.9. In this regard Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), identifies 
those basic conditions that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must meet if it is to be found acceptable by an 
independent examiner. These basic conditions are as follow:  
 

Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issues by the Secretary of 
State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan;  

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 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.  
 
1.10. These representations and recommendations to the ‘Submission SSWNP’ seek to determine 
whether the SSWNP meets each of these basic conditions.  
 
1.11. This report, and the representations and recommendations that it provides, should be read in 
light of the ‘consideration of the site at Clayton Kennels for future residential development. Indeed, 
this report seeks to support our client’s previous promotion of the site at Clayton Kennels for 
inclusion within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ for future residential development. Consequently, these 
representations will focus on the suitability of the site at Clayton Kennels for future residential 
development within the SSWNP.  



 

2. Introduction  
 
2.1. The ‘Submission Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan’, to which this report 
makes representations on behalf of Abingworth Strategic, seeks to support the strategic 
development needs set out in the Horsham District Development Plan, and to plan positively to 
support local development, shaping and directing development within the designated area. The 
‘Submission SSWNP’ should therefore plan positively to meet the objectively assessed housing need 
through the identification of suitable sites for future residential development.  
 
2.2. Prepared against the backdrop of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) – 
which is to form the basis of the Horsham District Development Plan – the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must 
respond to those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’ as identified within the HDPF. 
However, in light of those explicit failures of the ‘Proposed Submission’ HDPF –highlighted through 
the Planning Inspectors initial findings – the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should respond not only to those 
strategic policies identified within the HDPF, but also those initial conclusions of the Planning 
Inspector and any emerging evidence base.  
 
2.3. Consequently, if the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to be found to respond only to those ‘strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider local area’ identified through the ‘Proposed Submission’ HDPF, it is 
considered that this will represent a failure to meet those basic conditions of a neighbourhood plan 
(as identified at Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)). A failure of 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to also meet those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’ 
that are identified by way of the Planning Inspectors initial findings and the emerging evidence base, 
will also lead to the conclusion that the neighbourhood plan does not meet these basic conditions.  
 
2.4. It is therefore anticipated that, if the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to meet those basic conditions of a 
neighbourhood plan (as identified at Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended)), it must plan proactively to meet those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local 
area’, most explicitly the objectively assessed housing need of the parishes and the wider District. 
Consequently, the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must plan proactively to meet this objectively assessed 
housing need, and provide for the allocation of suitable and appropriate sites throughout the plan 
period.  
 
2.5. Therefore, the ability of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to meet the basic conditions of a 
neighbourhood plan is reliant upon the identification and acknowledgement of the objectively 
assessed development need, as well as the appropriate allocation of land to meet this need.  
 
2.6. The following representations to the ‘Submission SSWNP’ assess fully those policies and 
objectives of the SSWNP, including the proposed allocations of land for future development, against 
the objectively assessed development needs and the emerging Horsham District Development Plan.  

 

3. The Site  
3.1. Introduction  
 
3.1.1. This report, and the representations and recommendations that it contains, has been prepared 
on behalf of Abingworth Strategic in support of the future residential development of the land at Old 
Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton, Storrington Road, Washington, West Sussex, RH20 
4AG. The report should be read in conjunction with previous representations submitted to the 
Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan, and Horsham District Council, as well as 
the recent planning application for the residential redevelopment of the site.  
 
3.1.2. Those following sections of this report, which seek to identify the objectively assessed housing 
need, explore the strategy for delivering residential development, and examine those policies and 
objectives of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, have been prepared in support of the future residential 
development of the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton, Storrington Road, 
Washington, West Sussex, RH20 4AG.  
 

3.2. Site Location  
 
3.2.1. The land that currently forms Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton, and in relation 
to which these representations have been made to the ‘Submission SSWNP’, is located to the north 
of the A283 (Storrington Road) approximately 2km to the east of Storrington Village Centre.  



3.2.2. While the southern boundary of the site is formed by the A283 (Storrington Road), the northern 
and western boundaries of the site are shared with the Former RMC Engineering Works – which are 
currently subject to residential redevelopment to provide for 78 residential dwellings (Application 
Reference – DC/10/1457, Appeal Reference APP/Z3825/A/12/2176793). While open countryside 
extends to the east of the site, with the village of Washington located beyond this expanse of open 
countryside and the A24 which lies approximately 1km east of the site.  
 
3.2.3. The boundary of the South Downs National Park is formed by the eastern boundary and the 
southern side of the A283 (Storrington Road).  
 

 
Figure 1 - Site Location  
 
3.2.4. Although it is acknowledged that the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton is 
located approximately 2km east of Storrington Village Centre, and that the site falls outside the 
existing built-up area boundary of Storrington & Sullington, it is contended that coupled with the 
current residential development at the Former RMC Engineering Works, the site is closely related to 
the existing built-up area to the north and north-west. It is therefore considered that, by way of those 
existing residential properties located on Georges Lane (north of the proposed development site), the 
proposed development site is located within the eastern most extremes of the existing built-up area. 
Indeed, in this regard it is strongly contended that whilst the proposed development site is not located 
within the existing built-up area boundary, coupled with the neighbouring residential development 
(Former RMC Engineering Works) the proposed development site visually forms part of the built-up 
area of Storrington & Sullington.  

3.2.5. The western boundary of the site is defined by a mature tree belt (not within the proposed 
development site) and screening to the current development site at the Former RMC Engineering 
Works site.  

3.2.6. The northern boundary is predominantly open, with the significant level changes to the former 
quarry floor to the north. The eastern boundary is formed by mature vegetation and small trees 
providing a visual buffer to the open countryside to the east. Overall the site reads independently from 
the wider landscape with a current level of development that indicates the previously developed 
nature of the site.  
 

3.3. Existing Use  
3.3.1. The land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton, is approximately 2.1 hectares in 
area and currently comprises a total of four residential dwellings (3no. chalet bungalows and 1no. two 
storey Grade II Listed dwelling). In addition to those existing residential properties that are located 
within the site, a variety of single storey structures associated with the existing use of the site as the 
Clayton Kennels & Cattery are located throughout the site, while the remainder of the site is either 
formed by residential curtilage or the training and exercise space associated with the Kennels & 



Cattery.  

3.3.2. Reflecting the existing use of the site as the Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery, as well as the 
presence of existing residential properties, a large proportion of the site is covered by buildings and 
hard standing (approximately 29%), and therefore constitutes previously developed land.  

3.3.3. Of those existing buildings that currently occupy the proposed development site, a two storey 
Grade II Listed Building is located to the southern edge of the site. This Grade II Listed Building is 
known as ‘Old Clayton’, and reflecting the historic use of this building as a farmhouse, it is surrounded 
by a variety of other historic structures. These historic agricultural structures – including the Grade II 
Listed ‘Old Clayton’ – coupled with those more recent structures, form the existing Clayton Kennels & 
Cattery.  

3.3.4. West Clayton consists of a detached chalet bungalow and its associated residential curtilage 
and is located within the south east corner of the proposed development site. This bungalow was 
granted Planning Permission as a replacement dwelling in 2006 (Planning permission reference 
DC/06/0264). There is a well-established history of built form at this site; the original dwelling being 
constructed pre-1947.  

3.3.5. The Grade II Listed dwelling, coupled with the neighbouring bungalow (West Clayton) and 
outbuildings that form the Kennels, generate a strong building line that fronts Storrington Road.  
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3.4. Access  
3.4.1. Access to the proposed development site is current achieved in two locations, one of which is 
located to the south west and currently provides dedicated access to the commercial Kennels, whilst 
the second provides independent access to the existing residential dwelling (West Clayton).  
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4. Development Need  
4.1. Introduction  
4.1.1. The National Planning Policy Framework ‘the Framework’ identifies the role that local 
Development Plan Documents (DPDs) – such as the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework 
– and neighbourhood plans (including the SSWNP) perform in identifying the objectively assessed 
development need, as well as providing policy framework through which this identified need can be 
met. Indeed, the development need that is identified by way of the evidence base should form the 
cornerstone of those ‘strategic priorities’ for the development plan area.  
 
‘Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities for the area in the Local Plan. This 
should include strategic policies to deliver:  

the homes and jobs needed in the area;  
the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development;  
the provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste management, water supply, 

wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of minerals and energy 
(including heat);  

the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and other local facilities; and  
climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement of the natural and 

historic environment, including landscape.’  
 
(Paragraph 156, NPPF)  
4.1.2. It is these ‘strategic priorities’ – including the delivery of development that provides for the 
homes and jobs that are required in the plan area – should be reflected within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’. This requirement is clearly identified within paragraph 184 of the Framework, which states:  
 
‘The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the 
wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 
Local Plan. To facilitate this, local planning authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for 
the area and ensure that an up-to-date Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood 
plans should reflect these policies and neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. 
Neighbourhood plans and order should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan 
or undermine its strategic policies.’  
 
4.1.3. On this basis, whilst it is acknowledged that Horsham District Council are yet to ensure that an 
up-to-date Local Plan is in place, it is strongly contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must reflect 



those ‘strategic objectives’ of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework, including the 
objectively assessed housing need within the District.  
 
4.1.4. Therefore, as with the assessment of the Horsham District Planning Framework itself, the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ must demonstrate that it plans proactively to meet the objectively assessed 
housing need within the plan area, as well as that arising from the wider District. In this regard, the 
following seeks to identify the objectively assessed development needs wider District and within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area itself.  

 
4.1.5. This assessment is based upon the evidence based produced in support of the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’, and the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework, as well as the Planning 
Inspectors initial conclusions following the examination in public of the HDPF.  
 

4.2. Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Horsham District Council  
4.2.1. The requirement – as identified within the Framework – that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should 
reflect those ‘strategic objectives’ of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF), 
including delivering future residential development that meets housing need, ensures that the 
establishment of the objectively assessed housing need within the District is fundamental in the 
preparation of the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
4.2.2. Indeed, the identification of the objectively assessed development and infrastructure needs 
arising from within the District – including within Storrington & Sullington Parish and Washington 
Parish – as well as that need generated from neighbouring authorities (including London), is the 
cornerstone of the preparation of the Horsham District Planning Framework. For it is against this 
objectively assessed need that those strategic policies that form the HDPF, and that must therefore 
be reflected in the SSWNP, should be prepared.  
 
4.2.3. Consequently, for if the SSWNP is to plan proactively to meet those ‘strategic policies’ of the 
HDPF, including meeting housing need, the objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
needs that both Local and Neighbourhood Plans should meet must be supported by a robust and 
justified evidence base.  
 
4.2.4. In this regard, the Horsham District Planning Framework – alongside the evidence base from 
which it has been prepared – has been submitted to the Secretary of State for examination by an 
independent Planning Inspector. The purpose of which is to establish the objectively assessed 
development needs over the plan period (2011-31). However following those ‘hearings’ held in 
relation to the examination of the HDPF, the Planning Inspector has concluded that the objectively 
assessed development needs as identified within the Proposed Submission HDPF – and based upon 
the Council’s own evidence base – has been found to be significantly lower than the actual objectively 
assessed development needs.  
 
4.2.5. The Planning Inspector’s consideration of the development requirement identified within the 
HDPF, and their identification of the actual objectively assessed development needs, are explored 
within the Inspector’s initial conclusions published following the ‘hearings’ into the HDPF. The 
following seeks to examine the development requirement as identified within the emerging HDPF, as 
well as the development need identified by the Planning Inspector. This assessment seeks to 
establish the actual development requirement for the District and therefore the ‘strategic objectives’ to 
which the SSWNP must comply.  
 
4.2.6. Policy 14 of the Horsham District Planning Framework identifies the amount of the residential 
development that is to be delivered throughout the District over the plan period (2011-2031). It is 
understood that the housing requirement identified within the HDPF accounts for in-migration, 
economic growth, as well as some need that is generated by neighbouring local authorities (including 
London), and is based upon the Locally Generated Needs Study Update 2012 (LGNS), as well as the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) Update 2012. Both of these identify a variety of 
population and economic growth scenarios that provide for growth within the District. Forming the 
basis of the identified need within the Horsham District Planning Framework, the findings of the LGNS 
and SHMA are shaped further by the Councils ‘Duty to Cooperate’ with neighbouring local authorities.  
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4.2.7. On the basis of the housing need identified by way of the LGNS, SHMA and ‘Duty to 
Cooperate’, the housing target as identified at Policy 14 of the HDPF, takes account of the perceived 
environmental and landscape capacity of the District, as well as other constraints on residential 
development.  
 
4.2.8. On the basis of the findings of the LGNS and the SHMA, coupled with the those identified 



constraints on development within the plan area, a housing need of 13,000 dwellings between 2011 
and 2031 (650 dwellings per annum) is identified within the Horsham District Planning Framework. 
Horsham District Council considered this housing need to represent the objectively assessed housing 
need within the District that can be delivered sustainably. This identified need represents a 
continuation of the target for Horsham as stipulated within the now revoked South East Plan.  
 
4.2.9. It is however, strongly contended that the Horsham District Planning Framework has failed to 
demonstrate the robustness of the evidence base upon which its identified housing need has been 
determined – both in respect of the conclusions drawn from the LGNS and SHMA, and those 
development constraints that have further reduced the identified housing need.  
 
4.2.10. With regards to the evidence base upon which the housing need in the HDPF has been 
identified, we share the view of the Planning Inspector in that the Council’s evidence base is 
incomplete and out of date.  
 
4.2.11. Indeed the Council’s evidence base prepared in support of the objectively assess housing 
need associated with the HDPF, failed to account for the latest DCLG Household Projections. The 
NPPG clearly states that these projections should be the starting point for the identification of housing 
need.  
 
4.2.12. In this regard at the time of submission the 2011-based DCLG Household Projections 
indicated an annualised need of at least 699 dwellings throughout the District (2011-2031). 
Subsequent to the publication of the HDPF and ‘Submission SSWNP’ revised 2012-based DCLG 
Household Projections have been published (March 2015), reducing the housing need to 
approximately 595 dwellings per annum. The failure of the HDPF to account for either of these 
projections results in the conclusion that its evidence base is not up-to-date, and indeed contrary to 
the NPPG.  
 
4.2.13. In light of those significant issues in relation to the evidence base, and therefore the housing 
need identified within the HDPF, it is strongly contended that the actual housing need within the 
District is substantially greater than 13,000 dwellings as identified within the HDPF.  
 
4.2.14. Whilst it is acknowledged that the recent publication of the 2012-based DCLG Household 
Projections represent a reduction in projected household growth within the District between 2011-
2031, the Planning Inspector concluded that – on the basis of the evidence presented at the 
Examination in Public – the housing requirement within the District as being in region of 750-800 
dwellings per annum. In their initial conclusions, the Planning Inspector states:  
 
‘I have concluded that the housing target in the HDPF should be increased to at least 750 dpa.’  
 
4.2.15. On this basis, whilst Horsham District Council are undertaking further evidence gathering in 
relation to the identification of the objectively assessed housing need, it is considered that the 
housing requirement (identified by the Planning Inspector) for the whole District should be adopted as 
the ‘strategic policy’ to which the SSWNP should comply. Therefore, for the purpose of these 
representations, the objectively assessed housing need within the whole District is at least 15,000 
dwellings over the plan period (2011-2031), at 750 dwellings per annum.  

 

 
Figure 2 - Objectively Assessed Housing Need (Horsham District)  

 

4.2.16. Whilst it is agreed that an annualised housing need of 750 dwellings per annum is considered 
to be a fair reflection of the objectively assessed housing need over the plan period (2011-2031), it is 
contended that this does not address the significant historic under-supply experienced within 
Horsham District which has arisen as a result of the systemic failures of the Council’s existing 
Development Plan. This historic under-supply of residential development has led to the accumulation 
of a significant housing supply deficit, a deficit that eliminates the Council’s five-year housing land 
supply. The following represents a calculation of the existing housing supply deficit (at the end of the 
2013/14 monitoring period) on the basis of the requirement to deliver 750 dwellings per annum since 
2011, and a requirement to provide 650 dwellings per annum between 2006 and 2011 in accordance 
with the since revoked South East Plan.  



4.2.17. However, in July 2015, the Planning Inspector concluded within their comments on the HDPF 
that 800 dwellings per annum is the annual housing requirement for Horsham District between 2011-
2031; equating to a total need of 16,000 dwellings over that period.  

4.2.18. On the basis of the above housing trajectory it is contended that a housing supply deficit of 
2,764 dwellings had been accrued by the end of the 2013/14 monitoring year. Under the provisions of 
both the National Planning Policy Framework and, the National Planning Practice Guidance, the 
housing need identified within the Horsham District Planning Framework must ‘reflect the 
consequences of past under delivery of housing’. Consequently, a deficit of 2,764 dwellings exist 
which must be addressed within the Horsham District Planning Framework and the SSWNP.  

4.2.19. Indeed the National Planning Practice Guidance states that; ‘Local planning authorities should 
aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5 years of the plan period where possible’ (Paragraph 
035, Reference ID: 3-035-20140306). It is therefore contended that both the Horsham District 
Planning Framework (HDPF) and SSWNP must plan proactively to meet this existing deficit within the 
next five years.  

4.2.20. On this basis the annualised housing need that should be met over the next five years within 
the District should be 1,353 dwellings per annum. Under the provisions of the National Planning 
Policy Framework and the National Planning Practice Guidance, meeting this significant housing 
need should form a key ‘strategic objective’ of the HDPF, and should therefore be reflected within the 
‘Submission SSWNP’.  

4.2.21. The following section of this report therefore seeks to identify the appropriate level of housing 
need that is arising from within Storrington & Sullington Parish and Washington Parish, the additional 
housing need that should be accommodated within the SSWNP area, reflecting the role of Storrington 
& Sullington as a key settlement within the District.  
 

4.3. Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Storrington, Sullington & Washington  
4.3.1. The housing requirement for the wider Horsham District has been established through the 
Examination in Public of the HDPF, and the Planning Inspector’s initial conclusions, as being at least 
16,000 dwellings (800 dwellings per annum), rising to 1,314 dwellings per annum over the first five 
years to account for the existing deficit. Therefore, representing a key ‘strategic policy’ of the HDPF, 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should plan proactively to contribute to meeting this housing need, and not 
seek to provide for a lower level of housing need than that identified within the emerging HDPF. 
Indeed, paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that:  
 
‘Neighbourhood plans and order should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan 
or undermine its strategic policies.’  
4.3.2. The following therefore examines the ‘objectively assessed housing need’ as identified within 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’, and seeks to identify the accurate housing need within those parishes that 
form the SSWNP area.  

4.3.3. With regards to the identification of an objectively assessed housing need within the 
‘Submission SSWNP’, whilst the ‘Submission SSWNP’ allocates land for future residential 
development to provide for approximately 300 dwellings over the plan period (2016-2031), the 
SSWNP fails to identify an objectively assessed housing need. Indeed, the allocation of land for 
future residential development to provide for approximately 300 dwellings within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’, does not appear to be founded upon a robust evidence base that demonstrates an 
objectively assessed housing need. Instead, it appears that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is not 
supported by an evidence base, and indeed that the level of residential development proposed is 
based solely upon the theoretical development capacity of those sites identified.  

4.3.4. Not only is it contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ fails to be based upon a robust evidence 
base, it has also failed to acknowledge its requirement to ‘be in general conformity with the strategic 
policies of the Local Plan’ (paragraph 184, NPPF). In this regard not only does the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ fail to reflect the objectively assessed housing need identified through the ‘Proposed 
Submission HDPF’ (650 dwellings per annum), but also does not take account of the Planning 
Inspector’s conclusions that identify the housing need to be 800 dwellings per annum.  

4.3.5. In light of this failure the ‘Submission SSWNP’ fails to provide robust evidence in support of its 
conclusions that ‘the indicative total number of houses specifically provided for in the SSWNP is 
approximately 300 over the plan period’ and that ‘this quantum of development is considered to strict 
the right balance between meeting local housing need (and contributing to the proposed HDPF 



housing supply strategy)’.  

4.3.6. The following calculations seek to identify the housing need within the SSWNP area based 
upon the overall objectively assessed housing need within the District, as established through the 
Planning Inspector’s initial conclusions. In achieving this, these calculations identify the proportional 
housing need of the SSWNP area based upon the growth that is expected across the District, using 
the number of households currently within each Parish.  
 

 
Figure 3 - Storrington, Sullington & Washington - Housing Need  

 

4.3.7. The above calculation of the housing requirement within the SSWNP area, is based upon the 
percentage growth (households) expected on the basis of the initial findings of the Planning Inspector 
with regards to the HDPF. On this basis, it is expected that the number of households within the wider 
District will grow by 16,000 dwellings over the period 2011 to 2031, an increase of 27.3%. Were this 
level of growth to be replicated within the SSWNP, an addition 1,063 dwellings would be required 
over the same period (at 53.15 dwellings per annum).  

4.3.8. As with the Planning Inspector’s initial conclusions, these calculations (Figure 3) do not account 
for the significant historic undersupply of residential development across the District (2,569 
dwellings). If this deficit is to be accounted for within the next five years as required by the National 
Planning Practice Guidance; ‘Local planning authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply 
within the first 5 years of the plan period where possible’ (Paragraph 035, Reference ID: 3-035-
20140306), the housing requirement within the SSWNP area over the first five years of the 
neighbourhood plan would increase as calculated below. These calculations (Figure 4) are based 
upon and existing deficit of 2,569 dwellings (as at end of 2013/14 monitoring period).  
 

 
Figure 4 - SSWNP Housing Requirement Including Existing Deficit 
 

 
4.3.9. On the basis of the above calculations, it is contended that the objectively assessed housing 
need within Storrington & Sullington Parish and Washington Parish is approximately 1,244 dwellings 
between 2011 and 2031. This incorporates the proportional distribution of the existing significant 
housing deficit experienced throughout the wider District, which should be provided within the first 
five-years.  



4.3.10. It is therefore concluded that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must plan proactively to meet the 
significant objectively assessed housing need with the plan area alone (1,248 dwellings between 
2011 and 2031). Although it is acknowledged that some residential development will have been 
completed between 2011 and 2014, and that these completed units will have contributed to meeting 
the objectively assessed need, as a result of the absence of any evidence suggesting how many such 
dwellings have been completed, it is assumed that the remaining need is 992 dwellings (based upon 
16 years (2015-2031) at 62 dwellings per annum).  

4.3.11. Consequently, for the purpose of these representations, it is concluded that the objectively 
assessed housing need arising from the neighbourhood plan area, is approximately 992 dwellings.  

4.3.12. It is therefore strongly contended that the inclusion of residential allocations to accommodate 
approximately 300 dwellings across the SSWNP area over the plan period (2015-2031), neither 
accommodates objectively assessed housing need within the plan area, or does it conform with those 
‘strategic policies’ of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework.  

4.3.13. The following section therefore seeks to explore the role that Storrington & Sullington Parish 
and Washington Parish – and consequently the ‘Submission SSWNP’ – should perform in the 
delivery of adequate residential development to meet the objectively assessed housing need for both 
the parishes themselves, as well as the wider District.  
 

5. Housing Delivery  
 
5.1. Introduction  
5.1.1. Whilst the proceeding section (Section 4 - Development Need) identifies the objectively 
assessed housing need (inclusive of the existing deficit) across both the wider District, as well as the 
approximate need within the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan area – 
between 2011 and 2031 – as 18,764 and 1,248 dwellings respectively. This assessment has not – as 
of yet – sought to explore the implications of the Council’s emerging spatial strategy for meeting this 
need beyond the identification of the existing housing supply deficit. The following section therefore 
seeks to identify and explore the implications of emerging spatial strategy (Horsham District Planning 
Framework) on the level of future residential development that should, and must, be planned 
proactively for within the ‘Submission SSWNP’.  

5.1.2. In this regard, focus is given to the spatial strategy as identified through Policy 14 of the 
‘Proposed Submission Horsham District Planning Framework’. Whilst as previously demonstrated, 
the overall housing target identified through Policy 14 has been disregarded, the Planning Inspector 
appointed to examine the ‘Proposed Submission Horsham District Planning Framework’ has initially 
concluded that the emerging spatial strategy is ‘justified and accords with government policy and the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)’. Although we do not share the Inspector’s confidence in 
the strategy for the delivery of residential development as provided by way of Policy 14 of the HDPF, 
for the purpose of these representations we have explored the implications of this strategy of the 
‘Submission SSWNP’. The delivery strategy contained in Policy 14 of the emerging HDPF is as 
follows:  
 
‘Provision is made for the development of at least 13,000 homes and associated infrastructure within 
the period 2011-2031, at an average of 650 homes per annum. This figure will be achieved by:  
a. Housing completions for the period 2011-2014;  

b. Homes that are already permitted or agreed for release;  

c. Strategic Sites:  

c500 homes West of Southwater  

2,500 homes at North Horsham  

d. The provision of c1500 homes throughout the District in accordance with the settlement hierarchy, 
allocated through Neighbourhood Planning;  

e. 750 windfall sites.’  
 



5.1.3. For the purpose of this assessment, the above strategy as identified within the emerging HDPF 
has been amended to acknowledge the revised objectively assessed housing need as identified by 
the Planning Inspector (16,000 dwellings between 2011 and 2031), as well as the existing housing 
supply deficit (2,764 dwellings), to form an overall housing need of 18,764 dwellings between 2011 
and 2031 at an average of 1,353 dwellings per annum (2014-19) and 800 dwellings per annum 
(2019-2031).  
 

 
5.1.4. Despite this significant increase in housing need, the nature of the strategy provided by way of 
the emerging HDPF, and its reliance on two ‘strategic sites’ at West of Southwater and North 
Horsham – which are to provide for c3,000 dwellings, it is strongly contended that the remained of the 
residual need (excluding 750 dwellings expected to be provided through windfall developments) must 
be provided by way of neighbourhood plans such as the SSWNP.  
 

5.2. Horsham District Planning Framework Housing Strategy  
 
5.2.1. On the basis of the conclusion that the significant increase in housing need – as identified 
above – must be accommodated by way of neighbourhood plans this will have a significant impact on 
the likely level of future residential development that must be provided by way of the residential 
allocations within established and emerging neighbourhood plans (including the SSWNP). In this 
regard, the level of future residential development that should be accommodated through 
neighbourhood plan – in particular the emerging SSWNP, is calculated on the basis the objectively 
assessed housing need (17,569) minus those completions between 2011-2014, those permitted or 
agreed residential development, the 3,000 dwellings to be provided through the strategic sites, as 
well as the 750 dwellings that are anticipated through windfall development. The following seeks to 
identify this residual need on the basis of the information available.  
 

 
Figure 5 - HDPF Residential Delivery Strategy Residual Housing Need  

 

5.2.2. The above calculations (Figure 5) identify a residual housing need of 6,280 dwellings that must 
be provided by way of residential site allocations within neighbourhood plans, including the emerging 
SSWNP. This represents a significant increase (419%) on the level of residential accommodation 
initially identified (1,500 dwellings) as being provided by way of neighbourhood plans within Policy 14 
of the HDPF. The following section therefore seeks to explore the capacity of those adopted, 
undertaken and anticipated neighbourhood plans to accommodate such a level of residential 
development between 2011 and 2031.  
 

5.3. Neighbourhood Plans  
5.3.1. In light of the overall strategy for the delivery of residential development within the District, and 
the significant residual housing need that is not met by way of either strategic allocations, windfall 
sites or delivered/committed development, it is contended that those allocations of future residential 
development within neighbourhood plans must make a significant contribution to meeting the 
objectively assessed housing need. Indeed, in this regard, neighbourhood plans such as the SSWNP 
must not only seek to provide residential development to meet their own needs, but also that need 
generated by the wider District.  



5.3.2. Therefore, with regards to the level of residential development that must be delivered through 
the SSWNP if it is to comply with the ‘strategic objectives’ of the emerging HDPF, this requirement 
should account for the 1,248 dwellings (locally generated need 2011-2031), but also an appropriate 
proportion of the 6,280 residual housing need.  

5.3.3. In this regard Policy 14 of the emerging HDPF suggests that those residential dwellings that 
are to be accommodated by way of the allocations within neighbourhood plans should be done so 
throughout the District in accordance with the settlement hierarchy. It is therefore expected that those 
communities that seek to prepare and adopt a neighbourhood plan – such as Storrington & Sullington 
Parish and Washington Parish – should provide for a level of residential development that is 
proportional to the sustainability of the community. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that those 
larger settlements within the District accommodate a level of future residential development that 
reflects the sustainability of these settlements, and that those smaller existing settlements provide 
only for a level of residential development that is appropriate. On this basis it is strongly contended 
that, identified as one of only 8 ‘Small Towns and Larger Villages’, Storrington & Sullington should 
seek to accommodate a significant proportion of the residual housing need that must be 
accommodated by way of neighbourhood plans.  

5.3.4. On this basis, the following identifies the progress of neighbourhood plans effecting those 
‘Small Towns and Larger Villages’ within the District, including identifying the level of residential 
proposed within each neighbourhood plan that has been progressed.  
 

 
 
Figure 6 - Neighbourhood Plans (Small Towns and Large Villages)  

 

5.3.5. It is clear from those neighbourhood plans that are currently being prepared – including the 
Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan – that these will not meet the significant 
housing need which, according to Policy 14 of the HDPF, must be met through residential allocations 
brought forward within such neighbourhood plans.  

5.3.6. Indeed, on the basis of the residual housing need (6,280 dwellings) which should be 
accommodated through neighbourhood plans (such as the SSWNP), it is contended that those ‘small 
towns and large villages’ should provide for a significant percentage of this residual need through 

their respective neighbourhood plans.  

5.3.7. Whilst it may be expected that neighbourhood plans will be prepared for all settlements within 
the District – and in particular those larger settlements – and that consequently sufficient residential 
allocations will be provided to accommodate the necessary housing need, the preparation of such 
neighbourhood plans is not a statutory obligation. Furthermore, it is contended that on the basis of the 
distribution of existing/recent strategic developments within the District, as well as those identified 
within the HDPF (North Horsham and West of Southwater), those communities that have, or will, 
experience significant residential development are not expected to provide for further residential 
development by way of allocations through neighbourhood plans.  



5.3.8. Therefore, on the basis that those settlements that have or, are expected to, experience 
significant residential development, are unlikely to accommodate further significant residential 
development, it is strongly contended that settlements such as Storrington and Sullington must 
perform a greater role in meeting the objectively assessed housing need for the wider District. On this 
basis, of those ‘Small Towns and Larger Villages’ identified within the emerging HDPF, it is 
considered unlikely that; Horsham, Broadbridge Heath, and Southwater are to accommodate 
significant residential development in addition to that identified through strategic allocations.  
 

 
5.3.9. It is therefore concluded that, as one of only six larger settlements in the District that are 
expected to provide for residential development, Storrington & Sullington must make a significant 
contribution to meeting the 6,280 dwellings between 2012 and 2031. This responsibility should 
therefore be reflected in the ‘Submission SSWNP’.  

5.3.10. It is contended that the above calculations represent an appropriate and justified objectively 
assessed housing need.  
 

5.4. Conclusion  
 
5.4.1. In conclusion it is strongly contended that a significant housing need persists in Storrington & 
Sullington, and Washington Parishes, as well as across the wider District. Indeed, on the basis of 
those initial conclusions of the Planning Inspector in relation to the HDPF, and accounting for the 
significant historic undersupply of residential development, it is concluded that a housing need of 
18,764 dwellings existing throughout the District between 2011 and 2031.  

5.4.2. On the basis of the spatial strategy for the delivery of residential development as contained 
within the HDPF (and accepted by the Planning Inspector), it is calculated that those neighbourhood 
plans that are to be produced within the District – including the ‘Submission SSWNP’ – must account 
for the residual housing need of 6,280 dwellings (Figure 5). Indeed those emerging neighbourhood 
plans, including the ‘Submission SSWNP’, are required to be ‘in accordance with the settlement 
hierarchy’, and therefore must plan proactively to meet the objectively assessed housing need.  

5.4.3. In addition to the contribution that should be made to meeting the residual housing need, the 
objectively assessed housing need within the plan area itself has been established as approximately 
1,248 dwellings between 2011-2031 at 62 dwellings per annum.  

5.4.4. In this regard, it is contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should plan proactively to meet the 
objectively assessed housing need arising from within the plan area (992 dwellings), as well as 
making a contribution to meeting the residual need associated with the wider District 6,280 dwellings.  

5.4.5. The following section therefore seeks to assess the ‘Submission SSWNP’ in this regard, and to 
promote the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton for inclusion within the SSWNP 
for future residential development to meet this need.  
 

6. Submission Storrington, Sullington & Washington 
Neighbourhood Plan  
 
6.1. Introduction  
 
6.1.1. If it is to be found acceptable by the Local Planning Authority (Horsham District Council) and/or 
an independent examiner, it should be demonstrated that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ meets those 
‘basic conditions’ for neighbourhood plans as identified through Schedule 4B of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The following section seeks to examine whether the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ meets with these basic conditions (as follow).  

Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issues by the Secretary of 
State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan;  

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 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.  
 
6.1.2. Having identified the objectively assessed housing need arising within the neighbourhood plan 
area (Section 4 - Development Need), and having assessed the implications of the emerging 
Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) in meeting the objectively assessed housing need 
throughout the District (Section 5 - Housing Delivery), the following assessment focuses on whether 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is in general conformity with the ‘strategic policies’ of the emerging HDPF. 
In this regard those ‘strategic policies’ of the emerging HDPF relate to the objectively assessed 
housing need, and the strategy to meet this need.  

6.1.3. In light of the purpose of these representations to promote the future residential development of 
the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton within the Storrington, Sullington & 
Washington Neighbourhood Plan, the following assessment of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ reflects the 
potential of the proposed development site to meet the objectively assessed housing need. This 
assessment is structured in line with the ‘Vision’, ‘Objectives’ and ‘Policies’ of the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’, and also outlines the Planning Policy Context within which the SSWNP must conform.  
 

6.2. Planning Policy Context  
 
6.2.1. The ‘Submission SSWNP’ has been prepared jointly by Storrington & Sullington Parish Council 
and Washington Parish Council under the provisions of the Localism Act 2011, the purpose of which 
is to enable the community to benefit from greater powers in identifying a vision for the 
neighbourhood, and powers in the determination of planning application. Indeed, in this regard the 
National Planning Policy Framework states:  
 
‘Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their 
neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development they need. Parishes and neighbourhood 
forums can use neighbourhood planning to:  

set planning policies through neighbourhood plans to determine decisions on planning applications; 
and  

grant planning permission through Neighbourhood Development Orders and Community Right to 
Build Orders for specific development which complies with the order.’ 
  
6.2.2. However, these greater powers are afforded to the community only at such a time that it has 
been demonstrated that the neighbourhood plan complies with those basic conditions as identified at 
Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The purpose of these 
representations is to assess whether the ‘Submission SSWNP’ meets with the ‘basic conditions’, with 
a particular emphasis on the requirement that neighbourhood plans must comply with the ‘strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider local area’, as stated at paragraph 184 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework.  
 
‘Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local peoples to ensure that they get the 
right types of development for their community. The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned 
with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan. To facilitate this, local planning 
authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for the area and ensure that an up-to-date 
Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood plans should reflect these policies and 
neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. Neighbourhood plans and orders should not 
promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’  
(Paragraph 184, NPPF)  
 
6.2.3. Should it be demonstrated that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not comply with the ‘strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider local area’, it is expected that Horsham District Council will be unable 

to recommend the SSWNP for examination.  

6.2.4. Although it is acknowledged that the National Planning Practice Guidance stages that ‘A draft 
Neighbourhood Plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an emerging Local Plan’ such as 
the HDPF, it also states; ‘the reasoning and evidence informing the Local Plan process may be 
relevant to the consideration if the basic conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested’ 

(Paragraph: 009 – Reference ID: 41-009-20140306).  



6.2.5. In this regard, while the HDPF has yet to be formally adopted, the evidence base that has 
informed its strategic policies – including the Planning Inspectors initial conclusions in relation to 
housing need – are considered to represent those ‘strategic objectives’ to which the ‘Submission 

SSWNP’ must comply.  

6.2.6. On this basis it is imperative that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should comply with the ‘strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider local area’ with these needs and priorities identified through the 
emerging Horsham District Planning Framework and the evidence base upon which it has been 
prepared. For the purpose of this assessment of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, those ‘strategic needs 
and priorities of the wider local area’ relate to the objectively assessed housing need, coupled with 
the distribution of this housing need throughout the District.  
 

 
6.2.7. With regards to the objectively assessed housing need, to which the ‘Submission SSWNP’ 
should provide a contribution to meeting, it has been demonstrated that the need arising across the 
wider District is at least 18,764 dwellings between 2011 and 2031, and within the neighbourhood plan 
area alone as at least 1,248 dwellings between 2011 and 2031 (at 62 dwellings per annum). It is 
therefore contended that should the ‘Submission SSWNP’ fail to meet this housing need, the 
neighbourhood plan will not comply with those ‘basic conditions’, including the requirement that:  
‘The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the 
wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 
Local Plan… Neighbourhood plans should reflect these policies and neighbourhoods should plan 
positively to support them. Neighbourhood plans and orders should not promote less development 
than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’  
(Paragraph 184, NPPF)  
 
6.2.8. Further to the requirement for the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to be in general conformity with the 
objectively assessed housing need, it is contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should also reflect 
the ‘strategic priorities’ of the wider District in relation to promoting the sustainable distribution of 
residential development. In particular this requirement should be reflected in the acknowledgement 
within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ of the role of Storrington & Sullington as ‘Small Towns/Large 
Villages’ in meeting the objectively housing need.  
 

6.3. Vision  
 
6.3.1. The ‘Vision’ which sits at the heart of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, and should therefore reflect the 
‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’, and that should guide the principles of the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ states:  
 
‘By 2031 we will have shaped a community that has grown and developed to accommodate its needs 
in such a way that we have preserved its character and “essence”.  
We will have protected our green spaces and our identities but at the same time provided for young 
families to remain and flourish here. We will have improved our infrastructure and our community 
facilities and enhanced telecommunications and broadband services to encourage more home 
working or small-scale industry. We will have accommodated the growth needed without 
compromising the integrity of our villages.’  
 
6.3.2. As demonstrated, a significant housing need persists across Horsham District, with this 
significant need also manifested within the SSWNP area itself. The commitment contained within the 
‘Vision’ that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ ‘will have accommodated the growth needed without 
compromising the integrity of our villages’, is welcomed. However, concerns remain that the failure of 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to be supported by a robust evidence base – or even reflect the objectively 
assessed housing need within the wider District – result in the underestimation of the ‘growth 
needed’.  

6.3.3. It is therefore considered that the failure of the ‘Vision’ to more accurately define the necessary 
growth, coupled with the indication that the necessary growth will be tempered by the preservation of 
‘character and “essence”, will significantly curtail the ability of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to either meet 
the objectively assessed housing need within the neighbourhood plan area, or to make an 
appropriate contribution to meeting the wider need throughout the District.  
 

6.4. Objectives  
 
6.4.1. Our concerns relating to the ‘Vision’ of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ are heightened and reflected 
with regards to the identified ‘Objectives’ of the ‘Submission SSWNP’. These concerns particularly 



relate to those objectives in relation to meeting housing need. Those ‘Objectives’ that have been 
identified with regards to housing delivery are as follow:  
 

‘To provide a mixture of housing types and in particular small private dwellings that are affordable 
for younger people.  

To meet the need for affordable homes for those with an existing local connection.  

To meet these needs mainly through smaller developments within the built up area.  

To locate all new housing within or directly adjacent to the built up area.’  
 
6.4.2. These ‘Objectives’ are reflected within those policies that are contained within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’, and are therefore fundamental in enabling the neighbourhood plan to reflect the ‘strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider local area’, and therefore critical in ensuring that the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ meets the ‘basic conditions’.  

6.4.3. On this basis it is with regret that these ‘Objectives’ fail to acknowledge and identify the 
significant housing need within the neighbourhood plan area (1,248 dwellings), or include the delivery 
of this need as an objective. Indeed, this omission coupled with the suggestion that ‘No targets have 
been set for these indicators’ and that ‘progress will be judged against trends that are identified in the 
data when it is reported and reviewed’ suggests that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not plan 
proactively to meet those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’ or even the objectively 

assessed need within the plan area itself.  

6.4.4. It is therefore strongly contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not conform with those 
‘basic conditions’ against which it should be assessed, in particular the failure of the SSWNP to either 
identify an objectively assessed housing need within the plan area, or plan to meet that need arising 
from the wider District, contradicts the requirements of paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, which states:  
 
‘Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local peoples to ensure that they get the 
right types of development for their community. The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned 
with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan. To facilitate this, local planning 
authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for the area and ensure that an up-to-date 
Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood plans should reflect these policies and 
neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. Neighbourhood plans and orders should not 
promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’  
 
6.4.5. In light of the significant housing need identified across the wider District, as well as that arising 
from within the neighbourhood plan area itself, it is contended that those ‘Objectives’ relating to the 
delivery of housing, will not facilitate the delivery of the necessary level of residential development to 
meet this need. Indeed, this is reflected in those sites that have been allocated within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ for future residential development, which is assessed at length later in this document.  
 

6.5. Spatial Plan  
 
6.5.1. Policy 1 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ identifies ‘A Spatial Plan for the Parishes’, and identifies 
the key spatial priority of the SSWNP as ‘steering new development into the established settlements 
in the parishes and by continuing to exert strong control over development proposals elsewhere in the 
countryside of the parish’. Policy 1 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ states:  
 
‘The Neighbourhood Plan defines the Built Up Area Boundaries of Storrington, Sullinbton and 
Washington, as shown on the Policies Map. Development proposals located inside the boundaries 
will be supported where appropriate, especially if they will result in the beneficial reuse of brownfield 
land, provided they accord with the other provisions of the Neighbourhood Plan and the Horsham 
Development Plan.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan defines the Settlement Boundary at Old London Road, Washington, as 
shown on the Policies Map. Development proposals located inside this boundary will be supported 
provided they are confined to very small scale infill development and to the extension of existing 
buildings and these accord with the other provisions of the Neighbourhood Plan and the Horsham 
development plan.  
 
Development proposals outside of these boundaries will be required to conform to development plan 
policies in respect of the control of development in the countryside.  
 



In addition, the Neighbourhood Plan identifies the broad location of green gaps between Storrington & 
Sullington and Washington villages and between these two parishes and all other neighbouring 
parishes, as shown on the Policies Map. Development proposals in these broad locations will be 
resisted unless they can demonstrate they will not harm the visual integrity and open character of a 
green gap.’  
 
6.5.2. Whilst it is acknowledged that the National Planning Policy Framework and the emerging 
Horsham District Planning Framework seek to focus development on previously developed land 
within existing settlements, it is contended that in light of the significant housing need identified within 
the District and the neighbourhood plan area itself, residential development outside the defined 
settlement boundaries is necessary.  

6.5.3. Therefore, on the basis of Policy 1 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, it is concluded that the spatial 
strategy that is to guide development within the neighbourhood plan area, will not facilitate the 
delivery an appropriate level of residential development that is required to meet the locally generated 
housing need for the neighbourhood plan area itself, and that need arising from within the wider 
District. It is therefore contended that the restrictive nature of the proposed ‘spatial strategy’, result in 
the neighbourhood plan’s failure to plan proactively to meet those ‘strategic needs and objectives’ of 
the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework.  

6.5.4. Although it is contended that Policy 1 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ itself greatly restricts the 
ability of the SSWNP to meet the objectively assessed housing need associated within the 
neighbourhood plan area itself or that of the wider District, the acknowledgement – within the 
accompanying sub-text – that appropriate residential development outside the existing settlement 
boundary is permitted by the emerging HDPF ‘so long as the proposals meet the local needs and 
assist in the gradual evolution of those communities’ is welcomed.  

 
 
6.5.5. In this regard, it is strongly contended that the significant objectively assessed housing need 
within the neighbourhood plan area alone (1,248 dwellings between 2011 and 2031); will not be met 
within the confines of the existing built-up area boundary alone. Consequently, it is our considered 
view that the residential redevelopment of the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West 
Clayton will make a significant contribution to meeting this significant housing need.  

6.5.6. Whilst the acknowledgment within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ that development outside the 
existing built-up area boundary may perform an important role in meeting local needs is welcomed, it 
is strongly contended that criteria necessary to justify an such amendments to the settlement 
boundary will not facilitate the release of sufficient land to accommodate local housing needs. Indeed, 
it is concluded that the stringent criteria identified, fail to acknowledge the significant housing need 
experienced within the neighbourhood plan area.  
 
‘The criteria used to justify a boundary modification at Storrington & Sullington are:  

The site is immediately adjoining the existing built up area boundary or a brownfield site within 
close proximity of the boundary  

The site is not in the South Downs National Park nor on land that will compromise the character of 
the setting of the Park;  

The site is not in the broad location of a defined green gap;  

The site is capable of access to the local road network; and  

The site does not have a planning history of significant local community objection to development 
that may compromise a referendum.’  
 
6.5.7. It is understood that these criteria have informed the assessment of those sites previously 
promoted to the SSWNP – including the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton – 
and in turn informed the site allocations as identified within Policy 2 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’. 
While the assessment of these sites is examined at greater detail at 6.11.2, it is contended that the 

proposed development site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton meets these criteria.  

6.5.8. Overall, it is considered that Policy 1 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, and the ‘spatial strategy’ that 
it identifies fails to acknowledge the significant housing need that persists within the neighbourhood 
plan, or the role of the plan area in contributing to the objectively assessed need throughout the 
District. Indeed, it is contended that this failure – as demonstrated by way of the stringent restrictions 
on development outside the existing built-up area boundaries – will not facilitate the provision of 
residential development to meet housing need, and that therefore the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not 
comply with the ‘strategic policies and objectives’ of the emerging HDPF.  



 

6.6. Site Allocations  
 
Introduction  
 
6.6.1. The National Planning Policy Framework – through the provisions of which the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ has been prepared – provides for the powerful set of tools that neighbourhood plans offer to 
local communities, including controls on the location and type of future development. However, the 
National Planning Policy Framework also reaffirms the requirement for such neighbourhood plans to 
be in general conformity with the ‘strategic policies of the Local Plan’.  

6.6.2. It is therefore contended that, as previously demonstrated, the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should 
plan proactively to meet the objectively assessed housing need that arises from within the 
neighbourhood plan area, but also contribute to meeting the need of the wider District, as required 
under the provisions of paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
‘Neighbourhood plans and orders should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan 
or undermine its strategic policies’.  
 
6.6.3. This requirement of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to plan proactively to meet the objectively 
assessed housing needs of the neighbourhood plan area as well as those of the wider District, should 
therefore be reflected through those allocations of sites for future development that are at the heart of 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’. It is therefore imperative that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ acknowledge the 
objectively assessed housing need for which it should allocate sufficient sites within the plan area to 
meet.  

6.6.4. In this regard, as demonstrated previously in the absence of a robust evidence base, the 
objectively assessed housing need arising within the neighbourhood plan area is at least 1,248 
dwellings between 2011 and 2031 at 62 dwellings per annum. On the basis of this annualised 
housing need it is assumed that the residual housing requirement for the plan period (excluding those 
completed between 2011-2014 (approx. 72 dwellings)) is approximately 1,172 dwellings. Therefore, if 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to be seen to plan proactively to meet the ‘strategic priorities and needs’ 
of the wider District, this objectively assessed housing need should seek to accommodate by way of 
site allocations.  

6.6.5. Despite this requirement, Policy 2 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ allocates just 9 sites throughout 
the parishes for future residential development, yielding only approximately 300 dwellings over the 
plan period, a shortfall of at least 872 dwellings. It is therefore strongly contended that those site 
allocations as identified at Policy 2 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, does not plan proactively to meet the 
‘strategic needs’ of either the neighbourhood plan area or indeed the wider District. It is therefore 
concluded that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not comply with the ‘basic conditions’ of 
neighbourhood plans or the provisions of paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
‘Neighbourhood plans and orders should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan 
or undermine its strategic policies.’  
(Paragraph 184, NPPF)  
 
6.6.6. In light of this significant shortfall in residential allocations, it is our considered view that the 
housing provision (approximately 300 dwellings) identified within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ has been 
reached as a result of the perceived capacity of the nine allocated sites, rather than the allocation of 
sufficient sites to meet the objectively assessed housing need. Therefore, on this basis, the following 
assessment seeks to examine those proposed site allocations – and the criteria against which these 
sites were assessed. Indeed, these criteria are assessed against the conformity with the strategic 
objectives of the emerging HDPF, the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework, as well 
as those other policies of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ itself.  
 
Commentary on Allocated Sites  
 
6.6.7. This commentary relates only to three specific sites which have been allocated in the 
Submission SSWNP:  

6.6.8. Land at Robell Way (‘Paula Rosa’) – This site is identified as a key employment area on the 
Proposals Map of the HDPF. Policy 8 of the HDPF clearly states:  
 
“Redevelopment in the Key Employment Areas must not result in the overall loss of employment 



floorspace.” 
 

 
6.6.9. The loss of employment without re-provision is contrary to local planning policy. Policy CP 11 of 
the Core Strategy (2007) resists the loss of ‘employment floorspace’ (defined as B1, B2 or B8 Use 
Classes). Therefore, the SSWNP cannot be considered to be in general conformity with the 
development plan.  

6.6.10. Chantry Lane – As above, the development of the south-eastern section of this site to 
provide housing would lead to the loss of employment provision, which would be contrary to the 
development plan policies listed above. This sub-division of the site is not contiguous with the built up 
area boundary, and abuts the SDNP on three of its boundaries. It cannot be disputed that the erection 
of 80-90 dwellings on this site in its countryside location would not have a harmful impact on the 
setting of the SDNP.  

6.6.11. The proposed development site is located in countryside outside of the built-up area and does 
not adjoin the built-up area.  

6.6.12. Land off Amberley Road – This is a greenfield site which abuts the SDNP. This is certainly 
not a well suited site for the erection of 40 dwellings. The development plan favours the re-use of 
previously developed sites for housing over greenfield sites. The development of this site would lead 
to an irregular extension of built form encroaching into the countryside, and could certainly 
compromise the character and setting of the SDNP.  

6.6.13. In conclusion, it is strongly advised that you reconsider the allocation of these sites in the 
SSWNP; as there are far more sustainable, suitable and compatible sites for new residential 
development which need to be considered more favourably. 
  

6.7. Site Assessment Criteria  
 
6.7.1. Those nine identified ‘suitable’ sites for future residential development which, combined form 
those allocated sites within the ‘Submission SSWNP’, have been drawn from those sites promoted to 
the Parish Council’s – including the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton. Whilst 
the manner in which those promoted sites have been assessed and narrowed to those nine allocated 
sites that are contained within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is not explicitly identified within the 
neighbourhood plan, it is understood that the assessment of these sites is based primarily upon the 
provisions of Policy 1 of the neighbourhood plan and that reflect the ‘spatial strategy’.  
 
‘This policy establishes the key spatial priority for the SSWNP. It sets the strategic direction for all its 
other policies by steering new development into the established settlements in the parishes and by 
continuing to exert strong control over development proposals elsewhere in the countryside of the 
parish.  
 
The effect of this policy is to confine housing and other development proposals to within the built up 
area boundaries, unless they are appropriate to a countryside location…’  
 
6.7.2. This commitment to focusing development within the existing settlement boundaries and 
restricting development within the countryside is supported by the criteria upon which any such 
suggested allocation outside the settlement boundary must comply.  

‘The site is immediately adjoining the existing built up area boundary or a brownfield site within 
close proximity of the boundary  

The site is not in the South Downs National Park nor on land that will compromise the character of 
the setting of the Park;  

The site is not in the broad location of a defined green gap;  

The site is capable of access to the local road network; and  

The site does not have a planning history of significant local community objection to development 
that may compromise a referendum.’  
 
6.7.3. It is strongly contended that the stringent criteria used in the assessment as to whether land 
should be allocated for future residential development outside the existing settlement boundaries, 
coupled with the general spatial strategy of the emerging ‘Submission SSWNP’, is indicative of the 
failure of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to identify, acknowledge or plan proactively to meet the significant 
housing need that persists within the neighbourhood plan area, or contribute to achieving the 
‘strategic need and priorities of the wider local area’.  



6.7.4. Although the detailed methodology employed in the assessment of potential sites has not been 
made publically available, the following scoring system represents those criteria against which 
promoted sites (including the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton) have been 
assessed.  

6.7.5. It is understood that those sites that scored 10 points or lower have been included within the 
‘Submission SSWNP’, whilst those remaining sites have been disregarded.  
 

 
Figure 7 - Land for possible development criteria score sheet  

 

6.7.6. It is contended that both the criteria and scoring system utilised, in the assessment of those 
sites promoted to the SSWNP, reflects the overall failure of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to plan 
proactively to meet the objectively assessed housing need. Indeed, it is contended that the stringent 
criteria utilised in the assessment of those promoted sites ensure that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ will 
not be able to meet the significant objectively assessed housing need.  

6.7.7. In this regard, the chosen site allocations, coupled with the associated assessment 
methodology and ‘spatial strategy’ suggest that the level of residential development provided for 
through the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is significantly less than the need identified by way of the evidence 
base and emerging HDPF. Concerns therefore persist with regards to the ability of the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ to meet the ‘strategic need and priorities’ of the wider District, as well with regards to 
soundness of the assessment and identification of suitable housing allocations. These concerns are 
highlighted within the following assessment of the assessment of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & 
Cattery and West Clayton, as undertaken in preparation of the ‘Submission SSWNP’.  
 

6.8. Land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton  
 
6.8.1. Representations in support of the future residential development of the land at Old Clayton 
Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton were originally made to Storrington & Sullington Parish Council 
and Washington Parish Council at the original call for sites which form the basis of the emerging 
neighbourhood plan.  

6.8.2. The promotion of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton to the 
neighbourhood plans call for sites followed the formal submission of an Outline Planning Application 
for the development of up to 41 residential dwellings. Therefore, consistent with this existing Outline 
Planning Application, the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton was promoted 
within the call for sites for the potential delivery of up to 41 dwellings.  
 

 



6.8.3. Alongside those other sites promoted through the ‘Call for Sites’, it is understood that the 
potential and suitability of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton to 
accommodate future residential development within the emerging neighbourhood plan was assessed 
against the criteria and scoring system identified at Figure 7. The following represents an assessment 
of the consideration of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton by Storrington, 
Sullington & Washington Parish Council’s (Figure 8). On the basis of the neighbourhood plans 
methodology for the inclusion of residential sites – scoring less than 10 points – it is clear that the 
scoring of 19 points for the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton has resulted in 
the exclusion of the site from within the ‘Submission SSWNP’  
 

 
 
Figure 8 - Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton - Criteria Score Sheet | 

 

6.8.4. The following seeks to examine the conclusions of the above scoring, assessing the suitability 
of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton, against each of these criteria.  
 
Criteria 1 – Is the site in the SDNP?  
6.8.5. Whilst the eastern boundary of the proposed development site at Old Clayton Kennels & 
Cattery and West Clayton is shared with the South Downs National Park, and that the boundary of 
the South Downs National Park is located immediately to the south of the A283 (Storrington Road), 
the proposed development site itself is not located within the South Downs National Park.  
 
Criteria 2 – Does the site sit within or abut the Built Up Area?  
6.8.6. The proposed development site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton is not 
located within the Built Up Area boundary as identified within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ or the 
Horsham District Planning Framework, neither does the proposed development site immediately abut 
the Built Up Area Boundary.  
 
6.8.7. However, as is demonstrated by the significant housing need experienced within the 
neighbourhood plan area and the wider District, it is strongly contended that should the 
neighbourhood plan meet this need, the allocation of suitable sites that are neither within the Built Up 
Area boundary or abut the boundary is necessary.  

6.8.8. In this regard it is therefore strongly contended that the proposed development site, which 
represents previously developed land, and abutted to the west and north by the current residential 
development at the former RMC Engineering Works, represents an appropriate site for future 
residential development to meet the objectively assessed housing need within the plan area. Indeed, 
whilst the neither the currently residential development at the former RMC Engineering Works or the 
proposed development site are located within (or abut) the Built Up Area boundary, it is contended 
that by way of the permitted residential development at the former RMC Engineering Works, the 
nature of the area is of built form. Consequently, the redevelopment of the proposed development site 



will form part of this built form.  

6.8.9. Therefore, whilst it is acknowledged that the site is not located within, or abutting, the Built Up 
Area boundary, it is considered that in light of the significant housing need within the plan area, 
appropriate sites (such as the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton) must be 
allocated within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ 
.  
Criteria 3 – Would development of the site be likely to prejudice an inter village gap?  
6.8.10. Despite the conclusion of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ that the future residential development of 
the previously developed land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton would ‘very likely’ 
prejudice an inter village gap, neither the ‘inter village gap’ that would be affected by the proposal has 
been identified, nor has the methodology upon which it has been determined that the proposal would 
adversely affect any such ‘inter village gap’.  

6.8.11. Whilst the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not explicitly identify the ‘inter village gap’ that the 
proposed residential development at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton is perceived to 
prejudice, for the purpose of this assessment it is considered that the gap in question is between 
Storrington and Washington. Reflecting the purpose of the ‘inter village gap’ the distance between 
Storrington and Washington should not be measured between the settlement boundaries of the two 
villages, but instead should only be considered to represent the separation between the existing built 
form of these settlements. Consequently, not only should the existing residential development at the 
former RMC Engineering Works be considered to represent part of the built form of Storrington, but 
the application itself (as a previously developed site) should also be considered to represent part of 
the existing built form of Storrington. Furthermore, one must consider also the context of the site and 
its adjacency with South Downs National Park directly to the east of the site, which provide a robust 
and defensible edge of settlement.  

6.8.12. Therefore, on the basis of the proposed development site and existing neighbouring 
residential development forming part of the built form of Storrington, it is strongly contended that the 
future residential redevelopment of the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton will 
reduce the separation currently enjoyed between Storrington and Washington. It is therefore 
concluded that whilst the proposed development site is located outside of the existing settlement 
boundaries, the allocation of the site for future residential development would not prejudice the 
integrity of either settlement.  
 
6.8.13. Furthermore, it is our considered view that if the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to plan proactively to 
meet the ‘strategic needs and objectives’ of the wider area – as is required under Schedule 4B of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) – the neighbourhood plan must allocate the site 
at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton for future residential development to meet the 
objectively assessed housing need.  
 
Criteria 4 – Is the site Brownfield/Greenfield/Residential Infill? 
  
6.8.14. It is acknowledged within the neighbourhood plan’s assessment of the proposed development 
site that the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton represents previously 
developed land. Indeed, reflecting the nature of the existing use of the application site, a significant 
proportion of the site is covered by existing buildings and structures as well as areas of hardstanding.  

6.8.15. On this basis it is strongly contended that the proposed redevelopment of the land at Old 
Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton will represent the effective and efficient re-use of the 
previously developed site.  
 
Criteria 5 – Would development of the site be detrimental to village greenspace/treasure?  
 
6.8.16. As previously identified, the proposed development site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and 
West Clayton represents a previously developed site, and is therefore neither located within an 
identified ‘village greenspace’, or could be considered to represent an existing ‘village greenspace’. 
This conclusion is demonstrated within the proposals map that forms part of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ 
(Figure 9).  
 



 
 
Figure 9 - 'Submission SSWNP' Proposals Map  

 

6.8.17. It is clear from the Proposals Map which forms part of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ that not only 
does the proposed development site not form part of a identified ‘village green space’, but neither 
does the site adjoin such an allocation. Indeed, in this regard, the proposed development site is 
separated from those two local green spaces that are in closest proximity (Sandgate Park (i) and 
Milford Grange Country Park (xxii)) by the existing residential development at the former RMC 
Engineering Works.  

6.8.18. In conclusion, it is therefore contended that the allocation of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & 
Cattery and West Clayton is unlikely to be detrimental to those identified village green spaces.  
 
Criteria 6 – Would road access to and from the site be likely to cause local traffic 
congestion/queuing?  
 
6.8.19. The promotion of the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton to the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ has been done so in conjunction with the submission of an Outline Planning 
Application to Horsham District Council for the residential redevelopment of the site to provide for up 
to 41 dwellings.  

6.8.20. Whilst Horsham District Council have determined to refused Outline Consent for the proposed 
development, the application was supported by a robust and detailed assessment of the potential 
highways impacts of the proposed development. This report, prepared by WSP concluded that, 
subject to limited and appropriate highway improvement works (which would come forward as part of 
any future development), the proposed residential redevelopment of the site would not lead to any 
adverse impact on the local highway network.  

6.8.21. The conclusions of the Transport Statement that has been prepared in support of the future 
residential development of the site, have been accepted and supported by West Sussex County 
Council (as Highways Authorities), who have determined that the proposed development of the site 
will have no adverse impact on the local highway network. Indeed, on the basis of the Transport 
Statement and WSCC’s consideration of highways matters, Horsham District Council have also 
determined that the proposed development would not result in an adverse impact on the local 
highway network.  

6.8.22. It is therefore with surprise and suspicion that in their assessment of the suitability of the site 
at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton to accommodate future residential development, 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ suggests that the proposed development would ‘very likely’ cause local 
traffic congestion/queuing. This conclusion is contrary to that of the Transport Statement that has 
been prepared in support of the future development of the site, the conclusions of the Highway 
Authority (West Sussex County Council), as well as Horsham District Council.  
 
Criteria 7 – Would development be compatible with the local area?  
6.8.23. As previously demonstrated, the assessment of sites for allocation within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ for future residential development must be taken in light of the significant and persistent 
housing need within the neighbourhood planning area and the wider District. Indeed, if the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ does not plan proactively to meet these needs, it must be found not to conform 
with the basic conditions as identified under Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
(as amended).  



6.8.24. In light of this significant and persistent housing need, it is contended that the general strategy 
for future development in the neighbourhood plan area, which seeks to limit future development to 
small scale sites within the existing settlement boundaries, will not meet the significant housing need. 
Therefore, it is strongly contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must seek to allocate appropriate 
and suitable large sites that are not located within the existing settlement boundaries.  

6.8.25. Therefore, it is contended that whilst the proposed development of the land at Old Clayton 
Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton to accommodate up to 41 residential dwellings does not accord 
fully to those policies contained within the ‘Submission SSWNP’, if the neighbourhood plan is to be 
found acceptable it must allocated sites such as this for future residential development. 
Consequently, the conclusion of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ that the proposed development site is not 
compatible with the local area, will ensure that the neighbourhood plan will be unable to meet the 
basic conditions, and allocate sufficient sites to meet the objectively assessed housing need.  
 
Criteria 8 – Is the site within the AQMA?  
 
6.8.26. As acknowledged within the ‘Submission SSWNP’, the proposed development site at Old 
Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton is not located within the Air Quality Management Area.  
 
Conclusion  
 
6.8.27. On the basis of the above assessment of the criteria and scoring methodology adopted in the 
assessment of the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton in support of the site 
allocations contained within the ‘Submission SSWNP’, it is strongly contended that both the 
methodology adopted, and the assessment of the proposed development site itself, is not robustly 
justified and fails to take account of the significant and persistent housing need within the District.  

6.8.28. With regards to the criteria and methodology that has been adopted, the failure of the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ to provide robust justification in support of the criteria and methodology 
adopted, raises significant concerns with regards to the robust nature of the methodology adopted 
and the suitability of those allocated sites. Indeed, these concerns stem for the apparent reliance 
upon the perceived capacity of those chosen allocated sites to determine the level of residential 
development that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to provide for. On this basis it can be strongly 
contended that the process of the allocation of these sites has therefore failed to reflect the 
objectively assessed housing need, and has indeed sought to limit the level of residential 
development to be experienced within the neighbourhood plan area.  

6.8.29. It is therefore contended that the criteria and methodology adopted by the neighbourhood plan 
has been designed to place undue weight in favour of small residential sites within the existing built 
up area, and that consequently those sites such as the land at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and 
West Clayton which could make a significant contribution to meeting the objectively assessed 
housing need have been neglected.  

6.8.30. Consequently, on the basis of the evidence presented by way of those site allocations as 
contained within the ‘Submission SSWNP’, the neighbourhood plan does not conform with the basic 
principles as identified under Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
Indeed, it is suggested that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ has failed to plan to meet the ‘strategic need 
and priorities’ of the wider area, and is therefore not consistent with the objectives of the emerging 
Horsham District Planning Framework or the National Planning Policy Framework which states:  
 

‘Neighbourhood plans and orders should not promote less development than set out in the 
Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’  
(Paragraph 184, NPPF)  
 

6.9. Managing Housing Land Supply  
 
6.9.1. In addition to the albeit questionable allocation of sites for future residential development, the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ seeks to manage the delivery of residential development within Storrington, 
Sullington and Washington Parishes over the plan period. In this regard Policy 3 of the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ states:  
 
‘The Neighbourhood Plan will manage the supply of the housing land it allocated for development 
over the plan period. In no five year period commencing April 2016 and ending March 2031 will there 
be consented more that approximately one third of the total number of dwellings allocated in Policy 2. 

 



If in a five year period there have been fewer than one third of the total number of dwellings delivered, 
then that shortfall may be supplied in one or both of the subsequent fiver year periods.  
This policy only applies to the consideration of proposals for housing development on the sites that 
are allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan.’  
 
6.9.2. The sub-text provided at Policy 3 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ suggests that the purpose of the 
policy is to ‘allay community concerns of too much housing development coming forward in the early 
years of the plan period’. However, it is strongly contended that coupled with the failure of the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ to allocate sufficient sites to accommodate the necessary level of residential 
development, Policy 3 of the neighbourhood plan demonstrates further the failure of the plan to 
acknowledge and/or plan proactively to meet the significant and persistent objectively assessed 
housing need within the plan area.  

6.9.3. Indeed, as demonstrated previously, a significant housing supply deficit has been accrued 
within the wider District (including the neighbourhood plan area), with the National Planning Policy 
Framework and National Planning Practice Guidance requiring this deficit to be met within the next 
five years. Consequently, on the basis that Policy 3 of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ seeks to limit the 
level of development to be permitted within the next five years to approximately just 100 dwellings 
(one third of the approximate 300 dwellings allocated through the neighbourhood plan), it is clear that 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ will not enable Horsham District Council to meet its ‘strategic policies and 
objectives’.  

6.9.4. It is therefore contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does not conform to the basic 
conditions of neighbourhood plans as identified within Schedule 4B of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended), in that it will not facilitate the delivery of sufficient residential 
dwellings to meet the objectively assessed housing need identified within the District or the 
neighbourhood plan area itself.  
 

6.10. Employment Uses  
 
6.10.1. Whilst the objective of these representations is to promote the allocation of the land at Old 
Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ for future residential 
development, and consequently focuses on those policies contained within the neighbourhood plan in 
relation to residential development. The neighbourhood plans commitment to promoting new and 
existing employment uses within the neighbourhood plan area is welcomed.  

6.10.2. However, whilst it is expected that the commitment of the neighbourhood plan to promoting 
new and existing employment uses within the parishes, the allocation of the existing employment site 
at Paula Rosa for residential development within the ‘Submission SSWNP’ appears to be at odds with 
this commitment. Indeed it is considered that the loss of this existing employment provision is 
contrary to the objectives of Policy 8 of the emerging HDPF which states:  
 
‘Redevelopment of employment sites and premises outside Key Employment Areas, must 
demonstrate that the site/premises is no longer needed and/or viable for employment use.’  
 
6.10.3. Therefore, whilst it is acknowledged that the existing use of the Paula Rosa site has ceased, it 
is contended that the site could be utilised to provide alternative employment provision within the 
neighbourhood plans. Consequently it is contended that on this basis the ‘Submission SSWNP’ does 
not conform to the wider objectives of the Horsham District Planning Framework, and therefore does 
not meet the basic conditions.  
 

7. Conclusions  
 
7.1. Overall it is strongly contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ fails to acknowledge or plan 
proactively to meet the significant and persistent development needs within the plan area, or 
contribute to meeting those needs arising from within the wider District.  

7.2. Indeed, following assessment of the policies contained within the ‘Submission SSWNP’, including 
the allocations of site for future residential development, significant concerns have arisen with regards 
to the methodology adopted in the preparation of the neighbourhood plan, with specific reference to 
the identification of housing need and the allocation of sites to meet this need.  

7.3. In this regard, it is contended that the housing need provided for through the policies of the 



‘Submission SSWNP’ appears to have been determined on the basis of the perceived capacity of 
those allocated sites, rather than the preparation of a robust evidence base. Consequently, it is 
considered that the projected level of residential development incorporated within the neighbourhood 
plan (approximately 300 dwellings at 19 dwelling per annum) falls significant below the objectively 
assessed housing need of 62 dwellings per annum.  

7.4. The failings of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ in this regard are further heightened by the stringent 
criteria against which the allocation of sites has been undertaken. Indeed, on the basis of the 
significant misinterpretation of the housing need, the criteria has failed to acknowledge the 
requirement for the allocation of sufficient sites to meet the objectively assessed housing need. This 
failure appears to be founded upon the objective to restrict future developments to small sites located 
within the existing settlement boundaries, an objective that is unable to accommodate the level of 
housing need identified within the neighbourhood plan area.  

7.5. On the basis of these failings, it is strongly contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ as currently 
presented, fails to conform to those basis conditions of neighbourhood plans, with the principle failure 
resting of the neighbourhood plan failing to plan proactively to meet the ‘strategic needs and 
objectives of the wider area’.  

7.6. Therefore, to ensure that the proposed Storrington, Sullington & Washington neighbourhood plan 
meets with this requirement, and to plan proactively to meet the objectively assessed housing need, it 
is contended that the site at Old Clayton Kennels & Cattery and West Clayton should be allocated for 
future residential development of up to 41 dwellings within the neighbourhood plan.  
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INTRODUCTION 
1. This document has been prepared by Dominic Lawson Bespoke Planning Ltd on 
behalf of Welbeck Strategic Land II LLP in response to the most recent public 
consultation on the Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan 
2016-2032 (the “Neighbourhood Plan”). 
 
2. Welbeck Strategic Land II LLP are well-known and respected promotors of 



strategic land. 
 
In 2015 they secured consents for over 1000 plots in Uckfield, 240 in Shrivenham, 
over 125 in Tenkterden and 135 in Yelland. 
 
3. The most recent consultation comprises the following documents: 
• Pre-Submission Plan June 2016; 
• Site Assessment Report Policy 2 June 2016; 
• Site Assessment Report - Appendix Document June 2016; 
• Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment June 2016; 
• Site Assessment Report - Policy 3 (Employment Use) June 2016; and 
• Local Green Spaces Report June 2016. 
 
4. This document makes suggestions as to how the criticisms and reservations set 
out in the previous Examination Report (24 March 2016) could be better addressed. 
It also sets out why the land currently being promoted by Welbeck Strategic Land II 
LLP (referred to in the Neighbourhood Plan as ‘Field at the top of Downviews 
Avenue’) is suitable for residential development, should be allocated as such in the 
Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan (2016), and should not 
therefore be designated as a Local Green Space within the Plan. 

 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
5. We are grateful for the opportunity to make representations to the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan, and welcome the work local community have done to develop 
a plan to influence and manage development in the area. 
 
6. However, we do not support the proposed the rejection of the “Field a the top of 
Downviews Avenue” as a site suitable for housing, or its proposed designation as a 
Local Green Space. We consider that this site should be allocated for residential 
development in order to meet local housing need in accordance with the 
requirements of the Horsham District Planning Framework 2015 (“HDPF”). 
 
7. These representations address this issue, as well as other elements of the 
Neighbourhood Plan which should be improved to make it more robust and improve 
its chances of passing independent examination. 
 
8. We have reviewed the Examiner’s Report from the previous independent 
examination (24 March 2016) regarding the previous draft Neighbourhood Plan 
(2015). This set out specific concerns and reservations regarding the draft 
Neighbourhood Plan which should be properly addressed in order for the 
Neighbourhood Plan to pass the next independent examination. 
 
9. The independent examiner had particular concerns regarding the following broad 
issues: 
• the policies proposed are unclear in the way they have been drafted; 
• there is not enough evidence base to support policies proposed; and 
• the methodology by which development sites are selected in the Neighbourhood  
Plan is neither clear nor consistently applied. 
 
10. These concerns are of particular relevance to the site allocations methodology 
and the methodology for designating Local Green Spaces. We do not consider that 
these elements of the Neighbourhood Plan policies have been made sufficiently 
robust. 



11. Therefore, at present, the Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the national policy 
test of being “drafted with clarity”, and “precise and supported by appropriate 
evidence” (NPPG ref: 41-041-20140306) and does not therefore meet the national 
policy basic condition. 
 
12. In order address this and for the Neighbourhood Plan to pass examination, we 
recommend the following: 
• the methodology for the assessment of allocated sites and Local Green Spaces is 
made more robust and transparent; 
• the site known as ‘Field at the top of Downviews Avenue’ should be assessed and 
designated as being suitable for residential development; and 
• the proposed designation as a Local Green Space should be removed. 
 

THE SITE 
 
13. The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the site being promoted by Welbeck Strategic 
Land II LLP as ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’. The site is greenfield land 
on the edge of Storrington. 
 
14. The site is nestled between a residential area and a business area, known as the 
Paula Rosa site where the now-closed kitchen factory resides. 
 
15. The site is within dual-ownership (Gabrielle Elizabeth Francis and Mark Pockett) 
and both parties are committed to delivering new housing to help meet local needs. 
 
16. The site has the potential to accommodate approximately 45 dwellings (Use 
Class C3), with associated public open space and infrastructure of 2.05ha of 
developable land. 
 
17. There is no relevant planning history for the site. 
 

LOCAL GREEN SPACE 
Response to Examiner’s Report (2016) 
 
18. According to the Examiner’s Report for the previous Neighbourhood Plan 
submission, the previous version of the Local Green Spaces study included only 
generic statements that all the sites proposed for designation as Local Green Space 
meet the criteria set out at paragraphs 76 - 78 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. The examiner did not consider this to be sufficient detail to support the 
proposed designations. 
 
19. An updated Local Green Spaces Report (June 2016) has been prepared for the 
current consultation. This includes more detailed assessments of each of the sites 
now proposed for designation as Local Green Space. However, these assessments 
still rely on generic assertions and statements and are not supported by evidence 
sufficient to support a planning policy designation which would afford a similar level 
of protection as Green Belt. 
 
20. To support a designation affording such a significant level of planning policy 
protection, significantly more evidence should be provided comprising a detailed 
rationale of how the requirements of the criteria set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework have been met. 
 
21. The Neighbourhood Plan therefore still fails to meet the basic requirement of 



providing robust evidence which explains the choices which have been made. There 
are 24 Local Green Spaces now being proposed and, as stated by the independent 
examiner at paragraph 9.69 of the Examiner’s Report, these are therefore of 
“fundamental concern to the integrity of the entire Plan”. 
 
22. As stated by the examiner at paragraph 9.71 of the Examiner’s Report, the areas  
of Local Green Space are “intrinsically tied up with the extent of some development 
sites”. Due to this close interrelation of two fundamental elements of the Plan, the 
evidence base supporting them should be robust and compelling. 
 
23. Further detail as to how the evidence base should be improved in respect of 
these two elements and their relationship with the site identified as ‘Field at the end 
of Downsview Avenue’ is set out in the following sections. 
 

National Policy Compliance 
 
24. The Local Green Spaces Report (June 2016) produced by the Parish Council 
explains that the Local Green Space designations have been considered against 
paragraphs 76, 77 and 78 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the 
“Framework”). Paragraph 77 states: 
“The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or 
open space. 
 
The designation should only be used: 
• Where the green space is in reasonable close proximity to the community it serves. 
• Where the green area demonstrably special to the local community and holds a 
particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historical 
significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquility or richness of 
its wildlife; and 
• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract 
of land.” 
 
25. In respect of the above criteria, the Local Green Spaces Report states that the 
site identified as ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’ is used for “recreation 
purposes, dogwalking and general sporting and play activities” and that there is a 
“public right of way which traverses the land, which is well used by local residents 
and parents taking a short cut to school”. 
 
26. These statements are not in themselves sufficient and robust evidence to 
satisfactorily demonstrate that the site is “demonstrably special to the local 
community and holds a particular local significance” as per the requirements of 
paragraph 77 of the Framework. 
 
There is not therefore sufficient evidence that the site should therefore be afforded 
the significant degree of policy protection which would be awarded by a designation 
as Local Green Space. 
 
27. Indeed, there is already a public right of way over the site which protects public 
access onto the site. Public access across the site would therefore be protected and 
accommodated should the site be developed in the future, meaning that the site 
could still be accessed and used by the local community. An additional Local Green 
Space designation would be onerous and unnecessary. 
 

National Planning Practice Guidance Compliance 
 



28. According to the National Planning Practice Guidance (“the NPPG”), a Local 
Green Space does not need to be in public ownership. However, the guidance 
requires that “the qualifying body (in the case of neighbourhood plan-making) should 
contact landowners at an early stage about proposals to designate any part of their 
land as Local Green Space” (ref. 37-019-20140306). 
 
29. The Parish Council has not followed the process required by the NPPG as the 
landowners have never been contacted directly by the Parish Council (at an early 
stage or otherwise) and did not therefore have the opportunity to engage in the 
process early on. 
 
30. Given that the Local Green Space designation affords similar policy protection to 
Green Belt designation, the landowners should have been contacted early in the 
process and not simply through the standard public consultation process. 

 
Other Considerations 
 
31. The assessment of the ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’ in the Local  
Green Spaces Report states that the site “is close to the Listed Building East 
Wantley and should be protected”. 
 
32. The Listed Building of East Wantley is approximately 150m away from the site. 
Any future development of the site would need to be sensitive to the setting of any 
nearby heritage assets and this should be properly addressed at application stage. 
The proximity of a listed heritage asset is not therefore sufficient justification for a 
Local Green Space designation. 

 
Conclusion 
 
33. We do not consider that the documents currently being consulted on adequately 
address the examiner’s concerns, for the following reasons: 
• the evidence base is not sufficiently robust to demonstrate that the Local Green 
Space designation criteria set out a paragraph 76-78 of the Framework have been 
met; and 
• the large number of Local Green Spaces proposed mean that they are of 
fundamental importance to the integrity of the Plan, and should be properly 
evidenced and justified. 
 
34. Specifically, the proposed designation of ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’ 
has not been adequately evidenced. The proposed designation should be removed 
for the following reasons: 
• The Local Green Space Report (June 2016) does not satisfactorily demonstrate 
that the site is ‘demonstrably special to the local community and holds a particular 
local significance’. 
• The Parish Council has not followed the process specified in the NPPG (ref. 
37-019-20140306) as it did not notify the landowners at an early stage of the 
planning designation of Local Green Space. 
• The existence of a Public Rights of Way across the site means that public access 
onto the site is subject to legal protection and could therefore the accommodated in 
any future development. 
• The site represents a good opportunity to deliver much-needed new homes in 
accordance with the Local Plan and the national requirements. 
 
35. The designation of the site as Local Green Space therefore fails the test of being 
“drafted with clarity”, and “precise and supported by appropriate evidence” (NPPG 



ref: 41-041-20140306) and does not therefore meet the national policy basic 
condition. 
 
36. The removal of the Local Green Space designation for the site site would 
therefore make the Neighbourhood Plan more robust and it would therefore stand a 
better chance of passing the examination. 
 

SITE ALLOCATIONS METHODOLOGY 
 
Response to Examiner’s Report (2016) 
 
37. According to paragraph 9.11 of the Examiner’s Report for the previous Plan 
submission, the evidence base of the Plan would be more robust if it explained how 
the proposed allocation of 195 dwellings in the Plan was derived in the context of a 
strategic provision of at least 1,500 dwellings through neighbourhood planning in the 
District as a whole, as per the requirements of the Horsham Development Planning 
Framework. 
 
38. Paragraph 9.12 of the examiner’s report therefore requests a statement showing 
how the neighbourhood plans in the District contribute towards the achievement of 
the overall 1,500 dwelling requirement. However, this has not been provided in the 
latest consultation. 
 
Failure to provide this therefore poses the risk that the Plan will not pass 
examination. 
 
39. Paragraph 9.14 of the examiner’s report expresses reservations about the site 
allocations selection criteria set out join the Site Assessment Report (April 2015) and 
the Supplemental Site Assessment Report (October 2015). These reservations can 
be summarised as follows: 
• lack of general criteria relating to sustainability; 
• lack of criteria regarding agricultural land quality; 
• lack of clarity regarding what is meant by a ‘village greenspace / treasure’ criteria; 
• lack of clear explanation as to how the criteria for site selection has been applied 
 
40. In particular, at paragraph 9.22 of the Examiner’s Report the examiner 
expressed concern over how the site ‘Downsview Avenue, Field behind Paula Rosa’ 
(referred to in the most recent consultation documents as ‘Field at the end of 
Downsview Avenue’) has been assessed. 
 
41. We do not consider that the reservations of the examiner have been sufficiently 
addressed in the latest consultation for the below reasons. 
 
42. No criteria regarding agricultural land quality has been included in the 
assessment of the sites. 
 
43. No specific sustainability criteria has been included in the assessment of the 
sites. There is some detail in the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (June 2016) regarding the sustainability impact of the Neighbourhood 
Plan policies, including Policy 2 (Site Allocations). However, this is limited to generic 
statements such as: “The eight housing site allocations of Policy 2 are all, by 
definition, sustainable locations for housing development as they all accord with 
Policy 1 of the Plan.” The relative sustainability of each site has not been assessed, 
and so this element of evidence base for the proposed site allocations is deficient. 
 



44. ‘Village greenspace/treasure’ is now defined on page three of the Site 
Assessment Report Policy 2 June 2016 as: “Green and Open Spaces, Conservation 
Area, Character Houses/Buildings of Architectural or historical interest”. However, 
there is still no clarity as to how detrimental impact has been assessed. 
 
45. As an example, the below sites all presumably fall within the ‘green and open 
spaces’ element of the above definition, but they have arbitrarily different 
assessments in the Site Assessment Report - Appendix Document June 2016 as to 
likely impact on a village greenspace/treasure: 
• The development of ‘Downsview Avenue, Field behind Paula Rosa’ has been 
assessed as likely to be ‘very detrimental’. 
• The development of the Ravenscroft Allotments site has been assessed as being 
‘not likely’ to be detrimental. 
• The development of the Land off North Street, Old Ryecroft Allotments has been 
assessed as being ‘quite likely’ to be detrimental. 
• The development of the Land of Amberly Road site has been assessed to be ‘quite 
likely’ to be detrimental. 
• The development of the RAFA site has been assessed to be ‘not likely’ to be 
detrimental. 
• The development of the High Chaparral site has been assessed to be ‘not likely’ to 
be detrimental. 
• The development of the Rock Road, Heath Common site has been assessed to be 
‘not likely’ to be detrimental. 
 
46. Given that the impact on a village greenspace/treasure appears to be an 
important criteria for the assessment of sites (with a maximum score of 5 for ‘very 
likely’ to create a detrimental impact), it is of fundamental importance to the 
robustness and integrity of the evidence base for Policy 2 that this is clarified and 
made transparent as to how it has been applied. 
 
47. Further detail as to how the evidence base should be improved in respect of the 
site allocations policy and its relationship with the site identified as ‘Field at the end 
of Downsview Avenue’ is set out below. 
 

Assessment of Site 
 
48. The latest consultation includes an updated Site Assessment Report Policy 2 
(June 2016) and a Site Assessment Report Appendix Document (June 2016) (“the 
Appendix Document”). 
 
49. The Appendix Document re-assesses the ‘Field at the end of Downsview 
Avenue’ and awards a score of 13, rendering it ineligible for allocation. However, two 
scores have been changed from the previous assessment. 
 
50. In the previous assessment, the site was assessed as being outside and not 
abutting a built up area. This was criticised at paragraph 9.22 of the Examiner’s 
Report, as the site does in fact abut a built up area. This assessment has now been 
amended in the updated Appendix Document, reducing the score from 5 to 2. 
 
51. However, in the previous assessment, the site was assessed as being ‘quite 
likely’ to be detrimental to a village greenspace/treasure therefore generating a 
score of 2, whereas in the updated Appendix Document the site is now assessed as 
being ‘very likely’ to be detrimental to a village greenspace/treasure therefore 
generating a score of 5 
. 



52. The lack of clarity regarding how detrimental impact as been defined and applied 
notwithstanding, no explanation has been given as to why the score has been 
increased from 2 to 5. Nothing has changed in respect of the site since the previous 
assessment. This lack of transparency implies arbitrary scoring and an evidence 
base whose quality is not befitting the production of a development plan document 
as per the requirements of national policy and law. 
 
53. If the assessment criteria had been more consistently and transparently applied, 
then the site would have been more likely to have achieved a score of 7 thereby 
rendering it suitable for allocation. This is set out in the table overleaf. 
 

 
 
54. As per the reservations set out in the Examiner’s Report, we consider that the 
evidence base of the Neighbourhood Plan would be stronger if it clearly explains 
how the criteria for the site assessments had been applied. 
 

Sustainability and Suitability of the Site for Residential Development 
 
55. Bullet point 11 in paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
encourages development to be focused in locations that are or can be sustainable. 
The examiner has raised concerns about the selection of the criteria, particularly 
sustainability. Paragraphs 35-38 of the National Planning Policy Framework refer to 
transport and infrastructure sustainability which Neighbourhood Plans should factor 
into its housing allocations. 
 
56. The ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’ is in a location that can enhance the 
existing infrastructure and development which will integrate with the existing 
neighbourhood positively, focusing on community interaction to provide a strong 
sense of place for residents. 



57. The scale of any development would be a modest residential expansion to 
Storrington, and development of the site would reflect the local character and density 
of the area and respect the urban grain of the surroundings. 
 
58. Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework establishes a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. Local planning authorities are 
required to positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area 
and should plan to meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of 
doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Similarly, 
planning permission for sustainable development should be granted unless any 
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits. 
 
59. Footnote 9 under paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework sets 
out designations which would indicate that development should be restricted. None 
of these apply to the application site. Other than the lack of an allocation for 
development, no designations apply to the site which would prevent it from being 
developed for residential use. 
 
60. Whilst policies in the newly adopted Horsham District Development Framework 
seek to make optimal use of previously developed land, it is not possible to 
accommodate all future development on these sites given the predominantly rural 
nature of the District and the number of houses the Council have to provide. 
 
61. The site therefore represents an excellent opportunity for residential 
development to assist the District Council and the Parish in delivering a proportion of 
the total housing requirement of 1,500 homes through Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
62. We consider the site would be sustainable due to the points below: 

 
Economic 
• The development of the site would represent a significant capital investment in the 
area. 
• The development of the site will make a significant financial contribution to the 
provision of local infrastructure, which will support sustainable economic growth. The 
Parish Council would be eligible for a 25% share of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy monies generated by development in the area. Horsham District Council is 
scheduled to adopt a Community Infrastructure Levy in December 2016. 
• More families will mean more opportunities to spend money within the area for 
independent stores that will boost the economy of the area in the process. 
 

Social 
• The development of the site will improve local housing supply, which is in the 
interest of social sustainability given the link between quality of life and access to an 
adequate choice of good quality housing. 
• The development of the site will provide a local-policy compliant mix of housing 
types, including market and affordable homes. 
• The applicant will make a contribution to local infrastructure provision, which will be 
to the benefit of local community services and facilities. 
• The development of the site would provide a reasonable amount of open space, 
which will enhance the quality of life for the residents and the local community. 
• The site would be developed to be a natural small-scale extension to an existing 
settlement and would therefore benefit from good access to local services and 
amenities. 
 



Environmental 
 
• The site is on the edge of Storrington, defined in local policy as a small town or 
larger village. It is therefore well connected to an existing settlement and would not 
negatively impact the open countryside. 
• Any development could retain the treelined boundary to the east and west, in the 
interest of environmental sustainability and conservation. 
• The development of the site would aim to retain and enhance as much 
greenspace/open space as possible, which would enhance the landscape and 
biodiversity of the area. 
 
63. Contrary to the assessment of the site on page 15 of the Site Assessment 
Report Policy 2 June 2016, the site is suitable, achievable and available for 
residential development. 
 

Conclusion 
 
64. The latest consultation documents are deficient for the following reasons relating 
to Policy 2: 
• the Neighbourhood Plan needs to be supported by a more robust assessment as to 
how it arrived at its proposed housing numbers in relation to the Horsham 
Development Planning Frameworks requirement that 1,500 homes are delivered 
through neighbourhood plans; 
• the Neighbourhood Plan needs to be supported by more robust assessment that is 
consistent with both local and national policy e.g. agricultural land quality and 
sustainability of each site; 
• the assessment criteria for the various sites is not clear, precise or transparent e.g. 
there is no explanation as to why the score for ‘detrimental to village greenspace’ for 
the ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’ site has been switched from two to five, 
and there is no clarity regarding how detrimental impact has been assessed and 
applied in general. 
 
65. We recommend producing more evidence on how the latest Neighbourhood Plan 
got to its housing figures. 
 
66. The site assessment criteria and its application should be clarified and 
consistently applied.  By doing so, the ‘Field at the end of Downsview Avenue’ site 
would be eligible for allocation for housing. The site should therefore be allocated for 
housing in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
These changes would render the Neighbourhood Plan and its evidence base more 
robust and would increase its chances of passing independent examination. 
 
Ends 
 

August 2016  
 
 
 
 



 
 
With regards to the pit site, which lies immediately adjacent (south) of Sullington Warren. You are 
aware that the site abuts a SSSI and as such an impact assessment would need to be completed as 
part of any application. This impact assessment would cover impacts with regards to habitats and 
species within the site, i.e. the development boundary, but also address impacts on habitats and 
species of importance outside the red line boundary. In essence direct impacts and indirect impacts 
would need to be discussed.  
 
With regards to the site in question. Having reviewed the site, the layout and the design, I can see 



that there would be no direct impacts on the SSSI. There would be no land loss, land take, habitat 
fragmentation or habitat isolation resulting from the proposed development on the SSSI. In essence 
none of the SSSI is to be lost nor will the development result in the SSSI becoming more exposed or 
isolated in such a way as to make the SSSI less stable in terms of its long term viability.  
 
With regards to indirect impacts, we do have to consider the implications that development has on 
offsite habitats and look to reduce these to negligible impacts, if this is indeed possible. With regards 
to this site specifically, the proposals are of modest proportions, with only 6 units proposed within the 
site boundaries. This reflects on current housing densities around the site. The building of 6 houses 
alone would not be considered significant. We would have to look at in combination projects, 
however, I am currently unaware of any applications for large scale developments within the 
immediate area.  
 
In terms of indirect impacts the following have to be considered; light levels with regards to bats 
foraging within our site and within the SSSI; increase predation of birds and other species within the 
SSSI due to increase in residential dwellings around the SSSI by cats; drainage; dust during 
construction.  
 
The 20m buffer along the northern edge would certainly be significant in terms of reducing/minimising 
any impact with regards to light levels altering as well as cat predation. The buffer can be enhanced, 
certainly around the very edges with more thorny species to further reduce any cat incursion into the 
SSSI. If gorse is present, then this would certainly reduce this. I would suggest that the 20m buffer is 
kept outside the ownership of the 6 new dwellings and maintained and enhanced as its own entity 
and linked to the management expectations of the SSSI. As such, there would be no loss of this 
buffer and therefore the cat issue and lighting issue would not be altered in the long term. Ie. no room 
for loss of buffer from home owners. I would also suggest no lighting if possible, or low level bollard 
lighting within the road. Lighting can be conditioned, but by thinking about this up front and 
developing a lightning plan in the master plan this issue can certainly be removed.  
 
With regards to drainage, I would assume your drainage consultant will ensure that run off is to 
current green field levels and as such would not impact or alter on the water levels that are currently 
flowing into the SSSI (if they do at all.). This would be included in our impact report. 
 
Finally with regards to dust/pollution etc during construction. We would recommend a range of 
measures to ensure that pollution and dust levels are kept to a minimal. This may mean screens 
established along the 20m buffer, damping down a construction environmental management plan. 
However, this would only be a short term disturbance and would be minimal, once mitigation is in 
place, and would not be considered significant.  
 
As such, I believe no direct impacts. Indirect impacts will be mitigated for by the buffer. The buffer 
does have to be well managed and this must be secured in some financial agreement. If this is in 
place then I believe impacts would be negligible.  
 
We trust this assessment provides sufficient comfort at this stage as to the negligible (if any) impact 
the site may have on the SSSI.  
 

Access – Heather Way  
The proposed site, as set out within the previously submitted indicative layout, would be served by an 
access from Heather Way. Under previous schemes access was considered via Water Lane and an 
existing access point currently exist serving the site in this location (through the Angel Sands 
development to the south). However, the SSW Forum had previously commented on the poor access 
point from Water Lane and raised concern regarding safety.  
 
It can be confirmed therefore that access will be exclusively via Heather Way. Our clients have 
informed us that an agreement is in place to allow access via Heather Way which is an unadopted 
and private road. Horsham District Council specifically requested reassurance that access can be 
achieved in this regard.  
 
Horsham District Council also requested conformation that access points from Heather Way meet 
West Sussex County Council standards.  
 
Further detailed work could accompany any future application, however, at this stage the following 
assessment made by WSP Group Transport Consultants is considered sufficient.  
 
Heather Way lies within the 30mph speed limit at the edge of Storrington, forming part of the public 
right of way network (footpath). It appears to go on to serve Heather Lane via other access point(s) to 



the east. Based on the speed limit, visibility splays at this junction should be in excess of 2.4 x 45m in 
each direction. To the west (right) visibility is in excess of this; to the east (left) it appears that some 
trimming of vegetation may be necessary to achieve this. 
 
Heather Lane lies within the 40mph (buffer) speed limit to the east of Storrington including areas up to 
and including the Water Lane junction. Based on the speed limit, visibility splays at this junction 
should be in excess of 2.4 x 59m in each direction. At an ‘X’-distance (drivers position of 2m, to the 
west (right) visibility appears to exceed the ‘y’ distance; to the east (left) it appears that some 
trimming of vegetation will be necessary to achieve this.  
 
As the access points serve existing dwellings it is in the interests of all properties currently serving 
Heather Way to improve visibility with enhanced maintenance  
 
In the event that adjacent property owners seek to obstruct or prevent the potential improvement of 
visibility it may be possible for the Highway Authority to advance a S79 application (Highways Act 
1980) to address this matter  
 
Maintaining the visibility at this junction serves an important highway function thus it might be 
reasonable for the development to enter into a S142 Licence (Highways Act 1980) to maintain the 
trimming of the vegetation and thus preserve and enhance visibility at the junction  
 
I believe there are in excess of 20 dwellings served by these two access points. As a conflict point on 
the A283 already exists, increases in traffic on the minor arm will have a small effect on accident 
potential, however any contribution which preserves or enhances the safety of this junction should 
make a positive contribution to road safety.  
 
Safe access is therefore clearly achievable from Heather Way. In addition, there is a demonstrable 
benefit in terms of potentially improving the safety of the residents living at the existing properties of 
Heather Way and using the existing access points.  

 
Other Matters  
 
In relation to Archaeology, the site has previously been scored negatively due to the presence of 
archaeology to the north (within the Sullington SSSI). The site is separate from the SSSI to the north 
and the presence of archaeological remains outside of the site boundary should not be used as 
evidence that the site itself has archaeological remains.  
 
To be absolutely clear on this matter, the site is a former sand pit / quarry. An assessment of 
archaeology would have been made at the time the quarry was granted planning permission but in 
any instance, by the very nature of the activity of minerals extraction, it is considered highly unlikely 
that any archaeology would be present onsite.  
 
We are aware that the site has been shown to be within close proximity of an Ancient Woodland 
(identified incorrectly within previous submissions, including the scoring related to the Neighbourhood 
Plan, to the north of the site within the Sullington Warren SSSI). 
 
For the avoidance of doubt, the SSSI is not a designated Ancient Woodland and is not shown as such 
on either the MAGIC website (Natural England website) or the Horsham District Planning Framework 
Proposals Map. Subsequently the site cannot be scored negatively as a result of proximity to such a 
designation.  
 
Lastly, we would like to reiterate that the site is not subject to any habitat or environmental 
designation.  
 
We would strongly urge the Neighbourhood Plan Forum therefore to consider the information 
provided within this letter and to allocate the remaining land at the former Angel Sandpit site for a low 
density / low impact development of six dwellings.  
 
If you have any further queries or require further information please contact me on 01903 248777.  
Yours sincerely  
 
ECE Planning  
Chris Barker MATP MRTPI  
Managing Director 



August 2016 

 



 
Figure 1 - Site Context 
 

Angell Sandpit is not currently in use; however, the site was formerly used as a sand pit. Any concern 
regarding the impact of this former use on future development (i.e. contamination) can be mitigated 
and addressed accordingly. The site immediately to the south, which also formed part of the 
original sand pit, was recently granted planning permission for four dwellings on appeal 
(APP/Z3825/A/09/2114514). The Inspector recognised the site’s suitability for residential 
development out-weighed the concerns of contamination. 
 
Access to the proposed development site could be achieved from a direct access to the site from 
Water Lane (north of Chestnut School Cottage), an access off Washington Road to the south, or via 
Heather Way to the west. 
 

Submission SSWNP July 2015 
The Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan was submitted for formal independent 
examination in January 2016 but the Examiner concluded that in several respects it did not meet the 
basic conditions and therefore the Plan was not recommended to progress to a referendum. 
 
The Examiner had particular concerns with the allocation of the following sites: 
 

 



 
The Submission SSWNP which was found in several respects to not meet the basic conditions, 
provided for approximately 295 dwellings. 
 
Approximately 225 of these dwellings are included in the table above.  
 
The Examiner explicitly stated, the Paula Rosa site (Robell Way) is in direct conflict with the HDPF, 
and the two remote sites at Old London Road, are not sustainably located. Therefore the cumulative 
total of these three allocations, 115 dwellings, needs to be found elsewhere in the Neighbourhood 
Plan area, if the Steering Group seek to provide for an appropriate level of new housing,  
commensurate of that allocated for in the previous Submission SSWNP. 
 
The Examiner stated with his Report: 
 
“I am also concerned as to the accuracy of some of the assessments made in the Site Assessment 
Report.” 
 
This is clearly demonstrated in the scoring of the Land at Angell Sandpit below: 



 
Figure 3 - The Site Score Sheet for Land at Angell Sandpit – Total 15 

The following discussion sets out the inaccuracies of the scoring for land at Angell Sandpit. 
 
Criterion 2 – Does the site sit within or abut the Built-up Area? 
The proposed development site at Angell Sandpit abuts the Built Up Area on two fronts (as shown 
below). 
 

 
Figure 4 - Built Up Area Boundary of Storrington 

As the site clearly abuts the Built-up Area Boundary on two fronts it should have received a score of 2 
against this criterion. 
 
Criterion 5 – Would development of the site be detrimental to village greenspace/treasure? 
 
The proposed development site at Angell Sandpit represents a previously used site, and is therefore 
neither located within an identified ‘village greenspace’, nor could it be considered to represent an 
existing ‘village greenspace’. 
 
The nearest identified ‘Local Green Space’ from the site is Sandgate Park which is opposite the site, 
to the east of Water Lane. Residential development separates the two sites, and therefore, we 
strongly contend that against this criterion, land at Angell Sandpit should definitely not receive a score 
of 5, but a score of 2 would be reasonable. 
 
The Examiner also suggested that the lack of definition as to what is meant by “village greenspace/ 
treasure” makes the application of this criterion somewhat arbitrary: 
 
“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.” 
 



Criterion 7 – Would development be compatible with the local area? 
 
As previously discussed, residential development forms three of the site’s four boundaries. The site is 
contiguous with the Built-up Area boundary of Storrington, and the character of the local area is 
indisputably residential. 
 
Therefore, it must be reasonably considered that residential development on this site is entirely 
compatible with the local area. However, taking a pragmatic stance that some change in character 
would occur a score of 2 would be appropriate. 
 
Summary 
In summary, a more considered, appropriate and accurate scoring for the site at Angell Sandpit is 
shown below: 

 
Figure 5 - Revised Score Sheet for land at Angell Sandpit – Total 7 
 

On the basis of the accurate scoring of the promoted site, Angell Sandpit should score maximum of 7, 
and therefore should be allocated for residential development within the revised SSWNP. 
 
The site could accommodate up to 15 dwellings, and constitutes an appropriate site for new housing 
on the edge of the village of Storrington. 
 
The site adjoins the built up area boundary of Storrington on two fronts and would lead to a 
continuous form of residential development from the centre of Storrington. Therefore, the site would 
represent the natural extension of the village, without having any harm to the character of the local 
area. 
 

Conclusion 
It has been demonstrated that land at Angell Sandpit represents a logical and appropriate site to be 
allocated for residential development for up to 10 dwellings within the revised SSWNP. 
 
Due to the Examiner’s comments and concerns, the Steering Group will have to identify alternative 
sites for the allocation of housing. As demonstrated, this site should have scored a total of 5 within 
the original process and therefore should be a priority site for allocation within the revised SSWNP. 
 
The site adjoins the settlement boundary of Storrington on two fronts and would represent a 
continuous form of residential development from the centre of Storrington, without having any 
adverse impacts on the character of the surrounding area. 
 
The site remains available, suitable for development and would be viable for the erection of up to 10 
units. 
Therefore, land at Angell Sandpit should be seriously considered to be allocated within the revised 
SSWNP for up to 10 dwellings. 
 
Appended to this Planning Letter is the previous planning report which made representations to the 



SSWNP Steering Group seeking the allocation of land at Angell Sandpit within the Submission 
SSWNP. 
 
If you have any further queries or require further information please contact me on 01903 248777. 
 
Yours sincerely 
ECE Planning 
Chris Barker MATP MRTPI 
Managing Director 
Enc. 
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1. Preamble 
1.1. This report has been produced by ECE Planning on behalf of Brian Wilkinson in support of their 
representations to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan, in response to 
the ‘six week public consultation’ period (28 August – 9 October 2015). 
 
1.2. Jointly prepared by Storrington & Sullington Parish Council and Washington Parish Council under 
the provisions of the Localism Act 2011, if formally adopted the SSWNP will form part of the Local 
Development Plan against which development proposals should be determined. In this regard the 
National Planning Policy Framework states: 
‘Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their 
neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development they need. Parishes and neighbourhood 
forums can use neighbourhood planning to: 

set planning policies through neighbourhood plans to determine decisions on planning applications; 
and 

grant planning permission through Neighbourhood Development Orders and Community Right to 
Build Orders for specific development which complies with the order.’ 
 
1.3. To enable neighbourhood forums to profit from these powers, an adopted neighbourhood plan 
must comply with the ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’, as stated at paragraph 
184 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
‘Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local peoples to ensure that they get the 
right types of development for their community. The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned 
with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan. To facilitate this, local planning 
authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for the area and ensure that an up-to-date 
Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood plans should reflect these policies and 
neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. Neighbourhood plans and orders should not 
promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’ 
(Paragraph 184, NPPF) 
 
1.4. In this case, the SSWNP should comply with those strategic needs and priorities of Horsham 
District Council, as well as the South Downs National Park Authority (within which part of the 
designated neighbourhood plan area is located). 
 
1.5. Therefore, this report and those representations that it supports, examine at length the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ – and the evidence base upon which it was prepared – against the strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider Horsham District. 
 
1.6. While the HDPF has yet to be formally adopted, the evidence base that has informed its strategic 
policies – including the Planning Inspectors initial conclusions in relation to housing need – are 
considered to represent those ‘strategic objectives’ to which the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must comply. 
 
1.7. The representations and recommendations that are provided by way of this report, and which 
seek to determine whether the ‘Submission SSWNP’ complies with the ‘strategic needs and priorities 
of the wider local area’ (i.e. the emerging Horsham District Development Plan), have been prepared 
against the provisions of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
 
1.8. In this regard Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), identifies 
those basic conditions that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must meet if it is to be found acceptable by an 
independent examiner. These basic conditions are as follow: 

Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issues by the Secretary of 
State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan; 

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 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. 
 
1.9. These representations and recommendations to the ‘Submission SSWNP’ seek to determine 
whether the SSWNP meets each of these basic conditions. 
 
1.10. This report, and the representations and recommendations that it provides, should be read in 
light of the ‘consideration of the site at ‘Sandpit off Water Lane’ (Angell Sandpit) for future residential 
development. 
 

2. Introduction 
 
2.1. The ‘Submission Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan’, to which this report 
makes representations on behalf of Brian Wilkinson, seeks to support the strategic development 
needs set out in the Horsham District Development Plan, and to plan positively to support local 
development, shaping and directing development within the designated area. The ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ should therefore plan positively to meet the objectively assessed housing need through 
the identification of suitable sites for future residential development. 
 
2.2. Prepared against the backdrop of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) – 
which is to form the basis of the Horsham District Development Plan – the ‘Submission SSWNP’ 
must respond to those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area’ as identified within the 
HDPF. However, in light of those explicit failures of the ‘Proposed Submission’ HDPF –highlighted 
through the Planning Inspectors initial findings – the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should respond not only 
to those strategic policies identified within the HDPF, but also those initial conclusions of the 
Planning Inspector and any emerging evidence base. 
 
2.3. Consequently, if the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to be found to respond only to those ‘strategic 
needs and priorities of the wider local area’ identified through the ‘Proposed Submission’ HDPF, it is 
considered that this will represent a failure to meet those basic conditions of a neighbourhood plan 
(as identified at Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)). A failure 
of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to also meet those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local 
area’ that are identified by way of the Planning Inspectors initial findings and the emerging 
evidence base, will also lead to the conclusion that the neighbourhood plan does not meet these 
basic conditions. 
 
2.4. It is therefore anticipated that, if the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is to meet those basic conditions of a 
neighbourhood plan (as identified at Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended)), it must plan proactively to meet those ‘strategic needs and priorities of the wider local 
area’, most explicitly the objectively assessed housing need of the parishes and the wider District. 
Consequently, the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must plan proactively to meet this objectively assessed 
housing need, and provide for the allocation of suitable and appropriate sites throughout the plan 
period. 
 
2.5. Therefore, the ability of the ‘Submission SSWNP’ to meet the basic conditions of a 
neighbourhood plan is reliant upon the identification and acknowledgement of the objectively 
assessed development need, as well as the appropriate allocation of land to meet this need. 
 
2.6. The following representations to the ‘Submission SSWNP’ assess fully those policies and 
objectives of the SSWNP, including the proposed allocations of land for future development, against 
the objectively assessed development needs and the emerging Horsham District Development Plan. 
 

3. The Site 
 
3.1. Introduction 
3.1.1. This report, and the representations and recommendations that it contains, has been prepared 
on behalf of Brian Wilkinson in support of the future residential development of the land at Angell 
Sandpit, Water Lane, Storrington. This report should be read in conjunction with previous 
representations submitted to the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan, and 



Horsham District Council, as well as the recent planning application for the residential redevelopment 
of the site. 
 
3.1.2. Those following sections of this report, which seek to identify the objectively assessed housing 
need, explore the strategy for delivering residential development, and examine those policies and 
objectives of the ‘Submission SSWNP’, have been prepared in support of the future residential 
development of the site at Angel Sandpit, Water Lane, Storrington. 
 

3.2. Site Location 
 
3.2.1. The land that currently forms Angell Sandpit, and in relation to which these representations 
have been made to the ‘Submission SSWNP’, is located to the west of Water Lane approximately 
1km to the east of Storrington Village Centre. 
 
3.2.2. The site is bounded by residential development to the east, south and west; whilst the northern 
boundary of the site is formed by woodland. 
 
3.2.3. The site directly abuts the built-up area boundary of Storrington & Sullington on two fronts 
(north and west). 
 
3.2.4. Residential development in this location would follow the continuous form of built development 
of Storrington Village, as the site abuts the built up area boundary; and would be fully compatible with 
the residential character of the local area. 
 

 
3.3. Existing Use 
 
3.3.1. Angell Sandpit is not currently in use; however, the site was formerly used as a sand pit. Any 
concern regarding the impact of this former use on future development (i.e. contamination) can be 
mitigated and addressed accordingly. The site immediately to the south, which also formed part of 
the original sand pit, was recently granted planning permission for four dwellings on appeal 
(APP/Z3825/A/09/2114514). The Inspector recognised the site’s suitability for residential 
development out-weighed the concerns of contamination. The site could accommodate up to 15 
units. 
 

3.4. Access 
 
3.4.1. Access to the proposed development site could be achieved from a direct access to the site 
from Water Lane (north of Chestnut School Cottage), an access off Washington Road to the south, or 
via Heather Way to the west. 
 

4. Development Need 
4.1. Introduction 
4.1.1. The National Planning Policy Framework ‘the Framework’ identifies the role that local 
Development Plan Documents (DPDs) – such as the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework 
– and neighbourhood plans (including the SSWNP) perform in identifying the objectively assessed 
development need, as well as providing policy framework through which this identified need can be 



met. Indeed, the development need that is identified by way of the evidence base should form the 
cornerstone of those ‘strategic priorities’ for the development plan area. 
 
‘Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities for the area in the Local Plan. This 
should include strategic policies to deliver: 

the homes and jobs needed in the area; 

the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development; 

the provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste management, water supply, 
wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of minerals and energy 
(including heat); 

the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and other local facilities; and 

climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic 
environment, including landscape.’ 
 
(Paragraph 156, NPPF) 
 
4.1.2. It is these ‘strategic priorities’ – including the delivery of development that provides for the 
homes and jobs that are required in the plan area – should be reflected within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’. 
 
This requirement is clearly identified within paragraph 184 of the Framework, which states: 
 
‘The ambition of the neighbourhood should be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the 
wider local area. Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 
Local Plan. To facilitate this, local planning authorities should set out clearly their strategic policies for 
the area and ensure that an up-to-date Local Plan is in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood 
plans should reflect these policies and neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. 
Neighbourhood plans and order should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan 
or undermine its strategic policies.’ 
 
4.1.3. On this basis, whilst it is acknowledged that Horsham District Council are yet to ensure that an 
upto-date Local Plan is in place, it is strongly contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must reflect 
those ‘strategic objectives’ of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework, including the 
objectively assessed housing need within the District. 
 
4.1.4. Therefore, as with the assessment of the Horsham District Planning Framework itself, the 
‘Submission SSWNP’ must demonstrate that it plans proactively to meet the objectively assessed 
housing need within the plan area, as well as that arising from the wider District. In this regard, the 
following seeks to identify the objectively assessed development needs wider District and within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area itself. 
 
4.1.5. This assessment is based upon the evidence base produced in support of the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’, and the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework, as well as the Planning 
Inspectors initial conclusions following the examination in public of the HDPF. 
 

4.2. Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Horsham District Council 
 
4.2.1. The requirement – as identified within the Framework – that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should 
reflect those ‘strategic objectives’ of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF), 
including delivering future residential development that meets housing need, ensures that the 
establishment of the objectively assessed housing need within the District is fundamental in the 
preparation of the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
4.2.2. Indeed, the identification of the objectively assessed development and infrastructure needs 
arising from within the District – including within Storrington & Sullington Parish and Washington 
Parish – as well as that need generated from neighbouring authorities (including London), is the 
cornerstone of the preparation of the Horsham District Planning Framework. For it is against this 
objectively assessed need that those strategic policies that form the HDPF, and that must therefore 
be reflected in the SSWNP, should be prepared. 
 
4.2.3. Consequently, for if the SSWNP is to plan proactively to meet those ‘strategic policies’ of the 
HDPF, including meeting housing need, the objectively assessed development and infrastructure 
needs that both Local and Neighbourhood Plans should meet must be supported by a robust and 
justified evidence base. 
 
4.2.4. In this regard, the Horsham District Planning Framework – alongside the evidence base from 



which it has been prepared – has been submitted to the Secretary of State for examination by an 
independent Planning Inspector. The purpose of which is to establish the objectively assessed 
development needs over the plan period (2011-31). However following those ‘hearings’ held in 
relation to the examination of the HDPF, the Planning Inspector has concluded that the objectively 
assessed development needs as identified within the Proposed Submission HDPF – and based 
upon the Council’s own evidence base – has been found to be significantly lower than the actual 
objectively assessed development needs. 
 
4.2.5. The Planning Inspector’s consideration of the development requirement identified within the 
HDPF, and their identification of the actual objectively assessed development needs, are explored 
within the Inspector’s initial conclusions published following the ‘hearings’ into the HDPF. The 
following seeks to examine the development requirement as identified within the emerging HDPF, as 
well as the development need identified by the Planning Inspector. This assessment seeks to 
establish the actual development requirement for the District and therefore the ‘strategic objectives’ to 
which the SSWNP must comply. 
 
4.2.6. Policy 14 of the Horsham District Planning Framework identifies the amount of the residential 
development that is to be delivered throughout the District over the plan period (2011-2031). It is 
understood that the housing requirement identified within the HDPF accounts for in-migration, 
economic growth, as well as some need that is generated by neighbouring local authorities (including 
London), and is based upon the Locally Generated Needs Study Update 2012 (LGNS), as well as the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) Update 2012. Both of these identify a variety of 
population and economic growth scenarios that provide for growth within the District.  Forming the 
basis of the identified need within the Horsham District Planning Framework, the findings of the LGNS 
and SHMA are shaped further by the Councils ‘Duty to Cooperate’ with neighbouring local authorities. 
 
4.2.7. On the basis of the housing need identified by way of the LGNS, SHMA and ‘Duty to 
Cooperate’, the housing target as identified at Policy 14 of the HDPF, takes account of the perceived 
environmental and landscape capacity of the District, as well as other constraints on residential 
development. 
 
4.2.8. On the basis of the findings of the LGNS and the SHMA, coupled with the those identified 
constraints on development within the plan area, a housing need of 13,000 dwellings between 2011 
and 2031 (650 dwellings per annum) is identified within the Horsham District Planning Framework. 
Horsham District Council considered this housing need to represent the objectively assessed housing 
need within the District that can be delivered sustainably. This identified need represents a 
continuation of the target for Horsham as stipulated within the now revoked South East Plan. 
 
4.2.9. It is however, strongly contended that the Horsham District Planning Framework has failed to 
demonstrate the robustness of the evidence base upon which its identified housing need has been 
determined – both in respect of the conclusions drawn from the LGNS and SHMA, and those 
development constraints that have further reduced the identified housing need. 
 
4.2.10. With regards to the evidence base upon which the housing need in the HDPF has been 
identified, we share the view of the Planning Inspector in that the Council’s evidence base is 
incomplete and out of date. 
 
4.2.11. Indeed the Council’s evidence base prepared in support of the objectively assessed housing 
need associated with the HDPF, failed to account for the latest DCLG Household Projections. The 
NPPG clearly states that these projections should be the starting point for the identification of housing 
need. 
 
4.2.12. In this regard at the time of submission the 2011-based DCLG Household Projections 
indicated an annualised need of at least 699 dwellings throughout the District (2011-2031). 
Subsequent to the publication of the HDPF and ‘Submission SSWNP’ revised 2012-based DCLG 
Household Projections have been published (March 2015), reducing the housing need to 
approximately 595 dwellings per annum. The failure of the HDPF to account for either of these 
projections results in the conclusion that its evidence base is not up-to-date, and indeed contrary to 
the NPPG. 
 
4.2.13. In light of those significant issues in relation to the evidence base, and therefore the housing 
need identified within the HDPF, it is strongly contended that the actual housing need within the 
District is substantially greater than 13,000 dwellings as identified within the HDPF. 
 
4.2.14. Whilst it is acknowledged that the recent publication of the 2012-based DCLG Household 
Projections represent a reduction in projected household growth within the District between 2011- 



2031, the Planning Inspector concluded that – on the basis of the evidence presented at the 
Examination in Public – the housing requirement within the District as being in region of 750-800 
dwellings per annum. In their initial conclusions, the Planning Inspector states: 
 
‘I have concluded that the housing target in the HDPF should be increased to at least 750 
dpa.’ 
 
4.2.15. On this basis, whilst Horsham District Council are undertaking further evidence gathering in 
relation to the identification of the objectively assessed housing need, it is considered that the 
housing requirement (identified by the Planning Inspector) for the whole District should be adopted as 
the ‘strategic policy’ to which the SSWNP should comply. Therefore, for the purpose of these 
representations, the objectively assessed housing need within the whole District is at least 15,000 
dwellings over the plan period (2011-2031), at 750 dwellings per annum. 
 

 
 
4.2.16. Whilst it is agreed that an annualised housing need of 750 dwellings per annum is considered 
to be a fair reflection of the objectively assessed housing need over the plan period (2011-2031), it is 
contended that this does not address the significant historic under-supply experienced within 
Horsham District which has arisen as a result of the systemic failures of the Council’s existing 
Development Plan. This historic under-supply of residential development has led to the accumulation 
of a significant housing supply deficit, a deficit that eliminates the Council’s five-year housing land 
supply. The following represents a calculation of the existing housing supply deficit (at the end of the 
2013/14 monitoring period) on the basis of the requirement to deliver 750 dwellings per annum since 
2011, and a requirement to provide 650 dwellings per annum between 2006 and 2011 in accordance 
with the since revoked South East Plan. 
 
4.2.17. However, in July 2015, the Planning Inspector concluded within their comments on the HDPF 
that 800 dwellings per annum is the annual housing requirement for Horsham District between 2011- 
2031; equating to a total need of 16,000 dwellings over that period. 
 
4.2.18. On the basis of the housing trajectory (Appendix A) it is contended that a housing supply 
deficit of 2,764 dwellings had been accrued by the end of the 2013/14 monitoring year. Under the 
provisions of both the National Planning Policy Framework and, the National Planning Practice 
Guidance, the housing need identified within the Horsham District Planning Framework must ‘reflect 
the consequences of past under delivery of housing’. Consequently, a deficit of 2,764 dwellings exist 
which must be addressed within the Horsham District Planning Framework and the SSWNP. 
 
4.2.19. Indeed the National Planning Practice Guidance states that; ‘Local planning authorities should 
aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5 years of the plan period where possible’ (Paragraph 
035, Reference ID: 3-035-20140306). It is therefore contended that both the Horsham District 
Planning Framework (HDPF) and SSWNP must plan proactively to meet this existing deficit within 
the next five years. 
 
4.2.20. On this basis the annualised housing need that should be met over the next five years within 
the District should be 1,353 dwellings per annum. Under the provisions of the National Planning 
Policy Framework and the National Planning Practice Guidance, meeting this significant housing 
need should form a key ‘strategic objective’ of the HDPF, and should therefore be reflected within 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’. 
 
4.2.21. The following section of this report therefore seeks to identify the appropriate level of housing 
need that is arising from within Storrington & Sullington Parish and Washington Parish, the additional 
housing need that should be accommodated within the SSWNP area, reflecting the role of Storrington 
& Sullington as a key settlement within the District. 
 

4.3. Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Storrington, Sullington & 
Washington 
 
4.3.1. The housing requirement for the wider Horsham District has been established through the 
Examination in Public of the HDPF, and the Planning Inspector’s initial conclusions, as being at least 



16,000 dwellings (800 dwellings per annum), rising to 1,314 dwellings per annum over the first five 
years to account for the existing deficit. Therefore, representing a key ‘strategic policy’ of the HDPF, 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’ should plan proactively to contribute to meeting this housing need, and not 
seek to provide for a lower level of housing need than that identified within the emerging HDPF. 
Indeed, paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that: 
 
‘Neighbourhood plans and order should not promote less development than set out in the 
Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.’ 
 
4.3.2. The following therefore examines the ‘objectively assessed housing need’ as identified within 
the ‘Submission SSWNP’, and seeks to identify the accurate housing need within those parishes that 
form the SSWNP area. 
 
4.3.3. With regards to the identification of an objectively assessed housing need within the 
Submission SSWNP’, whilst the ‘Submission SSWNP’ allocates land for future residential 
development to provide for approximately 300 dwellings over the plan period (2016-2031), the 
SSWNP fails to identify an objectively assessed housing need. Indeed, the allocation of land for 
future residential development to provide for approximately 300 dwellings within the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’, does not appear to be founded upon a robust evidence base that demonstrates an 
objectively assessed housing need. Instead, it appears that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ is not 
supported by an evidence base, and indeed that the level of residential development proposed is 
based solely upon the theoretical development capacity of those sites identified. 
 
4.3.4. Not only is it contended that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ fails to be based upon a robust evidence 
base, it has also failed to acknowledge its requirement to ‘be in general conformity with the strategic 
policies of the Local Plan’ (paragraph 184, NPPF). In this regard not only does the ‘Submission 
SSWNP’ fail to reflect the objectively assessed housing need identified through the ‘Proposed 
Submission HDPF’ (650 dwellings per annum), but also does not take account of the Planning 
Inspector’s initial conclusions that identify the housing need to be at least 750 dwellings per annum. 
 
4.3.5. In light of this failure the ‘Submission SSWNP’ fails to provide robust evidence in support of its 
conclusions that ‘the indicative total number of houses specifically provided for in the SSWNP is 
approximately 300 over the plan period’ and that ‘this quantum of development is considered to strict 
the right balance between meeting local housing need (and contributing to the proposed HDPF 
housing supply strategy)’. 
 
4.3.6. The following calculations seek to identify the housing need within the SSWNP area based 
upon the overall objectively assessed housing need within the District, as established through the 
Planning Inspector’s initial conclusions. In achieving this, these calculations identify the proportional 
housing need of the SSWNP area based upon the growth that is expected across the District, using 
the number of households currently within each Parish. 
 

 
 
4.3.7. The above calculation of the housing requirement within the SSWNP area, is based upon the 
percentage growth (households) expected on the basis of the initial findings of the Planning Inspector 
with regards to the HDPF. On this basis, it is expected that the number of households within the wider 
District will grow by 15,000 dwellings over the period 2011 to 2031, an increase of 27.3%. Were this 
level of growth to be replicated within the SSWNP, an addition 1,063 dwellings would be required 
over the same period (at 53.15 dwellings per annum). 
 
4.3.8. As with the Planning Inspector’s initial conclusions, these calculations (Figure 3 - Storrington, 
Sullington & Washington - Housing Need) do not account for the significant historic undersupply of 
residential development across the District (2,569 dwellings). If this deficit is to be accounted for 
within the next five years as required by the National Planning Practice Guidance; ‘Local planning 
authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5 years of the plan period where 
possible’ (Paragraph 035, Reference ID: 3-035-20140306), the housing requirement within the 
SSWNP area over the first five years of the neighbourhood plan would increase as calculated below. 
These calculations (Figure 4) are based upon the existing deficit of 2,569 dwellings (as at end of 
2013/14 monitoring period). 



 
4.3.9. On the basis of the above calculations, it is contended that the objectively assessed housing 
need within Storrington & Sullington Parish and Washington Parish is approximately 1,248 dwellings 
between 2011 and 2031. This incorporates the proportional distribution of the existing significant 
housing deficit experienced throughout the wider District, which should be provided within the first 
five-years, as set out in the NPPG. 
 
4.3.10. It is therefore concluded that the ‘Submission SSWNP’ must plan proactively to meet the 
significant objectively assessed housing need with the plan area alone (1,248 dwellings between 
2011 and 2031). Although it is acknowledged that some residential development will have been 
completed between 2011 and 2014, and that these completed units will have contributed to meeting 
the objectively assessed need, as a result of the absence of any evidence suggesting how many such 
dwellings have been completed, it is assumed that the remaining need is 992 dwellings (based upon 
16 years (2015-2031) at 62 dwellings per annum). 
 
4.3.11. Consequently, for the purpose of these representations, it is concluded that the objectively 
assessed housing need arising from the neighbourhood plan area, is approximately 992 dwellings. 
4.3.12. It is therefore strongly contended that the inclusion of residential allocations to accommodate 
approximately 300 dwellings across the SSWNP area over the plan period (2015-2031), neither 
accommodates objectively assessed housing need within the plan area, or does it conform with those 
‘strategic policies’ of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework. 
 
4.3.13. The following section therefore seeks to explore the role that Storrington & Sullington Parish 
and Washington Parish – and consequently the ‘Submission SSWNP’ – should perform in the 
delivery of adequate residential development to meet the objectively assessed housing need for both 
the parishes themselves, as well as the wider District. 
 

5. Housing Delivery 
 
5.1. Introduction 
 
5.1.1. Whilst the proceeding section (Section 4 - Development Need) identifies the objectively 
assessed housing need (inclusive of the existing deficit) across both the wider District, as well as the 
approximate need within the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan area – 
between 2011 and 2031 – as 18,764 and 1,248 dwellings respectively. This assessment has not – as 
of yet – sought to explore the implications of the Council’s emerging spatial strategy for meeting this 
need beyond the identification of the existing housing supply deficit. The following section therefore 
seeks to identify and explore the implications of emerging spatial strategy (Horsham District Planning 
Framework) on the level of future residential development that should, and must, be planned 
proactively for within the ‘Submission SSWNP’. 



 
5.1.2. In this regard, focus is given to the spatial strategy as identified through Policy 14 of the 
‘Proposed Submission Horsham District Planning Framework’. Whilst as previously demonstrated, 
the overall housing target identified through Policy 14 has been disregarded, the Planning Inspector 
appointed to examine the ‘Proposed Submission Horsham District Planning Framework’ has initially 
concluded that the emerging spatial strategy is ‘justified and accords with government policy and the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)’. Although we do not share the Inspector’s confidence in 
the strategy for the delivery of residential development as provided by way of Policy 14 of the HDPF, 
for the purpose of these representations we have explored the implications of this strategy of the 
‘Submission SSWNP’. The delivery strategy contained in Policy 14 of the emerging HDPF is as 
follows: 
 
‘Provision is made for the development of at least 13,000 homes and associated infrastructure within 
the period 2011-2031, at an average of 650 homes per annum. This figure will be achieved by: 
a. Housing completions for the period 2011-2014; 
b. Homes that are already permitted or agreed for release; 
c. Strategic Sites: 

c500 homes West of Southwater 

2,500 homes at North Horsham 
d. The provision of c1500 homes throughout the District in accordance with the settlement hierarchy, 
allocated through Neighbourhood Planning; 
e. 750 windfall sites.’ 
 
5.1.3. For the purpose of this assessment, the above strategy as identified within the emerging HDPF 
has been amended to acknowledge the revised objectively assessed housing need as identified by 
the Planning Inspector (16,000 dwellings between 2011 and 2031), as well as the existing housing 
supply deficit (2,764 dwellings), to form an overall housing need of 18,764 dwellings between 2011 
and 2031 at an average of 1,353 dwellings per annum (2014-19) and 800 dwellings per annum 
(2019-2031). 

 
5.1.4. Despite this significant increase in housing need, the nature of the strategy provided by way of 
the emerging HDPF, and its reliance on two ‘strategic sites’ at West of Southwater and North 
Horsham – which are to provide for c3,000 dwellings, it is strongly contended that the remainder of 
the residual need (excluding 750 dwellings expected to be provided through windfall developments) 
must be provided by way of neighbourhood plans such as the SSWNP. 
 

5.2. Horsham District Planning Framework Housing Strategy 
 
5.2.1. On the basis of the conclusion that the significant increase in housing need – as identified 
above – must be accommodated by way of neighbourhood plans this will have a significant impact on 
the likely level of future residential development that must be provided by way of the residential 
allocations within established and emerging neighbourhood plans (including the SSWNP). In this 
regard, the level of future residential development that should be accommodated through 
neighbourhood plan – in particular the emerging SSWNP, is calculated on the basis: the objectively 
assessed housing need (18,764) minus those completions between 2011-2014, those permitted or 
agreed residential development, the 3,000 dwellings to be provided through the strategic sites, as 
well as the 750 dwellings that are anticipated through windfall development. The following seeks to 
identify this residual need on the basis of the information available. 
 



 
 
5.2.2. The above calculations (Figure 5) identify a residual housing need of 6,280 dwellings that must 
be provided by way of residential site allocations within neighbourhood plans, including the emerging 
SSWNP. This represents a significant increase (419%) on the level of residential accommodation 
initially identified (1,500 dwellings) as being provided by way of neighbourhood plans within Policy 14 
of the HDPF. The following section therefore seeks to explore the capacity of those adopted, 
undertaken and anticipated neighbourhood plans to accommodate such a level of residential 
development between 2011 and 2031. 
 

5.3. Neighbourhood Plans 
 
5.3.1. In light of the overall strategy for the delivery of residential development within the District, and 
the significant residual housing need that is not met by way of either strategic allocations, windfall 
sites or delivered/committed development, it is contended that those allocations of future residential 
development within neighbourhood plans must make a significant contribution to meeting the 
objectively assessed housing need. Indeed, in this regard, neighbourhood plans such as the SSWNP 
must not only seek to provide residential development to meet their own needs, but also that need 
generated by the wider District. 
 
5.3.2. Therefore, with regards to the level of residential development that must be delivered through 
the SSWNP if it is to comply with the ‘strategic objectives’ of the emerging HDPF, this requirement 
should account for the 1,248 dwellings (locally generated need 2011-2031), but also an appropriate 
proportion of the 6,280 residual housing need. 
 
5.3.3. In this regard Policy 14 of the emerging HDPF suggests that those residential dwellings that 
are to be accommodated by way of the allocations within neighbourhood plans should be done so 
throughout the District in accordance with the settlement hierarchy. It is therefore expected that those 
communities that seek to prepare and adopt a neighbourhood plan – such as Storrington & Sullington 
Parish and Washington Parish – should provide for a level of residential development that is 
proportional to the sustainability of the community. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that those 
larger settlements within the District accommodate a level of future residential development that 
reflects the sustainability of these settlements, and that those smaller existing settlements provide 
only for a level of residential development that is appropriate. On this basis it is strongly contended 
that, identified as one of only 8 ‘Small Towns and Larger Villages’, Storrington & Sullington should 
seek to accommodate a significant proportion of the residual housing need that must be 
accommodated by way of neighbourhood plans. 
 
5.3.4. On this basis, the following identifies the progress of neighbourhood plans effecting those 
‘Small Towns and Larger Villages’ within the District, including identifying the level of residential 
development proposed within each neighbourhood plan that has been progressed. 
 



 
 

 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 

 
 



19/07/2016 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 



 



 

 
15/08/2016 

EVISON & COMPANY 
Chartered Surveyors & Chartered Town Planners 
Development Consultants 
The Old Coach House, 3 Richardson Road, Hove, East Sussex, BN3 5RB Tel: 01273 204912 
 

The Parish Clerk 
Storrington & Sullington Parish Council 
The Parish Hall 
Thakeham Road 
Storrington, RH20 3PP 15 August 2016 
Dear Mrs Euesden 



The Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan (Pre-Submission Plan) June 
2016 – Representations on behalf of Chichester Diocese 
 
The following representations on behalf of my client Chichester Diocese relate to Storrington Glebe 
and are supplementary to those submitted by ECE Planning on behalf of Millwood Designer Homes 
Ltd. The representations deal only with the proposed allocation of the glebe as a Local Green Space. 
 
The Local Green Spaces report misrepresents the extent of public use of parts of the glebe land. 
Apart from the public footpaths, there is no public right of access to any of the land. No part of the site 
is, or ever has been, public open space. All public use, other than on the public footpaths, has been 
by permission not right. The uses referred to in the report have been largely historic and the 
references to flora and fauna are entirely uncorroborated by evidence. 
 
The final paragraph beginning “residents and visitors use this area profusely0.” is wrong in both 
degree and emphasis. While the footpaths are well used, most of the land is fenced off and there are 
notices at the footpath entrances stating the legal position on access. 
 
The designation of the glebe as Local Green Space would not meet the Basic Conditions and would 
be contrary to both national and strategic planning policy. More detailed evidence in this respect will 
be made at Regulation 16 stage. 
 
In addition to the site specific considerations relating to the glebe, the proposed designation of as 
many as 24 areas of Local Green Space is contrary to the spirit and detail of national policy which 
states that “The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open 
space.” 
 
The diocese has never objected to the future use of part of the land as public open space, but as part 
of a comprehensive plan for the long term future of the glebe. The land was allocated for housing for 
approximately 28 dwellings and open space in the 1997 District Local Plan and until recently, there 
were favourable SHLAA assessments for part of the site to be developed for housing. The diocese is 
now working actively with others to secure such a comprehensive plan for the glebe including the 
facilitating of additional land within the glebe for primary health care facilities. The designation of the 
land as Local Green Space would prevent the achievement of those aims and for that reason and to 
meet its legal duties under Charities Act legislation, the diocese must object in the strongest terms to 
the proposed designation of the Glebe field as Local Green Space under Policy 16 of the draft plan. 
Yours sincerely 

David Evison 

On behalf of Chichester Diocese  
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