STORRINGTON & SULLINGTON AND WASHINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
PUBLIC CONSULTATION SCHEDULE OF RESPONSES
6TH JULY 2016 – 17TH AUGUST 2016
No Date

Representation

SG Response

1

11/7/16

Noted

2

12/7/16

I have reviewed the revised NP on the PC website and would like this email to be accepted as my support
for the proposals included.
Please register my full support for the SSW Neighbourhood Plan.

3

13/7/16

I fully support the revised Neighbourhood Plan and fully expect it to succeed this time.

Noted

4

13/7/16

I would like to give you my 100% backing of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood
Plan. I would also like to send out my thanks to all whom work and volunteer for the Parish Council, the
amount of time and effort spent putting this document together. I hope is recognised by the local public
and a positive outcome comes from the referendum.

Noted

5

14/7/16

I confirm my support for the Neighbourhood Plan, and would like to thank the entire team, council
members, officers, & all other contributors, for the efforts they have made over many months in
preparing it.

Noted

6

14/7/16

I fully support the Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan.
It is a very thorough and well put together document and I totally endorse it.

Noted

7

19/7/16

SSWNP Rev Pre Sub 2015
Page 13 Washington strengths
"Heath Common sits on the edge of both the National Park and the South Downs" As the National Park is
the South Downs surely it would be clearer to say "Heath Common site on the edge of the (South Downs)
National Park"?

1

Noted

Noted

Page 18 Plan B Key Diagram
Washington is not shown on the diagram. I suspect that this error is from the HDPF
Page 20 Monitoring and review
How can the 5 year review of the plan coincide with the review of the Horsham Local Plan if they are on
different cycles?
Page 24 4.22
Suggest replace word "quantum" with a word in more common usage such as "area" or rewrite the part of
the sentence e.g. "....with policy 3 of the SSWNP promoting economic development at other suitable and
competitive business locations within the parishes that have a total area that more than compensates for
the land area to be lost as a result of this policy". The entire paragraph is difficult to comprehend due to
its structure and the use of the unusual word "quantum" inhibits understanding.
Page 24 4.23
Add "....of hedges and trees" at the end of the paragraph. The term "landscape buffer" is not in common
usage outside of planning departments and architects offices and the average reader may be a bit
perplexed.
Pages 32 & 33 Policy 14 Design
Given the increasing evidence of the detrimental effect of excessive lighting at night on human health,
wildlife and ecosystems, shouldn't consideration of external illumination for that it avoids or minimises the
effect of light pollution, but an objective for all development, not just that in the National Park.

Noted
The Plan will be reviewed in line with the HDPF

Wording to be reviewed

Wording to be reviewed

Noted

Site Assessment Report Appendix
Luckings Yard
Scored 0 Brownfield site but comment says that it is NOT considered a brownfield site.

Noted

Sustainability Appraisal
Page 39
Check display of table - over-typing of text and truncation of table.

To be addressed
2

Local Green Spaces Report
Page 9 10. Matt's Meadow
Signage at the entrance to Matt's Meadow states that entrance is by permission only (telephone number
provided but no indication as to when it is manned). In what sense, therefore, is Matt's Meadow open to
all?
Page 17 23 Longbury Hill
I have never identified any access route to Longbury Hill. Is this a public open space, or of value as a
wildlife refuge and to the immediate local residents? The text implies that it is generally accessible as
landmarks and views are referred to.
8

9

28/7/16

28/7/16

I am writing to express my views on the Neighbourhood Plan now that it is out for public consultation.
I have read through the Site Assessment Report and, as a resident of Bax Close, I am very pleased to
see that Site 9 - Land off Ambereley Road has been removed from the Plan. It should never have been
included in the first assessment. However, can you please explain the significance of the statement:
SHLAA/SHELAA Status - SA485 up to 20 homes developable 11+ years
I am not familiar with many of the other sites, so cannot comment on them but I note that 2 sites,
Site 2 - Paula Rosa Site, and Site 8 Chantry Industrial Estate, were potentially employment sites
(policy 9 Employment Development). I do hope that the proposed change to residential will prove
to be acceptable to the Examiner. However I think that your proposal To promote the reuse and
intensification of business areas close to the A24 is a sensible plan.
I do hope that the NP will be a useful tool for our future plans for the Parish although I do not believe
NPs have been tested much so far in the UK. However, I am now prepared to support it when it comes
to referendum.
In review of the Neighbourhood Plan, we write in support of the preservation of the greenfield site knowns
as Glebe Field as Local Green Space as proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan and, consequently, object
to any current or future proposed development of this important historic Green Space and its importance
to the setting of the Grade II listed property known as Lady Place.
The scoring criteria (page 15 of the Site Assessment Report) also correctly notes the transport restrictions
3

Site to be reviewed

This site has been put forward by Washington PC.

The SG cannot comment on the SHLAA Status –
Query should be referred to HDC.

Noted

Noted

Noted

10

3/8/16

with access to single track road Monastery Lane and onto a dangerous roundabout.
I just wanted to register our support for the Revised Neighbourhood Plan during the current Public
Consultation Period which began on 6 July 2016
You and the Parish Council Planning Committee have worked hard on this and we are very grateful to you.

Noted

We are obviously relieved that the land off Bax Close has now been deemed unsuitable for inclusion in the
new plan and that the Clay Lane site remains excluded.
Good luck with it all.

11

2/8/16

Yours sincerely,
To whom it may concern,
I have been reading up on the planned development on Chantry Lane with great interest, and have noticed
a few points (particularly concerning the 'Land for Possible Development Criteria Score Sheet') that seem
to be totally out of sync with the reality of what will happen should this development go ahead.
This assessment of this site is under review
Until recently, I was a resident of Chantry Lane, I know the lane and surrounding areas very well and
having read up on what the development would entail, I very strongly disagree with it. One of my main
concerns is congestion, anyone who knows the area will know that the A283 is an extremely busy route at
peak times, and the issue of congestion in Storrington, especially due to a bottleneck at the roundabout
adjacent to the Anchor Inn, has been a talking point amongst residents for a long time. Chantry Lane leads
straight onto this road, and essentially feeds the congestion on this route.
Chantry Lane is a narrow single lane, please correct me if I'm wrong, but it is very feasible that this
development could lead to the addition of 180+ extra cars driving down the lane at peak time, straight
onto the A283, very close to where the bottleneck occurs in the centre of the village. The very idea of 180+
extra residents driving up and down a narrow single lane is ridiculous itself, and will cause chaos at the
turning from Chantry Lane onto the A283, let alone cause many issues on the lane itself. There were many
occasions where I had to reverse myself out of tight situations with other drivers due to the width of the
lane and volume of traffic at peak times. Another point is that there is no train station in Storrington, most
residents drive, and I am certain this will be the case with many of the potential new residents in this
development, Chantry Lane simply cannot cope with this volume of traffic.

4

To give a score of 1 ('Quite Likely') on the traffic section of the 'Land for Possible Development Criteria
Score Sheet' is unbelievable, I would be very reluctant to even score it a 2. This development is highly likely
to cause traffic and congestion on the lane and cause further issues on the A283, I don't think anyone who
knows the lane will disagree with that in the slightest.
I hope I have made my point coherently, I am more than happy to discuss any points you believe are
inaccurate or untrue, either via email or by my phone number below.
12

2/8/16

Following the re-submission of the revised neighbourhood plan, I would like to object to the proposed
Chantry Industrial Estate Development.
My objection is primarily based on the arbitrary score of 1 on the criteria score sheet which indicates
This site is under review
“quite likely” with regards to traffic congestion, along with a comment “some congestion would be likely,
but preferred to the current industrial vehicles using Chantry Lane”. The hugely increased traffic levels
would not be preferable to the current situation.
The prospect of (at least) 180 additional cars on Chantry Lane based on the parking allocations proposed
for the development indicates a quite catastrophic level of congestion in what is a mostly single track lane.
The lane is one of Storrington’s treasured roads, being used by dog walkers, horse riders, many cyclists and
people simply visiting the lane on foot to enjoy the peace and tranquillity along
with the bio-diversity. The small car park where the lane ends, at the top of the downs, is also used by local
people who wish to walk their dogs, or simply walk themselves. An increase in traffic to the proposed
levels represents, not only congestion, but danger to people and wildlife alike.
The criteria score should be at least 3, the term “very likely” does not go far enough to describe the chaos
it would cause.

5

view from The Downs.
There is also insufficient evidence in the plan to demonstrate protection of wildlife and their habitat. Nor is
there any evidence of consideration and protection of the SSSI at the Old Mill.
The current congestion experienced at the entrance to Chantry Lane will not support the additional traffic
movements as a result of the proposed development. It is very probable that there will be extended
queues of traffic attempting to join
the A283, all stationary and all contributing to the high levels of air pollution.
The development of the site would not be compatible with the local area, nor, as suggested in the
comments box, would 90 two storey house roof tops be “preferred to the existing unattractive vista from
the downs”. I have attached a picture of the existing view from the Downs.

13

3/8/16

I would seek your confirmation that this objection will be forwarded to the independent examiner along
with your submission following the ending of the public consultation period.
I am writing in complete support of the neighbourhood plan with one request. The plan is well thought
out and written. In my opinion it meets the expressed wishes of our community and I would like to thank
you and the steering committee for all your hard work.
My request is a simple one but is probably too late. I am concerned that we do all we can to protect the
view of and from Sullington Barn. In an earlier version of the plan there was explicit reference to the fields
between the end of Water Lane and the Manor Farm complex. Can this be reinstated?
Thank you once again for all your hard work and professionalism.

6

Noted
The matter of protection of views is to be addressed.

14

4/8/16

As residents of Bax Close, we are very pleased that the land off Amberley Road is not included as a suitable
site for development in the revised Neighbourhood Plan.
We hope that the new Plan will be approved by the examiner and we look forward to supporting it in the
forthcoming referendum.

Noted

Yours sincerely,
15

4/8/16

We write generally to STRONGLY SUPPORT the Pre-Submission SSWNP (June 2016).
Nevertheless, we make the following comments and suggestions with a view to strengthening parts of the
Plan whilst retaining its positivity.
1)

Page 19 – Objectives –Housing.
To be reviewed
Add to the third bullet point the words “ favouring the re-use of brownfield sites and infilling. “
Add the following words to the fourth bullet point “ but whenever possible not on greenfield sites
outside the BUAB and providing the requirements of HDPF Policy 4-Settlement Expansion are
met.”
Wording to be reviewed

2) Page 22 – Para 4.14 - Criteria used to Justify a BUAB modification.
In the fourth bullet point after the word “of” insert the words “ suitable and safe” (see NPPF Paras
35&69).
To give greater flexibility and in the spirit and furtherance of Localism we suggest in the fifth bullet
point the word “of” should be replaced with the word “or” and the following words should be
added “or there are material planning objections known to the Parish Council.”
Add a sixth bullet point as follows “ The site generally complies with the requirements of HDPF
2015 Strategic Policy 4 – Settlement Expansion.”

7

3) Page 32 – Policy 11- Community and Medical Facilities and Page 34 – Policy 16 – Local Green
Space No. 24 – Glebe Field.
Noted
We strongly support the retention of the entire Glebe Field and its designation as a Local Green
Space since it greatly adds to the Character of the Village Core.
In the event that there is really no brownfield site or other more acceptable solution available to
increase the necessary capacity of medical facilities in Storrington (which we consider is unlikely)
then a less grandiose scheme than that put forward by the Glebe Surgery Practice could be
considered possibly by extending the existing surgery along the Monastery Lane frontage only with
a reduced size of residential development site so that much less of the Glebe Land is developed.
4) Page 32 – Policy 14 – Design.
Review wording
In our view much more should be done to reduce Light Pollution in Storrington as well as
Washington bearing in mind the close proximity of the SDNP and the other environmental benefits.
External lighting in all new developments should be strictly limited and the use of Street Lighting generally
during night time hours should be reduced and restricted.
5) Page 33 – Policy 15 – Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity.
Noted
In Paragraph i omit the word “and” in the first line but for completeness insert the word “Banks”
after the word “Trees” and after the word “Ponds” insert the words “and other natural features.”
6) Page 36 – Policy 18 – Traffic and Transport.
In order to strengthen the hand of the Parish Council and in the spirit and furtherance of Localism
we suggest that the following words are added to the third line, “and the Parish Council.”

This is not possible as the Parish Council does not have
the power to impose this
noted

At sub paragraph (i) we suggest the addition of the word “including” after the word “Bridleways”
in order to make it more comprehensive.
7) Page 37 – Site Assessment Report – Policy 2 – June 2016.
8

Seven small Sites are listed which were submitted for development by landowners but due to their
size and potential yield were judged to be more suited to consideration under HDC Windfall Sites
or as Infill as described in Policy 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan.
The last Site listed is 0.4 hectare south of Kithurst Lane Storrington submitted in May 2016 by the
Norbertine Order for 1 or 2 dwellings.
We set out below further reasons why this land is NOT SUITABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT.
(a) The land is the 0.4 hectare frontage of a 0.91 hectare pasture field on the south side of
Storrington. It is a Greenfield Site adjoining but outside the BUAB in countryside leading
southwards towards the SDNP (which is most definitely an invaluable, ” Village Treasure”)
about 200 meters away. It is in a, “particularly sensitive landscape” (See Inspectors Report
2007 HDPF Site Specific Allocations of Land DPD). Kithurst Lane is part of a well- used public
footpath leading to the SDNP and the South Downs Way.
In our view It is not a Windfall Site within the BUAB or an Infill site within Policy 1 of the
SSWNP. It is not located within The Old London Road Washington Settlement Boundary. In any
event it could not be described as infill because the land has 100m wide frontage and a large
field immediately to its east side (now called Matts Meadow, a proposed Local Green Space).
(b) Planning Consent for 4 detached dwellings on the same 0.4 hectare site was Refused on
Appeal 18/12/2015 (Ref: APP/Z3825/W/15/3121528) because the Panning Inspector held that
development, “ would have a harmful impact on the Character and Appearance of this rural edge
of Storrington” and be undermining of the aims of HDPF Policies 4 (Settlement Expansion), 25 (Protection
of Landscape Character), 26 (Countrysid Protection) and 33 (Development Principles). This very recent
Planning Appeal Decision is an important Material Consideration.
A previous Planning Appeal in respect of 8 Ecologically Secure dwellings for the Elderly on the
same 0.4 hectare was Refused on 13/11/2008 for similar Landscape Character reasons. (Ref:
APP/Z3825/A/08/2075649).
Another Planning Appeal in respect of a very low density development of only 3 detached
9

Noted but the proposed number of homes is below the
Threshold for the neighbourhood plan so site
assesment has not been undertaken.

dwellings on the whole 0.91 hectare field was Refused 18/1/2009 (Ref: T/APP/Z3825/A/99/1029049-P5)
for similar Landscape Character reasons. The planning Inspector also found it was not infilling because the
land has 100m wide frontage and a large field immediately to its east side.
(c) Residential development of this land does not comply with Planning Policies of the NPPF
(Para. 7 – Environmental Dimension) and the HDPF November 2015 (see Para (b) above) and
the Storrington and Sullington Parish Design Statement SPD 2010 as well as the PreSubmission SSWNP(2016) and has been consistently opposed by the Parish Council, HDC and
the Planning Inspectorate on Appeal and Examination of Development Plans. Countryside
Policies apply (see Para (b) above).
(d) Access to the land is via dangerous single track lanes with no footpaths (contrary to NPPF
Paras. 35 & 69) used as rat runs and a congested, inadequate and dangerous junction at the
Tesco mini-roundabout and another inadequate and dangerous junction at Monastery
Lane/School Lane/Kithurst Lane/Cemetery Lane.
(e) The land is assessed on the November 2015 SHELAA as part of Site SA 021 as, “NOT
CURRENTLY DEVELOPABLE.” Although Available it is found, “NOT SUITABLE ” and, “NOT
ACHIEVABLE” for development.
(f) Even if the potential housing yield was greater than the 1 or 2 dwellings specified by the
landowner and if the land was assessed under the SSWNP criteria we estimate that it would
score 17.
This land is clearly NOT SUITABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT OR ALLOCATION under the Policies in the
SSWNP.
Please acknowledge safe receipt of this Email.
16

6/8/16

I am writing in complete support of the neighbourhood plan with one request.
The plan is well thought out and written. In my opinion it meets the expressed wishes of our community
and I would like to thank you and the steering committee for all your hard work.
My request is a simple one but is probably too late. I am concerned that we do all we can to protect the
10

Protection of views in general to be reviewed but the
Steering group does not feel that one area in particular

view of and from Sullington Barn. In an earlier version of the plan there was explicit reference to the fields
between the end of Water Lane and the Manor Farm complex. Can this be reinstated?
Thank you once again for all your hard work and professionalism.
With best wishes,
17

18

7/8/16

Can be given special attention. A previous version of
The plan mentioned this field as part of a policy for
The chantry quarry – the whole policy has been
removed and as a consequence, the reference to
the field has been removed.

I regret that I cannot support the proposed Neighbourhood Plan at the referendum unless it
contains a statement indicating that the council will object to any planning applications which
See above
require a road across the fields between Sullington Lane and the Chantry Sandpit.

(1st representation)
I wish to thank the parish council for their hard work on the latest draft following the examiner's report.
Unfortunately you have made a significant mistake. The examiner did not call for the removal of the
sentence in the previous draft declaring that Sullington Fields - the area between Sullington Lane and
Sussex Downs - should be protected.
Please correct this oversight. I cannot believe that the omission was deliberate, as this would amount to an
attempt to deceive the public, large numbers of whom called for this specific protection. The objective, of
course, was to prohibit a developer from building an access road across the fields - when access from the
Chantry Lane side is straightforward
The original sentence read: Access to the scheme should not be via the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane
so as not to spoil the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the South Downs National Park.
I further wish to notify you that I and many others will have no recourse but to vote against the plan unless
the council specifically makes it clear that it will object to any planning application proposing a new road
across the fields between Sullington Lane and Chantry Sandpit. The views to and around the historic site of
Sullington Church and Manor Farm would be irrevocably blighted. Come on, Council, do your job!

11

See above comments

(2nd Representation)
I think the sentiments of the lost sentence are conveyed in general terms, but I would like to propose that
a specific commitment not to allow a road across the fields between Sullington Lane and any development
of the Chantry industrial estate is inserted.

19

5/8/16

I understand that the PC would not be willing to support a revision to the BUAB in relation to the land at
Sandgate lane to allow for a planning application to be put forward. However, it is our contention that the
BUAB in this particular area is incorrect and we are simply attempting to find out who we speak to about
getting the BUAB moved to the correct location. With the greatest respect, this should have nothing to do
with whether we would subsequently put forward a planning application. Indeed Horsham District Council
have already confirmed that whether the land is in or outside the BUAB won't necessarily mean a planning
application will be accepted. It is important that there is a distinction and that the incorrect boundary and
planning application should be treated separately.
We have spent a great deal of time and effort in trying to speak to someone in either HDC or you at the PC
to put our case forward. For the past few years we have received a number of reasons why this has not
been possible and we understand that now we have the opportunity to put our case forward - this is all we
ask. As you are aware, I have also been in communication with Strategic planning at HDC who have
recently suggested we complete a formal application for the boundary to be changes but, seemingly this
only applies to land with a possibility of providing at least six dwellings. We therefore assume that this
does not apply to our piece of land as it is a more modest area. I will yet again be contacting HDC to ask
them for clarification on this point.
Our request is very simple and that is that as with other gardens on Sandgate lane which, in the past have
been incorrectly placed outside the BUAB, that our boundary is given the same consideration. We believe
we have a very good case for proving the land is incorrectly placed outside the boundary. It also seems
that neither HDC or the PC are willing to take responsibility for resolving this matter but it is clear that
someone needs to address the situation at some point.

12

Chantry Industrial Estate under review

This matter is being addressed by HDC outside of
the neighbourhood plan process

Both my father and I would very much welcome the opportunity to once again put our case forward to the
appropriate department whether it be the PC or HDC or indeed both.
I await your comments and hope that we can have the opportunity to resolve this as soon as possible.
20

8/8/16

I support the current proposal for the Neighbourhood Plan.

noted

21

8/8/16

I am writing to you as the owner of Chantry Mill, Chantry Lane in Storrington. Having reviewed the
neighbourhood plan, I note that Chantry Lane Industrial Estate has been earmarked for housing
development.
I wanted to let you know that I don’t disagree in principal with the change of use, and do fully understand
the demand and need to build new local housing, I would however like to raise the following points:As it stands 90 new properties seems like an awful lot given each house will probably own 2 cars (at least)
amounting to an additional 180 vehicles using Chantry Lane. As it currently stands, the lane is in bad
condition, visibility is extremely poor, and the curve of the road makes accidents very likely (as has been
the case in its current use as a site for casting operations).
There is no footpath and no place for one to be added.
The access from Chantry Lane onto the 283 is extremely dangerous. Without the benefit of traffic lights I
think retaining access as it stands currently will almost certainly lead to a large number of accidents and
likely more fatalities.
I am minded to ask you to please consider how to make the Lane safer and more user friendly, before
agreeing to that amount of houses.
It can’t be overlooked that in order to build any properties the site will need to be cleared which will
require an enormous amount of traffic to remove the concrete blocks that have already been cast. The
issue of what is underneath the surface of the existing hard-core is also worth bearing in mind, given that
Marley Tile Works very likely buried toxic materials on the site.
Moving on to thinking about the construction of any number of houses, the materials that will be required
will also mean that living right on the Lane at its busiest point, I, and other residents of Chantry Mill will be
13

Site under review

massively affected during construction. I would like to know what kind of assurance you can give me to
allay my fears about the affects of the proposed house building project?
I would like to add that you have identified Chantry Mill as a Site of Special Scientific Interest, I should say
that over the past 17 years of my ownership of the Mill, I have struggled to maintain it in the best
condition possible, in order to respect its age and history and preserve it for future generations. I would
like to think that as the immediate neighbour to the estate you will consider consulting me about the
development plans as a matter of courtesy.
I look forward to hearing any comments you may have in response to the above points.
2nd Representation
In reviewing the neighbourhood plan I note that you have removed the protection of the field to the west
of Sullington Lane and adjacent to the A283. In doing so it would seem to compromise the beauty and
wildlife not to mention the only uninterrupted view from the A283 of the South Downs on this stretch of
road.
Please can you either reinstate this clause or give an undertaking that those fields will not be breached?
22

8/8/16

23

9/8/16

24

10/8/16

Please be advised that we support the revised Storrington, Sullington &
Washington Neighbourhood Plan in its current form.

noted

Thank you to to everyone involved for their hard work with this project

Chantry Lane Housing Development
I wish to register my concern regarding the above. It is ill considered on many levels and should be
scrapped forthwith.

Site under review

Proposed erection of 90 dwellings on Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington
Site under review
I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know the site
well. I wish to object strongly to the development of these houses in this location.

14

This would mean an additional 200+ cars trying to access the lane, representing up to or above an
additional 1000 traffic movements per day.
This will effect all those who enjoy this beautiful lane, which is mostly single track, home to bats, owls,
slow worms (protected species), grass snakes, deer and a whole host of Flora and Fauna.
This area is enjoyed by many including myself.
25

10/8/16

Objection to the Proposed Development at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate,
Storrington.
Dear Sir/Madam

site under review

I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposal for residential development on the
Chantry Lane Industrial Estate. I have lived in Storrington for 21 years, and in Chantry Lane for
twenty and a half of those. In that time I have seen traffic volumes increase to the point where
Storrington is gridlocked at rush hour. Not only does this create practical problems for residents,
there is the issue of air pollution in the village. My main objection to this development is
that the impact on the level of traffic congestion and queuing would be far greater
than the Parish Council’s score of 1.


Chantry Lane is mostly single lane – the entrance to the industrial estate is approached
via a low quality single lane, with blind bends before and after the entrance. Being the
natural route of the Stor river the road has a great deal of surface water most of the year
and suffers with dangerous pot holes even with the current level of traffic. It is not suited
for any long-term increase in residential traffic or the access and volume of heavy trucks,
etc. required for a building project on this scale. The current use by industrial vehicles
whilst not ideal, is manageable and an entirely different issue to that of dramatically
increasing the number of cars using the lane, the main and surrounding roads. As a
resident of Chantry Lane for over 20 years I can assure you that increasing the
traffic volume within the lane is dangerous and will create a significant increase
in congestion and queuing both within the lane and access to and from the
main road.
15










Turning right out of Chantry Lane is increasingly difficult as traffic volumes increase.
From the main road the junction of Chantry Lane is not visible from the east until you are
right by it. People do not expect cars to be pulling out. Increasing the volume of traffic
exiting Chantry Lane would be dangerous.
I understand that there is a suggestion of creating access via Sullington Lane,
with an access road across the field to enter the site. Here too there would be
similar issues with increasing traffic volume, congestion and the detrimental
effect on safety. During peak times, which increasingly takes up a larger proportion of
the day, the traffic in-between Storrington and the A24 roundabout is very heavy and
increasingly congested, creating an access point here would simply add to this. Surely this
is not compatible with planning considerations concerning the visual, environmental and
traffic pollution issues for the Parish and the South Downs National Park.
In addition to the immediate issues raised by such a development, I am also deeply
concerned about the continuing likelihood of infill. The A283 becoming a mirror of the A27
south of here where the towns and villages sprawl into one another across the previously
existing countryside and the traffic gridlock is misery.
There is the issue of the capacity within Storrington to cope with the level of development
– doctors, school places, etc. Based on my experience I would suggest not.
Visually the industrial estate is not ideal but is fairly low key – not visible from
the road and barely noticeable from the downs. I know as I have walked on our
very beautiful downs for over 25 years and the increasing residential sprawl is
far more visible. A residential development of this scale would not be preferable
– it would be obtrusive, create air and light pollution and not be in keeping with
this area of natural beauty and wildlife. Please do not allow this kind of short-sighted
development to proceed. We are the custodians for future generations, and yes they do
need housing, but not at the irredeemable cost of despoiling our natural heritage. No-one
will thank us for that. Please do not let this happen on your watch.

This development is incompatible with the local area – visually and environmentally.
In terms of the road capacity and quality it is dangerous to create developments of
this size and scale to feed in and out of single track lanes on to an already over-busy
main road. The score for “Quite Likely” for the access road to and from being likely to
cause congestion and queuing needs to be at the highest end of the scale. There is no
16

way it can be otherwise. This site is not viable for development in this way. Please can
you assure me that you will take these points into consideration and reassess to give
a total score above 10.

confirmed

I am submitting this objection within the public consultation period. Please can you confirm that
this objection will be included in the council’s submission to the independent examiner on the
understanding that my name and address will be excluded.
26

10/8/16

I wish to protest strongly to the deletion of the sentence "Access of the scheme should not be via the fields
adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to spoil the beauty, wild life and cultural heritage of the South Downs
National Park"
My husband and I are appalled at what we believe will be only the start of the desecration of an area of
"outstanding beauty" and of great historical
value. We hope this important sentence will be inserted again forthwith.

27

10/8/16

Subject: Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan
Dear Sir/
I am writing with regard to the above plan but, in particular, to the proposed development along Chantry
Lane and between Chantry Lane and Sullington Lane.
It would appear that the bulk of development for Storrington as a whole falls in this area which seems a
disproportionate burden on both the beautiful landscape and the people living in this area and its
amenities ie roads. In comparison there appears to be very little development land earmarked elsewhere
on the Neighbourhood Plan.
I live in Chantry Close and I have some real traffic concerns regarding this plan.
At the moment Chantry Lane is a rural lane. However, if it becomes a highway to access some 90 houses
the whole character of the area will change.
a). The narrow lane cannot accommodate the extra flow of traffic the proposed development would
engender. And we are not just talking about the estimated number of cars per new dwelling but also the
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See previous comments

Site under review

number of vehicles which will service the houses on a daily basis.
b). It would be a danger to walkers and children alike because there are blind corners and no pavements.
Not to mention the danger to wildlife currently inhabiting the hedgerows.
c). Access to Chantry Lane from the main road, Manleys Hill, for builders' lorries and cars alike is cramped
having no room for pavement on either side being rimmed by high banks and an electricity sub station.
This poses a real danger to increased road traffic and walkers
For the reasons above I feel a score of 1 - that traffic congestion would be quite likely- should be upgraded
to 3. There already is daily congestion along the road from Washington roundabout into Storrington when
the queue tails halfway back to the roundabout itself. How much worse will it be with the extra cars
increasing the tailback even more. The traffic will come to a standstill and further increase the hazard of
cars trying to exit Chantry Lane and having to blindly cross the oncoming traffic.
In addition, the proposed development area is in an area of unsurpassed rural beauty and for this reason
HDC dismissed any development in this area in 2007.
Also the area to be developed appears to have been 'stretched' around the building boundary to
accommodate your plan.
- And this plan if adopted will be the thin end of the wedge for the building boundary will then be
extended well into the Downs.
- And this will give further scope in the future to encroach even further into the rural landscape.
In conclusion, I should like to say I unequivocally oppose this plan and feel it is a quick and easy fix, on your
part, to provide the requisite number of houses to meet your targets. However, it has not been thoroughly
thought through for it would permanently destroy this beautiful and unique landscape. You would never
get it back
I be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this letter and that it will be placed in front of the independent
examiner
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2nd submission
Further to my letter dated 10 August 2016 sent at 19.48 in order to clarify my point in my previous letter
regarding how ill suited the lane is to extra traffic and how it deserves a score of 3 not 1, I attach the
following photographs
This is taken at the point the Chantry Lane joins the main road from Washington roundabout into
Storrington. Note the electricity substation on the right and the high banks on the left which makes widening
the lane entrance next to impossible. There is also a traffic sign on the left - road narrows
image1.and image 2

It is 2pm on a Thursday afternoon
Note the lack of pavements (above and below) and the traffic build up on the main road blocking the
entrance to Chantry Lane.(below) and making it very hard to see or more importantly judge the speed of
oncoming traffic.
image 3
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As you progress down a little way down Chantry Lane note how the lane seriously narrows, the
sign Children Crossing, the blind corner and again no pavements
image 4

There is no ring road around Storrington and so all the traffic (including lorries and HGVs taking a short cut
to and from the A24) pass by the end of Chantry Lane. At times the congestion is so severe I wait for a long
time to access a A283 to go to Washington roundabout and I take my life in my hands crossing the line of
traffic for I cannot see what is coming towards me due to vehicles queueing. And my family rarely drive
directly to my house down the A283 due to the traffic queues going into Storrington
With 180 extra cars also trying to access the A283 from Chantry Lane plus the sundry vehicles/vans
servicing those houses, the queues will be unimaginable never mind the queues waiting to pass each other
where the lane really narrows.
I seriously urge the Independent Examiner not to take my word for it but to come and see Chantry
Lane for him/herself and how the score of 3 is fully justified
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Again please can you let me know you have received this letter and that it will be placed in front of the
Independent Examiner

28

10/8/16

1: Policy after Policy after Policy....unending verbiage !
Where are the Action Plans ?
noted

2: Urgent Action is needed to enlarge the only medical practice
in the community at Glebe Surgery
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10/8/16

Proposed erection of 90 dwellings on Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington
I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know the site
well. I wish to object strongly to the development of these houses in this location.

noted

This would mean an additional 200+ cars trying to access the lane, representing up to or above an
additional 1000 traffic movements per day.
This will effect all those who enjoy this beautiful lane, which is mostly single track, home to bats, owls,
slow worms (protected species), grass snakes, deer and a whole host of Flora and Fauna.
This area is enjoyed by many including myself.
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11/8/16
I have read with interest Mr xxxxxxxx objections to 90 houses being constructed on The Chantry Industrial
Estate and I wholeheartedly agree with his comments.
noted
How the parish council can only score 1 for road access to and from the site be likely to cause traffic
congestion / queing.
Manleys Hill these days is often queing most of the day into the village but especially after 3.00 until
6.00.and the junction Chantry Lane / Manleys Hill / Nightingale Lane would become inaccessible without
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significant improvement.
I do appreciate houses have have to be built in the UK / Horsham area but surely there are other areas
where the infrustucture is much better placed to accomodate large building sites.
With the proposed site air pollution will increase so the consequences are the AQMA will increase in the
future.
Please let me know on future meetings regarding the above.

On Tue, Aug 9, 2016 at 3:02 PM, > wrote:
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: >
Date: Tue, Aug 9, 2016 at 3:00 PM
Subject: Planning proposal objection
Hello Mate
Thanks for offering to do a bit of distributing. Had a GREAT response after I saw you, so hoping we can
kick this lunacy into touch
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11/8/16

We wish to inform you that deletion of the the sentence in the previous version, protecting the fields
adjacent to Sullington Lane from a new road connecting to Chantry Lane Quarry, would be the reason we
would vote against the adoption of the Plan.
So please reinstate it. Although all references to development in the Quarry have also gone, THERE IS
STILL A NEED FOR THIS SENTENCE. Plan 8325/W/S in the West Sussex Minerals Plan still contains a version
of the road connecting Sullington Lane Junction to the Quarry. The matter needs to be put beyond all
reasonable doubt. There are of course many strong environmental and aesthetic arguments against such
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Please see previous comments

a road which have been well ventilated in past comments, which we support and do not need to repeat.
32

11/8/16

I please to confirm my support for the Neighborhood Plan.

noted
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11/8/16

The protection of the fields to the west of the junction of Sullington Lane and the A283 is something that I
consider to be of importance to the character of Storrington and Sullington and believe to be of
importance to many local people.

Previous comments apply

I do support the majority of the current plan but would like to see the protection of these fields included in
the final version.
The previous plan included the sentence
“Access of the scheme should not be via the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to spoil the
natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the South Downs National Park; “.
This clearly related to access to the now removed tourism development in Chantry quarry. However, my
feeling is the fields are still worthy of protection for the reasons stated in the sentence and I personally
believe that the view from the junction is worth protecting as one of the very few opportunities to see the
Downs from the A283 in Sullington and Storrington and is one of the best views in the parish. Many
residents have expressed to me that they also believe that this is one of the best views in the parish which
connects Storrington to the South Downs. This view has been unchanged in hundreds of years.
Further, I think any development of these fields, whether for access or for further sand extraction, would
not only compromise the view but also the setting of the only grade 1 listed building in the parish
(Sullington Church) along with the mediaeval fish ponds just to the south of the field boundary and the
adjacent designated ancient woodland. The history of this area is one of the great heritage assets of our
parish.
I understand that access across these fields was also proposed for the residential development of Chantry
Industrial Estate which remains part of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington neighbourhood plan
and I ask that protection of these fields against any development (access of further sand extraction) is
reinstated as part of the proposed Chantry Industrial Estate development. I would like to suggest the
following wording: That the fields west and adjacent to Sullington Lane and the natural beauty,
23

wildlife and cultural heritage of the South Downs National Park are protected from any future
development including access or sand extraction. These fields and the view they afford to the
South Downs and the only Grade I listed building in the parish, Sullington church, provide the
setting for one of the great heritage assets of our parish which has been unchanged in hundreds
of years.
I hope you will incorporate into the final version of the parish neighbourhood plan the protection,
described above, previously agreed and included in the 2015 version of our neighbourhood plan.
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11/8/16

I would like to register my support for the Neighbourhood Plan.

noted
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35

11/8/16
Please see previous comments
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36

11/8/16
Please see previous comments
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37

11/8/16

We write to communicate our support for the acceptance of the Neighbourhood Plan and associated
documents.
noted
We see this as an agreed development for our villages along with supporting infrastructure in a manner
that maintains our rural location but allowing the local population to remain and work in or near their
homes as well retirement.
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11/8/16

39

11/8/16

I support the Neighbourhood Plan and look forward to it being successful in the referendum.

noted

Dear Sir / Madam
Proposed erection of 90 dwellings on Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington

Site under review

I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know the site well. I wish to
object strongly to the development of these houses in this location.
This would mean an additional 200+ cars trying to access the lane, representing up to or above an additional 1000
traffic movements per day.
This will effect all those who enjoy this beautiful lane, which is mostly single track, home to bats, owls, slow worms
(protected species), grass snakes, deer and a whole host of Flora and Fauna.
This area is enjoyed by many including myself & my dogs!
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11/8/16

11/8/16

I appreciate the considerable time and effort that has gone into the preparation of this latest version of
our Neighbourhood Plan. I note the removal of any reference to development of the Chantry quarry, but
am dismayed by the omission of the protection provided to the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane by the
sentence “Access to the scheme should not be via the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to spoil
the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the South Downs National Park”
I note that with this omission, protection of the view these fields afford of the South Downs and the only
Grade I listed building in the parish would be lost and they would be at risk. I believe they remain worthy
of protection and would only be able to support the plan if this protection is reinstated.
We would like to voice our concerns about the proposal to allow future development of 90 homes in the
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Please see previous comments

chantry lane industrial area as set out in the neighbourhood plan.
Site under review
The village is expanding too fast at a time when there is already significant pressure on health, social,
transport, education and other services and facilities.
Traffic and pollution continues to be an issue in the village and in our opinion the parish council should be
placing restrictions on house building in this area.
With sadness Thakeham college is losing its current status. Many health services are not provided locally
instead requiring residents to travel to Steyning or Pulborough.
Surely we should deter large numbers of new homes being built and preserve the quality and tranquility of
this down land village area? If developers move in new roads and transport systems would need to be
provided and there should be consideration given to new health services provision and very robust
planning restrictions put in place.
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11/8/16

I am writing to register my support for the proposed Neighbourhood Plan which I have read with some
interest. As someone who came to live here 3 years ago I was drawn to the village by the location, the
village feel and access to bigger towns where needed. I live in Melton Drive in Storrington.
The plan provides a good SWOT analysis for the area. In particular the areas of concern surrounding
pollution, traffic, medical facilities which is always raised when proposals for new housing comes up. We
have to acknowledge that new houses are needed and affordable ones too but this has to be balanced by
the ability of the village to absorb them. Nothing is more controversial than housing and I trust the parish
and council process to make decisions that are appropriate and where possible do not destroy the quality
of life of residents while providing opportunities for new arrivals to the area as well as existing residents
wanting to move home while staying locally. Above all we need a plan that is agreed as the basis for long
term housing and avoids the constant opportunistic applications that cause so much distress and anxiety
to residents.
After so much time time spent in putting the plan together I hope it is supported and approved and
provides the basis for development of our area for many years to come.
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Noted
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11/8/16

I am just writing to tell you that I fully support the policies in the Storrington, Sullington and
Washington neighbourhood plan. Although a member of the Storrington and Sullington Parish
Council, I joined the council too late to contribute to the drafting of the document so I hope
my comment is less biased than it might otherwise appear. I accept that compromises have to
be made – the plan will not please everybody and as a tenant of the Ravenscroft allotments, I
know my plot is at risk of being relocated at some point in the future. Although it will be a
shame to start again, I am happy with this outcome because I appreciate that houses do need
to be built in the area and this will have less impact on the village than building in other
locations. I am especially pleased to see so much commitment to protecting green spaces
while endeavouring to improve infrastructure and employment opportunities so that young
families can settle and thrive in a rural environment.

Noted

Good luck with the next step in the process,
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12/8/16

Proposed erection of 90 dwellings on Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington

Site under review

I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know the site
well. I wish to object strongly to the development of these houses in this location.
This would mean an additional 200+ cars trying to access the lane, representing up to or above an
additional 1000 traffic movements per day.
This will effect all those who enjoy this beautiful lane, which is mostly single track, home to bats, owls,
slow worms (protected species), grass snakes, deer and a whole host of Flora and Fauna.
This area is enjoyed by many including myself.
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12/8/16

I wholeheartedly support the proposal detailed in the Pre-Submission neighbourhood plan to designate
‘Local Green Spaces’ as stated in Policy 16 of the draft plan and supported by the Local Green Spaces
Report.
I absolutely feel that every effort must be made to protect the Storrington Glebe Field (Site 24) which is
the last remaining significant green space within the built up area boundary (BUAB) of Storrington
village. The Glebe Field is currently under threat from development, principally for residential use for up noted
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to 32 homes.
The proposed development of this valuable area of open space is also contrary to policies contained in
the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 and Horsham District Planning Framework 2015.
I moved here to Storrington with my wife and our 2 young children in 2014 and our home backs on to
The Glebe. It was a difficult move and from a very busy and built up part of Surrey and we really felt as
though we were moving to gorgeous West Sussex countryside. My wife and I, along with our 2 girls,
adore The Glebe, it's seasonal colour range, and utter natural and tranquil beauty.
We all love The Glebe and promised our children that it would be here forever. We can't break that
promise.
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12/8/16

Thank you for all the hard work in producing the neighbourhood plan. It is very
comprehensive and appears to address the problems highlighted by local concerns
while still providing the development necessary to move forward.
The protection of green spaces is important, as are considerations for affordable
properties and the necessary infrastructure to support an increased population.
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12/8/16

We reside in Nightingale Lane, Storrington, and following the Parish Council’s issuing of the revised
neighbourhood plan, we wish to object to the proposed development of the Chantry Lane Industrial Estate
on the following grounds:

noted

Site under review
The traffic flow to the Industrial Estate mainly occurs during Monday to Friday, and is low in volume hence
does not impinge on weekend walkers safety which the residential traffic will do, increasing the likelihood
of pedestrian accidents. The existing road is not designed to handle the traffic flow which the proposed
residential development would create, if the development is granted, with the country lane not having a
footpath, pedestrian accidents will occur whether it is a week day or a weekend!
New developments are required to have safety of Pedestrians as one of its main criteria with footpath
access to the village amenities.
The council’s score of 1 in response to the question of the likelihood of congestion. I believe this score to
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be arbitrary as the introduction of at least 180 cars trying to access the lane will cause severe congestion.
The score should be 3. Chantry Lane is a single track lane, leading to the downs and has a significant biodiversity as well as a Site of Significant Scientific Interest bordering the proposed development would not
be compatible with the local area and 90 new rooftops would have a detrimental effect on the vista from
the South Downs. I am submitting this objection within the public consultation period and would seek
confirmation that this, our objection, will be included in the council’s submission to the independent
examiner.
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12/8/16

49

12/8/16

I would like to congratulate the Neighbourhood plan (second submission) for fully explaining the thought
processes that led to the conclusions as listed. It confirms clearly that the original plan although not fully
articulated was based entirely on the best way forward for our area and should ensure that the area
remains vibrant and successful without becoming too urbanised. I look forward to it being passed by
referendum
I would like to voice my concerns about the proposal to allow future
development of 90 homes in the chantry lane industrial area as set out in
the neighbourhood plan.
The village is expanding too fast at a time when there is already significant pressure on health, social,
transport, education and other services and facilities.
Traffic and pollution continues to be an issue in the village and in our opinion the parish council should be
placing restrictions on house building in this area. Today by way of an example it took me via car 40
minutes to get from the Washington Roundabout into Storrington.
The pollution created by all the traffic gridlocked is a huge concern.The infrastructure in Storrington is not
able to cope now let alone with an additional 90 houses.
Many health services are not provided locally instead requiring residents to travel to Steyning or
Pulborough.
Until such time that infrastructure is improved then this sort of project should be rejected. There should be a
need to preserve
the quality and tranquility of this down land village area, Storrington is a village but with development as it
is at present it will soon be a town without the proper infrastructure. If developers move in new roads and
transport systems would need to be provided and there should be consideration given to new health services
31

noted

Site under review

provision and very
robust planning restrictions put in place.
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12/8/16

Thank you for all the work you have put into producing the revised Storrington, Sullington, & Washington
Neighbourhood Plan 2016-2032.
I did like the concept of modeling Storrington to ultimately become the "Heart of the S0uth Downs National
Park " Sadly however, until the access routes & car parking problems are resolved, we are clearly not in a
position to elevate ourselves to this esteemed position in the earlier life term of the Neighbourhood Plan.
However it remains an intriguing possibility for the future.

noted

Despite the pressure put onto the area by future development, be it housing, social or industrial, I really like
the determination of retaining so many "Green Spaces". The Sandgate Country Park will be a great asset to
the whole district.
Probably the most contentious element affecting the area in recent years has been the unwanted
speculative developments around the periphery of the Village. So it is only right & pleasing to read that the
Plan endorses Policy 27 of HDC Planning Framework, which seeks to prevent the coalescence of rural
settlements.
Having reviewed all the elements of the Neighbourhood Plan, I congratulate you on your endeavours
and I support the Plan in full.
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12/8/16
We have read Mr XXXX objection for 90 new dwellings occupying the site of the existing Chantry Lane
Industrial Estate and we completely agree with his comments and strongly object to the proposal.
How the Parish Council can only score 1 for road access us beyond us as it will cause more queuing and
congestion than already exists. This should surely score 3.
Exiting from Chantry Lane, which is a country LANE with a single track leading to South Downs National
Park, into Manley's Hill, especially going east, is currently very dangerous due to lack of visibility. We have
suffered 2 accidents in recent years on this crossroad.
Should this development go ahead it would be necessary to make significant improvements at the
junction of Chantry Lane/Nightingale Lane/Manley's Hill to improve the flow of traffic i.e. traffic lights or a
roundabout.
With a minimum of 180 additional vehicles this will obviously effect the air pollution and the AQMA will
increase.
32

Site under review

With 180 new houses this will have an adverse effect on the infrastructure, particularly the doctor's
surgery which is currently under much pressure.
2nd Submission
Further to our previous email please amend the final paragraph to read 90 houses not 180 houses.
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13/8/16

I am dismayed to find that under the current plan there is no protection for the fields to the west of
Sullington Lane from future development or access to proposed development. This area below Sullington
Church and Manor affords a wonderful view to the Downs and any development /disturbance to these
fields would disrupt the cultural heritage and uniqueness of this ancient settlement and the beauty of the
landscape. Surely these fields should be protected and I do not support any neighbourhood plan which
does not contain these safeguards.

Please see previous comments
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13/8/16

I have the following comments on the neighbourhood plan and in particular the Glebe Field site.

noted

We support the sites proposed for development exclusion in this latest version of the neighbourhood
plan. It is important to us that the green spaces of this community are preserved as policy 16 and the Local
Green Spaces Report states in this draft. Too little regard has been paid to the effects of unfettered
development and local wishes in the past and the time is now to protect its open spaces with the village
area and its abutted areas. Site 24, the Glebe Field is the last significant clear open green area within the
heart of the village and stands apart from the rest of its built on centre allowing for quiet contemplative
leisure time. We are aware of a latent threat to develop this site with yet more houses (30+). We do not
believe this area is in keeping with any of the National Planning Policy framework written in 2012 nor is it
enshrined in the more local HDC planning framework policies written in 2015.
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13/8/16

I hereby strongly object to the redevelopment at Chantry Down and Chantry Campus.
1). Level 9 air pollution is a national disgrace.

Site under review

2) Rare birds ie peregrine falcons have nested in the Sand Pit for years - also Little Owls and Sand
Martins. Wildlife and Countryside Act
33

1981 protects these birds
3) Access to all three of the proposed sites is unsuitable. Infrastructure is already overloaded in
Storrington ie Schools, Doctors and air pollution
NO HOUSES IN CAHNTRY LANE
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15/8/16

I note that in the Open Spaces section of the proposed Neighbourhood Plan, the field at the top of
Downsview Avenue is detailed as it is close to the listed East Wantley and consequently needs to be
protected. Should, therefore, the fields below and next to this area also be listed as they are in fact,
nearer to East Wantley than the one you have in the report and there is also potential easy access to them
from Water Lane for any developer?

LGS assessment to be reviewed

I am quite happy with the listing of the field at the top of Downsview Avenue but have to say that contrary
to what is stated in the report, the field is not suitable for "general sporting and play activities" as
observation will confirm and I assume also that the main landowner, xxxxxx is in agreement with his land
being so listed in order that no clash of interests occur in the future.
From a personal point of view, I am one of the residents at the top of Downsview Avenue and we
frequently find it difficult to vacate our drive due to the multiple parking of vans and cars belonging to dog
walkers, many of whom live nearby and are simply too lazy to walk to excercise their animals. The result is
that we often have to reverse right into the drive of our neighbour opposite, which is not really acceptable
and since this situation is likely to get worse once the listing of the field becomes general knowledge, it
would be helpful if some measure could be put in place to prevent what was intended as a turning area at
the end of the cul de sac being used as a car/van park.
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15/8/16

Consultation comments from xxxxxxxx

P9
Introduction to the Parish of Storrington & Sullington
Please state that Storrington is a significant retail, commercial, service and social hub for the hub for the
surrounding village parishes, with a combined catchment population of 20,000 and impacted by ongoing
development in neighbouring parishes. This affects traffic congestion and air quality.
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Wording to be reviwed

P 21
Policy 1 Spatial Plan
The Built Up Area Boundary as shown in the map on p40 is not acceptable with regards the inclusion of
site iv Chantry Lane. It is a artificial delineation. It is clearly an island of badly sited industrial
development, now within the National Park.

Site is under review but is not in the National Park

P 23 Policy 2
Iii Rycroft
(a) Ingress past Library entrance in car park is not safe, especially for children, although egress through
Millstream and Library car park by pond is acceptable

Noted

Iv Chantry
( c ) The Chantry Mill / sand pit proposal seems to have been wisely withdrawn.
Site under review
( f ) there is no way to mitigate traffic in this narrow country lane; it is already being used for regular on
street parking by residents near Chantry Close. The Chantry site should be scored as outside the BUA. See
below.
P 29 Policy 4 Village Centre
The bus turning circle must be retained at all costs. Please consider a shared surface along Old Mill Drive,
from Hawthorn Way to the High Street.
P 32 Policy 11 Medical Facilities
Expansion of the Glebe Surgery into the Glebe Field, with added development should be resisted. Parking
and congestion will always be a problem at this location. Instead support the development of the
Millstream site with good parking and village centre pedestrian access.
P 34 Policy 16 Green Spaces
I strongly support the Glebe field as a local green space.

Noted

Noted

Noted

P 35 Air Quality
The recent announcement of the failure of the Low Emission trial should be referred to and other options
set out. A thorough traffic management study is required.
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Noted

P 35 Traffic
(i) & (ii) Cycle paths are to be welcomed, but a good start would be to restore the footpath on the south
side of the A283 between Washington roundabout and Manley’s Hill which has been deliberately
obstructed by unnecessary street lights at Milford Grange. This marks the SDNP boundary from Hampers
to Sullington Lane and the footpath maintenance appears to have been abandoned by WSCC Highways.
The proposal for improvements in traffic management are welcome and long overdue. Traffic congestion
and queuing along the Washington Road has increased significantly over the last three years that this plan
has been in preparation.

These streetlights are the subject of discussion with
WSCC and the developer.

Noted

P 36 Car Parking
The Ryecroft Lane development provides an opportunity for increased central public parking, over and
above that needed for residents.

Noted

P 40 Policies Map Inset 2
The AQMA boundary has been enlarged since Dec 2010, and I support the enlargement. Please confirm
this has been approved by HDC.

Review map

Site Assessment Report (Appendix Document)
This should have been included in first draft! But there are still some inconsistent scores.
Site 6 Ryecroft - I agree with the scoring, but the total is 10, not 8! Not within AQMA – No score 0
Site 8 Chantry – this is all wrong: site is in SDNP score 5; outside BUA - yes, see my point above so score
5; road access is without question very likely to cause traffic congestion and queuing, so Score 3 (not 1);
hence total score is actually 17 and this should be rejected firmly.

Noted
Site under review

I shall strongly object to this being included.
Site 9 Amberley Road - I strongly object to the road access from the Amberley Road being scored ‘0’; it is
a fast and dangerous road with a particularly bad exit from Newtown Road; score should be 3, making
total 12, not 9, for this option.
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Site removed

Site Assessment Report Policy 2
An excellent new report – well done!
Site 1 – agreed.
Site 2 - agreed.
Site 3 – agreed.
Site 4 – agreed.
Site 5 – agreed.
Site 6 – agreed subject to adoption of Ryecroft Lane as entry and only one way traffic exiting the Library
car park ; also dependent on re-opening of Millstream Surgery under new management.
Noted
Site 7 – agreed.
Site 8 - Chantry Estate: This site is outside the natural built up area and is the result of appalling
planning in the distant past. I strongly object to any development here which increases the traffic along
Chantry Lane and at the junction with Washington Road. I do not agree the scoring, nor the conclusions
that it should be included as a site in the Neighbourhood Plan.
Site 9 - agreed rejected – well done!
Site 10 - agreed rejected
Site 11 – agreed rejected.
Site 12 – agreed rejected.
Site 13 – strongly agree this should be rejected.
Site 14 – no comment.
Site 15 - agreed rejected.
Site 16 - no comment.
Site 17 – no comment.
Site 18 - agreed rejected.
Site 19 – agreed rejected.
Site 20 – no comment.
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Site under review

Site 21 – agreed rejected.
Site 22 – agreed rejected.
Site 23 – agreed rejected.
Site 24 – agreed rejected.
Site 25 - strongly agreed rejected
Site 26 - strongly agreed rejected
Site 27 – no comment.
Site 28 -- strongly agreed rejected
Site 29 – agreed rejected, but this area is a mess not least because of fly parking by Kia.
Site 30 - strongly agreed rejected – as should Chantry Estate in a similar position.
Site 31 - strongly agreed rejected
Site 32 - strongly agreed rejected
Site 33 - strongly agreed rejected

Site Assessment Report Policy 3
I agree with the proposal to introduce North Farm as an industrial area instead of Robell Way.

Local Green Spaces Report

Noted

An excellent addition to the Plan. Please make sure the Glebe Field is protected from housing
development.
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15/8/16

I see that in the latest revision of this plan the sentence "Access of the scheme should NOT be via the field
adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to spoil the natural beauty, wildllife and cultural heritage of the South
Downs National Park" has been omitted. It would be desecration to allow a road through this field and we
will strongly protest if the sentence is not reinstated.
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noted
Please see previous comments
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15/8/16

I have briefly looked at the Neighbourhood Plan as displayed in the library in Storrington. May I first
congratulate the council on the extensive plan, a great deal of work has obviously been expended,
however there are one or two elements that I feel should be stressed in terms of ensuring limited
unwanted developments in the area.
The plan notes the lack of services in the area and the poor air quality issue etc. however I feel that it
would benefit from detailed facts supporting the views, e.g.
1 the flooding problems around Swan Close due to poor drains,
2 the specific traffic problems - what is the normal traffic flow through the village and what / when are
the peak flows,
3 the pollution levels , and what are normal level of pollutants vs levels recorded in the village, what are
normal levels in similar locations

The SG feels that the NP addresses these issues where

4 poor mobile phone signals

Possible.

5 number of residents who are now recorded as suffering from poor air quality vs levels in
similar residential areas in W Sussex.
A statement covering assumed solutions and the associated timescales may also be useful
I was also conscious that the neighbourhood plan as displays seems not to reflect the potential
developments behind Melton Drive and at Thakeham Tiles. The report in the Sussex Local magazine,
which supposedly reflects the Horsham District Council plans for the area clearly shows possible
developments in a 6 to 11 year timescale for these areas, albeit subject to planning permissions.

Melton Drive is not considered an appropriate site and
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Thakeham Tiles is outside of the NP area.
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15/8/16

Following the Parish Council's issuing of the revised neighbourhood plan, I wish to object to the proposal
for development at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate in Storrington. The objection is based on the parish
council's score of 1 in response to the question of the likelihood of congestion. I believe this score to
arbitrary as the introduction of at least 180 cars trying to access the lane will cause severe
congestion. Chantry Lane is a single track lane, leading to the Downs and has a significant bio-diversity as
well as a site of scientific interest bordering the proposed development with no evidence in the plan that
this would be protected. In addition, the proposed development would not be compatible with the local
area and 90 new rooftops would have a detrimental effect on the vista from the South Downs. I am
submitting this objection within the public consultation period and would seek confirmation that this, my
individual objection, will be included in the council’s submission to the independent examiner on the
understanding that my name and address will be excluded.

Site Is under review

Chantry Industrial Estate and Chantry Sand Quarry proposed redevelopment
Chantry Down and Chantry Campus
Site is under review
We strongly object to this proposed development.
We have been told since 2013 that Storrington is one of the most highly traffic polluted areas. DEFRA say
that the Storrington is at Level 9, one point off the highest level and that this is a “National
Disgrace” Building another 102 houses off the main A283 can only exacerbate this problem.
350 parking spaces in the Sand Quarry...how many vehicle movements per day? Storrington is already at
grid lock at certain times of the day.
Local infrastructure is already at breaking point.
The proposed area is I believe covered by SSI - ANOB and National Park status. Schedule 1 peregrine
falcons are regularly nesting on the quarry edge.
The river Stor and it's environs was identified in SSWNP - Local Green Spaces Report as an environmentally
sensitive area, the only chalk spring where brown trout spawn in the South of England.
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Houses off Post View with access via Meadowside, Ravenscroft and Post View. The access road is highly
unsuitable. Parking on these estates is limited, cars regularly parked on the road or verges rendering the
road single lane. 18 houses, again how many vehicle movements per day?
Chantry Lane is a single track road, most winters flooding occurs due to run off from the Downs and
adjacent farmland. Certainly not suitable for another 80 plus dwellings and their associated vehicle
movements.

61

15/8/16

I wish to object to the proposed development at Chantry Industrial Estate. The objection is based on the
score of 1 in response to the question of the likelihood of congestion. There will be at least an additional
180 cars up and down a really narrow lane particularly at commuting times (based on 2 cars per
household) causing extreme traffic congestion and pollution - therefore this area should score 'very likely'
on this question (3 score) I would suggest that the proposal be revised to a lower number of houses (30
more exclusive homes leading to fewer cars).
I am submitting this objection within the consultation period and assume that it will be included in the
councils submission to the independent examiner - not to include my name and address.
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Site is under review
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noted
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15/8/16
Nsee previous comments
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15/8/16
See previous comments

65

15/8/16

I wish to inform you that I am in support of the Parish Plan currently on display at Storrington Library

noted
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15/8/16

Please will you ensure that the comment re no road or building to take place on the pasture fields
adjacent to Sullington Lane is included in the Plan. The Church, 14th century Barn Manor House and
Rectory are all documented as historically important examples of a downland village and are visible from
the A283 when viewed across the pasture meadow. Any building would detract from this and could never
be re-instated..... Commercial business should be confined to the existing Chantry Lane site. Apologies for
poor typing I am very old and have known this area for over 90 years and do not wish it to lose any of its
history

Please see previous comments

2nd submission
Please will you make certain that the strong objection to road and any building on the pasture fields
adjacent to Sullington Lane is included in the parish council’s comment. Sullington Manor Farm, Tithe
Barn, 13th/14 century church and Rectory are all documented as a historical Downland village and visible
from the A283 across the pasture field.... this would all be destroyed if road and building was allowed.
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68

15/8/16

Hello Tracey, not sure whether I send an affirmation to the latest Parish plan or not. Anyway, please add
me and XXXXXXX to the list agreeing the Plan
We wish to register our support for the revised Neighbourhood Plan. We recognise that a large number of
local people have put much time and effort into producing a credible and sustainable plan. Although the
examiner rejected it on first submission, we believe that the further changes now address the points in
question, and the plan is robust and ready for re-submission.

noted
noted

Following three public consultation periods, most local people are now aware of the plan, and waiting for
their chance to vote on it. We hope that chance can be given soon.
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15/8/16

This is an objection to the proposed development near Chantry Lane. For a number of reasons,
including ruining the downs environment, and it is an unsuitable place to build houses, in a place of
natural beauty. 90 extra houses could be built south of Horsham in that huge development without
causing so much damage. I am happy to give further reasons as and when required. I trust you will note
this objection. Thank you.

Site under review
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15/8/16

Site under review
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15/8/16

Oppose Housing development in Chantry Lane
The reasons I believe this is a bad idea are
1 Child's play area close to road which would be used for development and lorries
2 road not suitable enough for more vehicles
3 traffic is bad enough in storrington
4 lack of space in schools and other amenities already
5 there are a lot of protective wildlife this will effect
6 road has a lot of flooding during winter We have enough new developments and the village cannot cope
with anymore people moving in unless they are going to put a bypass in and build more schools / shops /
and doctors surgery
Here is our response to the revised Neighbourhood plan.
We generally agree with the vision of the Neighbourhood Plan and appreciate the hard work that has gone

Noted

44

into it. We are pleased that the aims for new businesses, green spaces, notably The Glebe Field, a medical
centre, public conveniences and the emphasis on the correct type of housing, much of it affordable, are
being addressed.
However, we have several anxieties as follows:
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The fact that utility services are already stretched.
Traffic and pollution continue to be a major issue.
Chantry Lane development - too many houses on the site - the traffic generated by such a
development in such a narrow lane would not be good. The lane would have to be widened thus
ruining its character and environmental status. Also, what happens to the small industries that
exist there?
Old Rycroft - if the car park weren't to be used as access, we could have the new medical centre
there - it is an ideal central spot where the Millstream surgery stands.
The narrow roads, some without footpaths, are already over-used especially in busy periods.

Comments noted

These are my comments on the NP.
Overall it has my support but I have an ongoing concern over the area of the Chantry Industrial Site,
Chantry Quarry and adjacent fields between the quarry and Sullington Lane. During the first consultation I
expressed my concerns over the proposed siting of a road which would run across the fields to facilitate
access to a "tourism development" and, possibly, housing at the industrial site.
I was not alone in my concerns and it seems that those also voiced by others resulted in the Steering
Group considering it appropriate to allay the concerns relating specifically to the road by including the
wording “Access of the scheme should not be via the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to spoil
the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the South Downs National Park".
The policy referring to the Tourism Development at Chantry Quarry has now been removed from the draft
Plan and I must say that I find this to be totally logical as, in my opinion, the proposals being put forward
by the owner/developer were as far from being a pleasant tourist attraction with restoration in keeping
with the surrounding South Downs National Park as I could imagine. I understand this to be the reason that
the policy was removed. However I believe the threat of the road still to be ever present, if not at a higher
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Previous comments apply

level than it was, as my understanding is that not only is the owner/developer in active communication
with and receiving the support of HDC over development of the existing quarry they are also seeking an
extension of the quarry which includes a road across the fields and which could, very conveniently but
perhaps not coincidentally, also serve as access to the sought after quarry development. The attached plan
shows the road as proposed in relation to the extension of the quarry which is hardly in line with the
sentence now removed from the Plan.
I would make the point that the proposed road would be across fields within the South Downs National
Park which were referred to at the hearing in Worthing on the proposed National Park Boundary as typical
downland scenery enhancing the entrance to Storrington and would completely alter the landscape of the
approach to Storrington on the A283, one of the major road arteries.
There is also the matter of the road being within the view of a listed building an argument which I believe
was used to oppose the Melton Drive application where the listed building was only grade II.
It being such an obvious and high profile one I do not consider it appropriate to ignore the real threat of
the road and propose that not only should text along the lines of that previously included be reinstated but
now that the "tourism development" has been omitted, the wording should be revised to give protection
of the fields from ANY development so as to include that of the industrial site or anything else that arises
at a future date.
On one hand it seems so obvious that the area is one of beauty and more deserving of retention than
other that Green Spaces recorded in the Plan that there would been no cause to fear for its future but on
the other hand the ongoing threat of the development of the quarry and industrial site makes me propose
the fields as a Green Space. To accommodate an entirely suitable reinstatement/restoration of the quarry
and possible access to new housing on the current industrial estate a form of words could be included to
allow for such suitable development as has been done within the current wording of the Green Space
Policy to allow for an alternative medical facility on the Glebe Field while still protecting the field itself.
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16/8/16

FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE CLERK: RE POSSIBLE DEVELOPMENT CHANTRY LANE INDUSTRIAL SITE
I am opposing the decision to build 90+ houses as this will definitely have an impact on the already
congested A283 through Storrington with also taking into consideration the impact this will have on our
doctors surgery “The Glebe” last year they took on an estimated 3,000 patients from the closure of The
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Site under review

Mill Stream Surgery in North Lane.
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16/8/16

Having read through the Neighbourhood Plan I am full of admiration for the tremendous amount of work
that has gone into this exercise on behalf of the Community.
Congratulations and thanks to everyone.
As much as anything the patience and tenacity of the Parish Council are to be applauded.

Noted

I will certainly vote in favour of the Plan in the coming referendum.
Nonetheless, there are two areas that leave me feeling uneasy.
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16/8/16

4.12 – allows for the expansion of settlements outside the defined built-up areas, with some caveats.
I believe the existing boundaries should be held firmly without caveats and the concentration of
development should be within the boundaries to maintain the character of Storrington.

More site assessment work required

Policy 17 AirQuality
I appreciate how difficult this problem is, and how much of it is outside the control of the Parish
Council, but it is the most lethal problem we face.
With the demise of the LEZ programme we need to urgently re-visit the other proposals for easing
the situation.

noted

I support the proposal detailed in the Pre-Submission neighbourhood plan to designate ‘Local Green
Spaces’ as stated in Policy 16 of the draft plan and supported by the Local Green Spaces Report. I feel that
every effort must be made to protect the Storrington Glebe Field (Site 24) which is the only significant
green space remaining within the built up area boundary (BUAB) of Storrington village. The Glebe Field is
currently under threat from development, principally for residential use for up to 32 dwellings. The
proposed development of this valuable area of open space is also contrary to policies contained in the
National Planning Policy Framework 2012 and Horsham District Planning Framework 2015.
I have made some comments in blue on the extract below. Storrington, Sullington & Washington
Neighbourhood Plan 2016-2032

noted

With reference to Policy 2: Site Allocations for Development
Site assesment to be reviewed
Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington iv. Land at Chantry Lane Industrial Estate, Storrington
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for a mix of residential development provided:
a. A comprehensive planning application is made for the whole site that comprises a housing scheme and a
green infrastructure masterplan;
A housing scheme and a green infrastructure are incompatible with the surrounding area of the South
Downs Park. The development of housing here would intrude on the Park and extends the southern
boundary of the built up area in an unacceptable way.
b. The design of the scheme has full regard to conserving the landscape and scenic beauty of the adjoining
South Downs National Park;
A housing scheme here would be clearly visible from the South Downs and would be an obvious intrusion
into the open space south of the A283. The existing landscape and scenic beauty would not be conserved.
c. The design of the scheme (has) full regard to sustaining and enhancing the setting of the adjoining
Chantry Mill heritage asset and to the archaeological value of the adjoining Archaeological Notification
Area;
The development cannot sustain and enhance the setting of the adjoining Chantry Mill heritage asset.
d. The proposals will not result in any loss of biodiversity value of the adjoining Chantry Mill Site of Special
Scientific Interest;
A housing development is likely to be a greater barrier to the movement of animals, vertebrate and
invertebrate, than the existing industrial estate, especially nocturnally.
e. The landscape scheme retains the mature landscape features on the eastern and northern boundaries
of the site and provides a new landscape buffer to the western boundary; and
None of which mitigate the intrusive nature of a residential development this far south of the A283.
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f. The scheme makes appropriate provision to mitigate its own off site traffic movements.
This quite impossible. 90 homes will add about 200 vehicles. According to commonly used assessments (eg
TRICS) this would add about 700 movements on and off the A283. I can see no way in which the extra
traffic can be mitigated. For considerable periods of the day the A283 is already seriously congested. I
think the traffic assessment has been wrongly scored in the appendix and should preclude this
development.
In conclusion I think that this development is the most unsustainable of those proposed and should be
dropped. The best solution for the Chantry Industrial Estate is for it to be returned to a natural state.
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I am writing in relation to the new Neighbourhood Plan SSWNP 2016-2032. I am delighted that the visitor
centre has been removed from your plans and would like to thank you for hearing residents' concerns on
this.
I remain concerned that a number of the issues that I expressed in my email of 11th June 2015 (attached
below) seem still be unaddressed and, as such, I would welcome further amendment before supporting
this plan. I can see that a level of development on the industrial estate makes complete sense but the
scale seems wrong.
Specifically:
- Chantry Mill is an SSSI. The proposed extent of development around it will be to the detriment of this
beautiful historic building
- the plan acknowledges the shortage of public transport and says that traffic congestion is already a "main
challenge". If social housing (i.e. housing for those less likely to have a car) is put on the site, public
transport will be necessary. If other tenures are provided, we will get many more cars in the lane. Either
way, the A283 will become more congested, which would be an unfortunate result, and, either way, the
lane will be more full of traffic. As a single lane road, it does not lend itself to increased traffic flow. In this
context, I see that your assessment on local traffic congestion/queuing is "quite likely". I think anyone
who lives on the lane would say that a score of 3 is the reality and that a 1 is definitely incorrect. I
believe it is essential that this is amended.
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Please see previous comments

- the plan acknowledges the need to preserve the character of the area, to enhance the SDNP and to
reflect the architectural and historic character of the area - a development of this scale will not achieve
that - a much smaller development, replacing the industrial estate, could achieve that. A smaller
development would lower the number of new cars and could be of a density that enhanced the area.
- it seems to me that this development is outside your designated built up area boundaries
- the development is in the SDNP despite 4.18, of the original plan, saying there will be no development in
the Park
- the previous plan included the sentence “Access of the scheme should not be via the fields adjacent to
Sullington Lane so as not to spoil the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the South Downs
National Park“. For some reason, this line has been deleted from the new plan presumably because the
aim is to put a road through these fields. I request that this is reinserted. The fields and the view
absolutely need to be protected.
Overall, therefore, I request that the score for traffic risk be increased to a 3, that the development is
reduced in scale and that the protection of the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane is written back into the
plan. Without those aspects, I would be unable to support this plan.
Please would you confirm that these concerns will be included in your review?
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Sandgate Conservation Society
Neighbourhood Plan
Submission by Society – Land between Sullington Lane and Chantry Pit
Sandgate Conservation Society was formed over 40 years ago to campaign for the protection of
the area associated with the former Sandgate House and the area immediately surrounding it.
The above land falls within that area.
The Society has always maintained that these fields are a foreground to the Downs behind and
form an essential part of the rural entrance to the village from the East. These points were made
at the hearing in Worthing on the proposed National Park Boundary and were accepted by both
sides. The land is within the South Downs National Park.
This observation was made by many people during the first Public Consultation and resulted in
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Please see previous comments

the paragraph:Access to the scheme should not be via the fields adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to spoil
the natural beauty, wildlife,and cultural heritage of the South Downs National Park.
This wording does not appear in the current draft of the plan.
A visit to the top of the Downs at, say, The Chantry, shows that any development of this land will
be very obvious from the South Downs Way and will spoil the view. Any proposal to develop the
land for ‘Tourism’, (whatever that might be) will completely spoil the entrance to the village from
the Washington direction.
The Society requests that the above wording as shown in the original version of the
Neighbourhood Plan be reinstated in the current version.
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As requested my comments as to the revisions of the Neighbourhood plan are as follows:
I broadly accept the proposed plan as submitted with the reservation that I remain concerned as to the
cumulative effect of traffic and therefore pollution which I consider will be exacerbated by many if not all
the proposed developments.
Road junctions in strategic areas close to proposed developments may help mitigate their impact by
filtering of traffic onto roads in the proximity but will do nothing to improve the situation on the principal
road network in Storrington and Sullington principally and of course developers cannot be expected to
improve this.
There appears to be a total impasse as to what is acceptable for Storrington's access roads to withstand
and the evidence for my concern is only too visible on a regular basis by the traffic congestion approaching
the village from the east, frequently extending up to the A24.
While this may not be a problem that can be addressed in the Neighbourhood Plan, I still feel that
insufficient weight is demonstrated as to the negative impact of increased traffic, notwithstanding the
removal of some HGV movements by displacement of trading estates out of the built-up areas.
Thank you all for your efforts.
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noted
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Although I largely support the current version of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington
neighbourhood plan I consider the protection of the agricultural fields to the west of the junction of
Sullington Lane and the A283 to be of importance to the character of Storrington and Sullington. I shall not
be able to support the plan in the referendum without such protection.
Please see previous comments
In the previous version of the neighbourhood plan these fields were protected as part of the now removed
tourism development in Chantry quarry. However, the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the
South Downs National is worth protecting – this is why the area is designated a National Park. In addition I
believe that the view from the junction is worth protecting as one of the very few opportunities to see the
Downs from the A283 in Sullington and Storrington and as one of the best views in the parish. This view
has been unchanged over hundreds of years and very much enhances the eastern approach to Storrington.
Further, I think any development of these fields, whether for access or for further sand extraction, would
also compromise the setting of the only grade 1 listed building in the parish (Sullington Church) along with
the mediaeval fish ponds just to the south of the field boundary and the adjacent designated ancient
woodland. The history of this area is one of the great heritage assets of our parish.
I understand that access across these fields was also proposed for the residential development of Chantry
Industrial Estate which remains part of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington neighbourhood plan
and I ask that protection of these fields against any development (access of further sand extraction) is
reinstated as part of the proposed Chantry Industrial Estate development.
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Previous comments apply
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Previous comments
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I am a resident of Sullington Lane and I am writing to register my position as regards to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Previous comments apply

As it currently stands I regret that I cannot support the proposed Neighbourhood Plan at the referendum
unless it contains a statement confirming that the council will object to any planning applications that
requires road access, or indeed any development of the fields between Sullington Lane and Chantry
sandpit.
The fields are both part of the natural beauty of the area and also in agricultural use, and any development
would detract from this. Being so close to the A283 also makes any such development unjustified and
totally unnecessary.
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Neighbourhood Plan Public Consultation
We support the proposal detailed in the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan to designate “Local Green
Spaces” as stated in Policy 16 of the draft plan and supported by the Local Green Spaces Report. We feel noted
that every effort must be made to protect the Storrington Glebe Field (Site 24) which is the only significant
green space remaining within the built-up area boundary (BUAB) of Storrington village. The Glebe Field is
currently under threat from development, principally for residential use for up to 32 dwellings. The
proposed development of this valuable area of open space is contrary to policies contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework 2012 and Horsham District Planning Framework 2015.
Additionally the medical justification for the proposed new Glebe Surgery is apparently based on dubious
statistics for population growth in the Horsham area according to an article in the August edition of Sussex
Local.
We strongly believe that such a development will seriously worsen the already desperate pollution caused
by road traffic in the immediate surrounding area bounded by the A283, B2139 and Church Street. Church
Street is now a traffic nightmare following the over-development of the orchard of St Joseph’s Abbey and
the rat-running through Brown’s Lane to avoid congestion in the centre of Storrington. The A283
roundabout at Tesco is already inadequate to cope with existing traffic and would be unable to cope safely
with additional construction traffic at the Glebe Field.
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16/8/16
It has come to my notice that the owner/developer of the Chantry Quarry Site has put forward a proposal
which includes an access road across the fields east of the site and that HDC are apparently giving support
to the plan. Such a road was vigorously opposed during the previous public consultation and taken out of
the then Neighbourhood Plan along with policy relating to tourism at Chantry Quarry. However, the newly
proposed plan does not make specific reference to the road and it’s unacceptability and it seems to be in
the best interests of the residents covered by the plan that there should be such a reference.

This site has been removed from the plan

Something appropriate might be as follows: “Access to any scheme at the Chantry Lane site should not be
through the fields to the east of the quarry and adjacent to Sullington Lane so as not to mar the natural
beauty, cultural heritage of the South Downs, and the wildlife. This, hopefully, would prevent such a road
from ever being built and scarring the wonderful view across the fields to the South Downs.
Could you please accept this as my comment on the propose Neighbourhood Plan
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My wife and I have recently reviewed the latest revision to the Storrington, Sullington and Washington
Neighbourhood Plan 2016-32. We note that this version no longer includes the sentence protecting the
fields adjacent to Sullington Lane. I do not know whether this omission was unintentional (a careless
omission) or intentional (an unforgiveable omission given the strength of feeling expressed during the
previous consultation). Either way I note to you that unless such protection is included in the plan then we
will both be forced to vote against it in the eventual referendum. For avoidance of doubt, we specifically
need to protect against a road across the fields accessing any new development or any extension of the
quarry for sand extraction.
Such a road would compromise the best view of the Downs in the parish. It is a view that has hardly
changed since the middle ages. It would also compromise the setting for the only grade 1 listed building in
the parish.
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft Neighbourhood Plan.
Clearly a great deal of effort has gone into the development of the Plan despite the fact that the initial Plan
was not approved by the independent expert. It is hoped that the new Plan satisfies any problems that
had previously arisen.
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Please see previous comments

I am afraid that time does not allow a detailed response. However I find that the areas identified as
suitable for development are sensible and logical. The Plan seems to meet the requirements of both the
District Plan and the Storrington area.

Noted – documents to be reviewed for jargon

One point of observation. Some of the jargon used in much of the documentation is impenetrable. I
assume that this is to do with the fact that the Plan has to be presented in a particular format and to a
particular audience. It does however make it difficult for lay people unfamiliar with the jargon to make
sense of some of the material.
Nevertheless I fully support the revised Plan and would urge those involved to complete the future process
as soon as possible to prevent further unscrupulous developers trying to circumvent the community's
democratic wishes.
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16/8/16

Regarding Sullington Fields, I am unable to support the proposed neighborhood plan at the referendum.
The only other way it could be supported, is if we had in writing a statement that indicates the council
objecting to any planning applications which require a road across the fields between Sullington Lane &
Chantry Sandpit.
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I have examined the latest documents and would like to make the following observations:

See previous comments

Housing
Storrington is a thriving community and we need to ensure it stays that way. This means we need to
continue to provide housing of a type that will ensure the villages attract a population that supports local
Comments noted
businesses, amenities and facilities. We need truly affordable housing, for rent as well as for purchase. Too
many recent developments have majored on larger, expensive, houses and the so-called retirement sector.
We have sufficient properties of this type - we need a more balanced mix.
Having said that, housing cannot be sustainable without infrastructure like health provision and schools.
With only one surgery, we need prioritise either expansion of the Glebe surgery or extra facilities.
Traffic is another problem in the area. Any new housing must not add to the existing situation, particularly
in the 'back' roads which are currently suffering.
57

Traffic
We have congestion and air quality issues through the villages. This should potentially be relieved with A27
improvements but this is a long way ahead, and by the time the improvements materialise, traffic will have
further increased. Lanes and residential back roads get used as alternative routes to avoid the congested
village centre. Many of these roads have no footpath, and the volume and speed of through traffic
presents a real hazard.
The plan, rightly, recognises the need to promote walking, cycling and similar more healthy means of
transport. Unfortunately for many residents reaching footpaths means travelling along these dangerous,
heavily trafficked shared routes. It would be good if the plan recognised the need to slow traffic and
discourage the use by through traffic along, for example, Fern Road, Monastery Lane, School Lane, Browns
Lane, North Street and Spierbridge Road.
Thank you for taking the time to read this.
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I cannot support the Neighbourhood Plan unless it contains a statement saying that the Council will object
to any planning applications which require a road across the fields between Sullington Lane and the
Chantry Sandpit.Any road,buildings or development would spoil the best view of the South Downs in the
Parish and the view of Sullington Church,a grade 1 listed building.
The proposed housing development for Chantry Lane is too large for the area and the traffic would have
too greater impact on Chantry Lane and the main road which is already very congested. 30 houses would
be a more realistic development.
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We strongly OBJECT to the redevelopment at Chantry Down, Chantry Campus and Post view.
REASONS BEING
High levels of air pollution already.

Previous comments

Site under review

Protected birds nesting in sand quarry ie: peregrine falcons,owls and sand martins.(Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981).
Access to all sites unsuitable ie: narrow lane.
58

Post view site within South Downs National Park.
Storrington has not the infrastructure, already over loaded. ie: Schools, Doctors (only one surgery).
PLEASE KEEP THE SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK AS A NATIONAL PARK THAT WE CAN ALL ENJOY !!!
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Having read the consultation documents in relation to planning and building more new homes in
Storrington, I wish to lodge my objection to any building apart from brown field sites. Storrington is a
village and simply doesn't have the infrastructure to support this. Even on a week day morning there is so
much traffic entering the village from the Washington roundabout that I have trouble getting in and out by
car. Surely the planning team have assessed traffic volumes and are aware unreasonable impact this would
have on the already congested high street and other routes into the village.

Site under review

It is beyond me why the council thinks that Storrington is a good candidate for more homes. The village
will lose its character and would ultimately join the neighbouring villages of Pulborough, West Chiltington,
Thakeham, Ashington etc. This is unacceptable.
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I do hope that a strong challenge is mounted against future development. At some point common sense
and decency need to prevail, rather than financial advantage, in order to protect our rural landscape
before it's too late.
I am writing in support of the revised draft Neighbourhood Plan. In particular:
I fully support the retention of the proposed residential development at Robell Way and urge Horsham
District Council to change the status of the land to enable residential development. The site is increasingly
surrounded by other residential developments, has been vacant for several years and the removal of the
threat of heavy vehicles accessing an industrial estate through a now predominantly residential area is a
bonus for the village. Relocation of industrial development to the A24 will improve the quality of life for
Storrington residents.
Similarly I support the proposed development at Chantry Land Industrial Estate being confined to
residential development only. Although the turn out onto the A283 is not ideal, an increase in residential
traffic is preferable to heavy vehicles accessing and turning into Chantry Lane from the A283.
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noted

The difficulty faced by the Glebe Surgery is a particular concern and it is noted that the Plan gives support
to a resolution of the situation. However, I fully support the designation of the Glebe Field as a Local
Green space and whilst an extension of the surgery onto the Glebe could be acceptable, any wider scale
development on this site should not be entertained.
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17/8/16

Thank you for all the hard work that has gone into the amended neighbourhood plan.
Noted – expansion no longer planned
The 'elephant in the room' is the Waitrose site: what and when will any development begin? There is little
information available for something that could potentially have widespread impact.
I am concerned that any Old Mill Lane diamond development, together with a potential Waitrose
enlargement will adversely affect residents in this particular part of Storrington. Increased traffic, noise
and poor air quality will make the area feel like a throughfare into the village.
Good news that the poor mobile coverage is featured in the Plan, and perhaps any new developers could
factor this into their plans for investing in community infrastructure.
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17/8/16
Comments noted
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17/8/16
I have just looked through the green spaces information on the Neighbourhood Plan. Some of the
Meadowside information is incorrect, the bridge has not yet been restored - we are currently trying to find
finances for it. I am not sure where the information came from that said it has been completed?
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Comments noted

Also you may wish to mention it is a pathway to the village from the South Downs.

95

17/8/16

I should like to congratulate all involved with this excellent production which is comprehensive, clear, well
produced and easy to read. I have lived here for nearly thirty years and have made some comments below
which will I hope add to your considerations.
1 The population of the villages is high in the over 65 age groups yet there is no mention of Day Care sites
as exist in Midhurst and all the towns along the South Coast. Land use consideration should be focussed on
other matters as well as housing and employment and retail. The sites in Downsview Avenue and Browns
Lane were considered for Day Care Centres but were at that time reserved for new primary schools. Now
they are housing. Where will Day Care be?

This has not been brought up in any surveys but
Comments noted

2 Is there such a thing as housing need at Parish Level.(e.g. 4.13). Surely people look for their housing over
a wider area than that.

Please see housing needs surveys

3 Employment. Land use is considered but not the transport needs of those travelling further afield,
including commuting to Gatwick and Greater London. The new Car Park approved by HDC on16th August
for Pulborough Station will help but increase traffic through the parishes.

Noted

4 The setting of the South Downs National Park, land outside its boundary - is given undue emphasis. That
Park has a boundary. Almost all of West Sussex can be seen from the Downs so the 'setting' could be very
large. Remember the SDNP priority - the Sandford Principle - prioritises conservation of the natural
environment not the well-being of the community.

Noted

5 Some aspects of parishes are intrinsic e.g. Storrington village centre, but boundaries can be artificial.
That applies for instance to Old Clayton Kennels. Is it seriously suggested that development there, right
next to Milford Grange, would coalesce with Washington Village or affect its Dark Skies policies? The latter
is not discussed.

More site assessment work to be done

6 The site assessment scores add up numbers which are not meant to be added. For instance inside SDNP
and outside Built-Up area both count 5 and add up to 10 for the same physical aspect of location . Add in
incompatible with location and you get 14 straightaway. It is not clear why AQMA and especially traffic

See above
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congestion are given a maximum of only 3.
7 There is no consideration of the impact of Waitrose expansion, which has planning permission.(4.31).

No longer happening

8 The through traffic on the A 283 builds up to traffic jams for four factors not mentioned
- the unrecognised bridge over the Stor right in the centre of the village. All traffic has to
pass over this bottleneck
- the pedestrian crossing right next to it
- the right turn into North Street a little further on, where traffic waiting to turn holds up the
westbound flow. This is would be worsened by development of the Post Office Site and
Ryecroft Allotments.

The Parish Council is working closely with
WSCC Highways re traffic issues independently of
the NP process.

- the closure of the North end of Nightingale Lane, a wide road with a good splay entry,
which if opened would enable traffic to bypass the Mini Roundabout at the bottom of
Manleys Hill and the bridge over the Stor.
Water Lane is already the diversion for Waitrose vehicles and serious consideration should be given to a
recognised route to the northern part of the village centre and for traffic to West Chiltington and beyond
without crossing the Stor.
9 There is no mention of sites for graveyards including " green " graveyards.
10 The Councils' Public Sector Equality Duty under the Equalities Act 2010, section 149, applies to this plan
and not just to the provision of Day Care. However the requirement to provide equality of opportunity for
the elderly and people with disabilities, groups specifically covered by the Act is not addressed. As the
recent LARD case in the High Court showed, planning decisions can be quashed if this is not taken properly
into account.
11 There should be a specific mention of the club in the Parishes with one of the largest memberships,
800, the Southdown Gun Club, which provides a noisy recreation far from anyone else. The use of the
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Noted

Noted

Downs for local recreation is not the SDNP priority - that is conservation - but should be mentioned in this
plan.
12 There has been a decline in local petrol filling stations in recent years, closing in Amberley, Storrington
(2), Washington and Ashington though one has recently opened there. There is only one left in the village
and that has resulted in uncompetitive prices.
13 The public toilet in the Storrington village centre was closed a few years ago. It is not obvious that one
in the new medical centre would be convenient for the Storrington shoppers.

The plan supports public toilets and the medical
Centre in the village centre.

Specific Sites
14 Barns Farm Lane. This site is an eyesore. It hardly adds to the National Park beauty and some kind of
sympathetic development would be an improvement. The road to it is more than a single track bridle way.
It is clear that more site assessment work is required
15 Glebe Field. This site is bound up with the new medical Centre. To preserve the Field, would it be
possible to sell the Storrington Village Hall to the Medical Practice, which is adjacent, and for the Hall to
move to the old Millstream Medical Centre which would have much better parking.
16 Chantry Lane. It will be important to have public access through this to the various footpaths crossing
the Downs.
17 North Farm. Why would development ease traffic through Storrington village? It might not increase it,
but that is not the same thing.
18 Paula Rosa site. It is misleading to say this has housing on two sides. It also has industrial use on three
sides and an an effective barrier along one of the housing estates. It could provide employment to those
who walk or cycle to work - few would want to cycle at night on the A24, which is the alternative. The site
may have been inadequately marketed as an industrial site and the HDC preferred use should be
maintained.
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I am in favour of the revised NP and appreciate the effort by the Steering Group and Parish Council in
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Noted

having another go at it. I do hope the public will support it.
I have one observation to make regarding one of the sites rejected, namely the Amberley Road (land
adjacent to Bax Close) - ref "site assessment report Policy 2"
Site 9 - I seem to recall that the final NP as submitted had the maximum number of dwellings as 20 and not
45. Regrettably this site was considered as sustainable for development but the original view of the
Steering Group was modified, following representations by the residents and the PC's consultant reduced
the number BEFORE the NP was submitted to HDC. It is incorrect to leave an impression (for future
reference) that such a number of dwellings was ever considered by the PC. Additionally, based on the the
Examiner's findings, if ever a development was considered it should not exceed 10 and NOT the 20 stated
in the SHLAA/SHELAA section as "developable 11+ years" time.

Noted

I trust this page of Policy2 can be amended accordingly.
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I am concerned by the proposals in the revised Pre-Submission SSWNP (June 2016) in relation to the
redevelopment of Chantry Lane Industrial Estate.
Please see previous comments
As a resident of Chantry Lane it is abundantly clear that the traffic generated from 90 new homes (I
estimate 200 cars minimum) would lead to severe congestion at peak times on Chantry Lane from which it
can be difficult at the best of times to join Manley's Hill. When traffic is moving it is fast and furious; at
other times it is gridlocked going West into Storrington.
At present, traffic to and from the trading estate doesn't pose any real issues other than occasionally
meeting a large lorry on a bend. But that is all part and parcel of living in the country. I note with some
concern that the Parish lists "narrow roads" as an unfortunate weakness. I wonder whether this indicates
a bias towards urbanisation, or perhaps I have taken it out of context, but much of the Parish is rural and
indeed National Park and narrow lanes are a positive (but all too rare) feature of the parishes.
Chantry Lane is one of the principal routes up to the Downs and allows people to come and enjoy beautiful
countryside whilst (in some cases) ridding their cars of litter as they travel up to the Downs. Congestion in
and out of Chantry Lane would deter people from accessing the Downs and enjoying them as well as
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making life hell for residents of the lane who are trying to go about their every day lives.
It simply doesn’t follow that all businesses have to be confined to the A24 corridor and it should be
remembered that the industrial estate was the former site of the Marley Tile factory and it is nice to see
small businesses flourish on that very site alongside residential dwellings and National Park. Whether
heavy plant manufacturing is actually the best use of the estate given the existing access problems is
another question, but the estate does appear to lends itself well to small local artisan businesses and again
it is pleasing to see that some people can walk and/or cycle to work on the estate in the morning.
I would challenge the need to be continually building-up Storrington. There are a number of sprawling
towns and cities in the locality should people wish to live in a densely populated area. Extreme care
should be taken to ensure that Storrington retains its rural charm and that residents of the Parish are free
to come and enjoy the Downs and the fabulous surrounding countryside. If building homes is unavoidable,
then perhaps a lesser number of good quality homes (perhaps 15 or 20 max) might actually be an asset
whilst posing minimal congestion problems.

Storrington is categorised as a larger town that can
Support further development. The SG considers
the level of housing proposed is appropriate

noted
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I write in support of the whole of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington Plan.
I particularly endorse the designation of the Glebe Field as Village Green Space.
The old Paula Rosa site is very suitable for housing as it is a large Brownfield site within a built-up area.
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I live at Sullington Manor Farm, Sullington Lane, Sullington, West Sussex, RH20 4AE and am enrolled as a
member in the Sullington Parish Church so I find the neighbourhood plan to be incredibly relevant to the
quality of wildlife, tourism, culture and community
Although I largely support the current version of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington neighbourhood Please see previous comments
plan I consider the protection of the agricultural fields to the west of the junction of Sullington Lane and the
A283 to be of importance to the character of Storrington and Sullington. I shall not be able to support the
plan in the referendum without such protection.
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In the previous version of the neighbourhood plan these fields were protected as part of the now removed
tourism development in Chantry quarry. However, the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the
South Downs National is worth protecting – this is why the area is designated a National Park. In addition I
believe that the view from the junction is worth protecting as one of the very few opportunities to see the
Downs from the A283 in Sullington and Storrington and as one of the best views in the parish. This view
has been unchanged in hundreds of years and very much enhances the eastern approach to Storrington.
Further, I think any development of these fields, whether for access or for further sand extraction, would
also compromise the setting of the only grade 1 listed building in the parish (Sullington Church) along with
the mediaeval fish ponds just to the south of the field boundary and the adjacent designated ancient
woodland. The history of this area is one of the great heritage assets of our parish.
I understand that access across these fields was also proposed for the residential development of Chantry
Industrial Estate which remains part of the Storrington, Sullington and Washington neighbourhood plan and
I ask that protection of these fields against any development (access of further sand extraction) is reinstated
as part of the proposed Chantry Industrial Estate development.
I really do hope you reconsider this part of the neighbourhood plan.
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Here are my comments - I would ask the council to change the plan to take into account my comments:
Policy 2
Take the following areas off the development list :
Land off North Street (Old Ryecroft Allotments)
Land off Chantry Lane Industrial Estate
Allotments off Ravenscroft
Land at old mill Drive ('The Diamond') Storrington
Land at the post office depot
No development should take place at these sites - building houses at these sites will destroy the character
and nature of the village and damage an area close to the National park.
It should be noted that any development at the Allotments and Chantry Industrial estate is going to
inevitably damage the landscape and scenic beauty of the adjoining South Downs National park and
therefore development at these sites should not go ahead under any circumstances . It is absolutely not
sustainable to keep building right on the edge of the SouthDowns National park - it will almost certainly
damage any tourist potential the area has - because this plan will turn areas of countryside into built up
areas. It will make life worse for people in Storrington now and in future generations so it's not
sustainable.Putting a housing estate right by a national park fails to follow NPPF 109,115 and 116.
Land at Chantry Lane Industrial estate - I strongly object to approval being given to houses being built on
the industrial estate. If the Industrial estate has come to the end of its use then it should be returned to
fields or green space. I note that the new plan does propose green spaces which is welcome - but the plan
does not make clear where those green spaces will be and where the new houses will be. Get money from
the lottery fund and buy the land to add to the South Downs National Park. The industrial estate is
surrounded by the South Downs National park - any housing development on this site would be wholly
inappropriate, bearing in mind the very close proximity to the National Park. It is in no way sustainable to
keep building towards the South Downs National Park - future generations are going to end up with a
National Park with high density housing right on the perimeter if the council keeps up with this sort of
development. It would be a terrible betrayal of future generations to put houses on this land and is not
sustainable. The council should not allocate the Chantry Lane Industrial estate for any houses.
Putting a housing estate right by a national park fails to follow NPPF 109,115 and 116 and therefore the
Land at Chantry must not be developed and must not be included in the local plan.
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Further site assessment work is to be undertaken

109. The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:
protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils;

115. Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in
National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which
have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic
beauty. The conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important
considerations in all these areas, and should be given great weight in
National Parks and the Broads.

116. Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these
designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be
demonstrated they are in the public interest. Consideration of such
applications should include an assessment of:
the need for the development, including in terms of any national
considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the
local economy;
the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated
area, or meeting the need for it in some other way; and
any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational
opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.
Road access for Housing and employment units at Chantry Lane Industrial estate - the plan fails to
address the fact that Chantry lane is effectively a single lane country road without any pavement. If the
development envisaged by the plan takes place and if it is planned to exit the traffic into Chantry Lane then
Chantry lane will not be suitable in its present form to take the increased road traffic. If one looks at what
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councils do elsewhere in the country, it would suggest that Chantry Lane may have to be at least two cars
wide with pavement on both sides of the road if it is to take the traffic from the redeveloped industrial
estate. It is not practical to suggest building an estate of up to 90 houses when Chantry lane can probably
NOT safely or sustainably deal with such an increase in traffic. The plan should omit the chantry lane
trading estate until the council have clearly spelt out how the proposed estate will be served by roads.The
council need to explain very clearly how it plans to provide sustainable road access for the estate they
propose to build on the industrial estate. It's not acceptable to say that the council will look at things in
the future. The problem is not just the junction with the A283 (see West Sussex County Council response),
but occurs over the length of Chantry Lane from the exit from the industrial estate all the way up to the
A283. It is not sustainable to build an estate with 90 houses which do not have proper road access. This
plan fails completely to explain how proper road access is going to be provided. Road access must NOT be
via Chantry Lane which is incapable of taking the increased road traffic. The traffic from the new
development will need to go elsewhere. The plan also fails to take into account that all the extra traffic
may well cause the area of dangerously high pollution levels in central Storrington to move up the hill as
far as Chantry lane. Also you would need a Zebra crossing at the top of Chantry Lane if all this extra traffic
comes up Chantry Lane.The washington road is extremely dangerous already , adding a housing estate in
Chantry Lane will make the meeting of the Washington Road and Chantry Lane even more dangerous with
increased road traffic. What compensation will the council pay to householders in Chantry lane for all the
inconvenience while building is going on and the loss of amenity after the estate is built.

Policy 8:Tourist Accomodation
This policy is far too vague. The council need to say what size & sort of Hotel and what size and sort of
hostel they propose to build. The council also need to say where the hostel or hotel will be built. Policy 8
would give developers a carte blanche to build whatever they want wherever they want. The council must
be more specific before the plan can be voted on. The council needs to clarify what's being proposed.The
plan must be clear before people vote on it.
The hotel should not be located in the south Downs National Park as this conflicts with NPPF 109,115 and
116. Any mention of putting the hotel in the National Park should be struck from the plan.
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The SG feels that the policy should not be too
Prescriptive but plans would need to be approved by
LPA in any case.

Policy 10: Education uses
The proposals are too vague giving developers carte blanche to build whatever they want wherever they
want. The plan needs to state clearly what sort and size of school is being proposed and whom the
students would be. The plan also needs to state clearly where the school will be built. The plan must be
clear before people vote on it.
Policy 11: Community & Medical facilities
The plan should state clearly that the Millstream Medical centre will NOT be closed but kept open as there
is a clear need for it.

Policy 17 - Air Quality
This policy must be amended to say that no large development will be allowed if Air Quality is made
worse. It simply is not sustainable to increase the Air traffic pollution levels further when my
understanding is that health safety levels may have already been exceeded in Storrington in places.
Policy 18 Traffic and Transport
The policy needs to be amended to say that if development makes roads more congested, more noisey, or
more of a nuisance then the development is not sustainable and will not be allowed.
The plan needs to be amended to stop traffic coming through Storrington especially heavy lorries.

The plan needs to include a whole new section which incorporates effective planning controls on what
can be built - the council appear to have failed to incorporate such controls into the plan
The plan needs to include effective development controls which will enable residents of Storrington to
block any unsustainable development which will occur near them. The plan seems to propose a number of
sites where builders can develop houses or other developments - but does not appear to give residents the
tools to stop developments near them which are not sustainable. The council is there to represent the
citizens of Storrington, yet this plan appears be in favour of developers. Many residents of Storrington are
going to find themselves next to unsustainable developments that they do not want, if local people do not
want an unsustainable development then it should not go ahead.
The plan needs to include controls which will enable local residents to block unwanted developments.
71

The SG does not agree – the policy supports a full
Secondary school education.

The SG will review this policy

The SG feels that this is covered in the Plan

The SG feels that this is covered in the Plan and
other traffic issues such as HGVs are being addressed
independently of the Plan

The National Planning Policy Framework does not
allow for local residents or councils to have this level
of control.

The plan needs to contain controls which will enable residents to block overdevelopment.
The plan needs to contain controls which will enable residents to block any development which will hurt
the amenity of neighbours.
The plan needs to contain controls which will enable neighbours to block any development which
adversely effects their property.
The council to enable all those affected by a development to vote on whether or not a development
goes ahead - that's democracy.
If there are no effective development controls to stop unsustainable developments then this is not a
proper plan.
Amongst other controls the following need to be inserted into the plan:
Any new development of 2 or more houses between the Downs and Storrington should be considered
unsustainable as it damages the character of the area , the Character of the South Downs National Park
and destroys agricultural land and should not be allowed.

These are matters that will be addressed as part of
The planning application process.

Any new development which leads to increased road congestion, increased traffic nuisance and noise to
people should be considered unsustainable and should not be allowed.
Any new development which leads to any harmful deterioration in Air quality should be considered
unsustainable and should not be allowed.
Any new development which leads to the loss of any amenity of the present citizens of Storrington and will
likewise affect future generations should be considered unsustainable and will not be allowed.
If my amendments in this email don't go in - I would ask that the council explain why the amendments
have not gone in.

72

Please see comments above.
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17/8/16

This is to say we support the plan.

notged

10
2

17/8/16

This plan is to be welcomed and undoubtedly a huge amount of preparatory work has been done in the
background. All the proposals enjoy my full support and, I am sure, of almost all residents. Indeed, it is
imperative to realise that vulture developers are always waiting in the wings.

Noted

Whereas I have no concern over the detailed proposals, I do take issue with the designation of Storrington
as a village. The population quoted of nearly 7,000 is misleading because that data is nearly four years old
and a more reliable indicator would be the doctors surgery which has now grown to a total of nearly
12,000 registered patients. It is impossible to plan ahead properly as if Storrington could be maintained as
a “Downland Village” of the 1960s. The future of Storrington, conveniently positioned as quoted at the
“Heart of the Downs”, lies mainly in enhancements to the commercial and retail hub that it has already
become, namely a market town serving the many outlying villages in the area, including Pulborough which
no longer has any banks. Villages, even larger ones than the rest and which may have a shop or two, do
not remotely fulfil this function.
The plan correctly identifies the issues of traffic congestion and air quality as the main challenges facing
the Parish. Absolutely nothing concrete has been done about either matter for several years despite the
declaration of an AQMA. There is a third dimension to these two related issues, and that is the safety of
pedestrians. Narrow or non existent payments beside congested roads are not just an “unfortunate”
incidence as if they were part of an Oscar Wilde comedy. From personal experience they are a serious
threat to life and they would not begin to pass a health and safety audit.
If the Parish is to become the choice “Place to Live”, these issues have to be confronted. Walking towards a
shop on a narrow High Street pavement barely two feet away from a juggernaut thundering past is hardly
a pleasant experience, and on occasions it is downright dangerous. The proposed A27 bypass, so often
mooted in the past and then peremptorily cancelled, will only mitigate but certainly not eliminate the
dangers. If the commitment and determination do not exist to rectify this problem, it would surely be
better to relocate the shops away from the High Street.
Finally, if we are to cut down on traffic, especially cars, there must be satisfactory public transport. This
weakness has been identified but no solutions are offered, even ensuring that buses connect with trains as
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Comments noted

they do in almost every other European country. Market towns often have their own local bus services,
but villages do not unless they are manned by volunteers.
10
3

17/8/16

As a resident of Storrington, a couple of minutes up the hill from Waitrose, for the past 4 years, I write to
express how impressed I have been at the level of consultation and thought that has been put into this
plan. I am a regular dog walker and sufferer from mental health issues so the green spaces are extremely
important to me. However, I welcome the development opportunities laid out in this plan as being
proportionate, giving others the opportunity to enjoy the amenities and as a way to keep or even to
improve upon the vibrancy of the village.

noted

Whilst air pollution remains a significant concern in Storrington, I can see no way of relieving this other
than major improvements to the A24/A27 roundabout at Worthing. From my awareness of the research
done into this issue, it does not appear to me that the proposed developments will have a material
adverse impact on the current situation. In particular, the land at Chantry Lane seems to me currently to
be wasted and to have potential for accommodating the growing housing needs of this area.
I write to express both:
(a) my whole hearted support of the plan as now drafted; and
(b) to express my gratitude to all the volunteers who have put such effort into compiling it.

10
4

25/8/16

Further to your email dated the 13th July this time I must apologise for the delay. My wife has had to have
an operation and our daughter has just had a baby so I have be between hospitals. I would however ask
you please to include this letter as a response to your public consultation.
Firstly I am sorry that no one from our Parish Council is prepared to meet to discuss this site.
I have now had the opportunity to read through the revised Pre-submission Plan but feel that it is
substantially the same as the one that was not supported by the inspector at the examination stage in
March of this year. The plan still contains contradiction and inconsistency. Compared with several of the
sites proposed through the plan, Kithurst Field is in my opinion, far more suitable
for development. Perhaps most importantly, not only would the site have significantly less visual impact
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This proposed yield of this site does not meet
The threshold for inclusion in the Plan. however the
SG believes that more site assessment work is required.

on the South Downs National Park and the area of outstanding natural beauty, but also would be one of
the few sustainable developments sites having regard to national and local planning policy definitions. I do
not propose to examine each and every one of your draft plan proposals, but note that despite the
hostility the council created when they proposed the loss of the allotments in Monastery Lane they still
propose to develop other allotment sites.
Kithurst Field is not only in a sustainable location within walking distance of the village centre and all
amenities, but also has been reviewed by the South Downs National Park Authority, who consider that a
development comprising four houses would not have any adverse impact. I am therefore concerned
that the draft neighbourhood plan seeks to propose other much more visible sites as suitable for
development . Many of the sites submitted for inclusion in the plan and not supported by the parish
council, are in my opinion, more suitable and appropriate than those proposed in the plan. I would wish
to raise my grave concerns that the approach to site
assessment and promotion for inclusion in the
plan is not truly objective and is based on a crude and inappropriate methodology `The reasons for
dismissing many sites simply makes no sense or does not stand up to scrutiny.
I have to question if any one has actually looked at our site or did they perhaps have a vested interest in
keeping it undeveloped as the objections make no sense. Firstly there would be no adverse visual
impact. You have seen the comments from the Southdown conservationists and more recently the
Southdown National Park. Secondly there is no special ecological concerns, the well established hedgerow
can be kept and improved. Two professional surveys have also confirmed this view which is contrary to
your councils objections. Thirdly the access objection cannot be applicable as this site not only has
highways approval for access for four houses, but also has a second access that is similar to one that was
said by our planning authority to be acceptable for a block of, I believe, of 12 flats and a substantial
detached house. The point about the sub station likewise makes no sense as there has never been a need
or a request to move it ,but in any case the power company are in breach of their agreement, so the
Charity could insist they re site it as originally agreed should that be necessary.
I would be grateful if this note is included in the consultation response, which will be forwarded onto the
Government appointed examiner. Will you kindly confirm this will be the case.
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