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H orsS h a1 | West Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan (2031)
D- t . t Regulation 16 Consultation - The Neighbourhood

ISTri C Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as amended)
Council

West Chiltington Parish Council has prepared West Chiltington Neighbourhood Development Plan (WCNDP).
The Plan sets out a vision for the future of the parish and planning policies which will be used to determine
planning applications locally.

In accordance with Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 (as amended), the West
Chiltington Neighbourhood Development Plan and associated supporting documents will go out to
consultation from 18 October 2024 to 29 November 2024 for 6 weeks inviting representations on the
submission draft WCNDP, basic conditions statement, consultation statement and the SEA/AA and HRA
assessment. Copies of the West Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available to
view on the Hor*Z u ]+8CE] § }uv Jo[ A +]8 v § <To viedv the pPho} ]S
accompanying documents and to download the comment form please view:

https://strategicplanning.horsham.gov.uk/WestChiltingtonReg16/consultationHome

Hard copies of the documentation are available upon prior request for inspection at Horsham District
Council offices; Parkside, Chart Way, North Street, Horsham, RH12 1RL between S9am and 5pm Monday to
Friday (01403 215398), West Chiltington Parish Office, The Parish Office, Church Street, West Chiltington,
RH20 2JW, Opening 10am-1pm Tues & Wed (01798 817434). West Chiltington Village Hall, Mill Road, West
Chiltington, RH20 2PZ.

There are a number of ways to make your comments:

1. Download and complete the comment form available from the link above and email it to:
neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk ; or

2. Print the comment form available to download by clicking on the link above and post it to:
Neighbourhood Planning Officer, Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, North Street,
Horsham, RH12 1RL

All comments must be received by 5:00pm on 29 November 2024

NOTIFICATION

All comments will be publicly available, and identifiable by name and (where applicable) organisation. Please
note that any other personal information provided will be processed by Horsham District Council in line with
the Data Protection Act 1998 and General Data Protection Regulations. Horsham District Council will process
your details in relation to this preparation of this document only. For further information please see the

Juv Jo[* %o CE] Attps@/wiken.bdrsiEawi.gov.uk/privacy=-policy






The Site Selection Process Timeline

19th January 2021: WCPC Chairman met with HDC and informed them of WCPC’s wishes to include two
sites in the draft NP, one of which was Smock Alley [Exhibit A - minutes from Neighbourhood Plan
Working Group].

2nd February 2021: WCPC site selection process commences and criteria and scoring model defined
[Exhibit B - minutes from AECOM Reporting Working Group].

3rd February 2021: WCPC Vice Chairman of Planning met with HDC and confirmed the site selection
process had been conducted and had agreed on two sites to be included in the draft NP, one of
which was Smock Alley [Exhibit C - minutes from Neighbourhood Plan Working Group].

11th February 2021: site selection assessments revisited and verified with outcome of recommended
sites decided to be put forward to the full WPCP for review and approval [Exhibit D - minutes from
AECOM Report working Group].

March 2021: Site selection table and outcome published [Exhibit E - site selection table].

Concerns Regarding The Site Selection Process

0 As evidenced in bullet A, a unilateral decision was made by the WCPC Chairman to submit
two sites, including Smock Alley, for inclusion in the draft NP. Contrary to standard
procedure, full WCPC approval had neither been sought nor secured, and nor was this
action supported by any evidence or analysis as it preceded the commencement of the
site selection process by two weeks and several weeks before the process had concluded.
This was an act of predetermination, circumventing all due care processes, and a decision
which influenced subsequent actions by WCPC.

0 As evidenced in bullet C, WCPC confirmed with HDC the selection of two sites, one of
which was Smock Alley, less than 24 hours after the site selection process had
commenced and several weeks before it concluded. It is simply not possible to conduct a
fair and robust review of 7 sites in the space of two hours including agreeing upon a rating
system.

0 No site visits were conducted during the 2 hour analysis as the meeting occurred during
hours of darkness given time of the year. At a minimum, a visit to each site should have
been mandated as part of the due diligence process but this did not happen, subjecting
analysis to purely a desk exercise.

0 The site selection process was executed as a group exercise versus allowing each group
member to work independently, assessing the merits of each site against the established
criteria without the influence and biases of others present. The WCPC Chairman, who had
already informed HDC of the site selection decision before the process had even begun,
was present throughout the 2 hour meeting and therefore exposes the exercise to undue
influence to back into a unilateral decision he had already made two weeks earlier.

0 The quality level of the site selection analysis [Exhibit E] is highly questionable, with
multiple irregularities and inconsistencies throughout, and an unfortunate byproduct of a
contrived process to back into a predetermined outcome. To date, WCPC has not







A robust, transparent, and fit-for-purpose scoring model and selection criteria are devised and
consistently applied.

Mandatory site visits for all participating WCPC working group members so they can appreciate
the characteristics and nuances of each site in question BEFORE scoring.

An auditable scoring process instituted with WCPC working group members executing in private
and without the undue influence of senior WCPC members.

Scoring outcomes, regardless of site(s) selection, which can stand up to fact-based scrutiny.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)







Exhibit A

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

Cllr Bob Gustar’s Meeting with Barbara Childs & Catherine Howe from HDC

On Tuesday 19th January 2021 at 3.30pm

Venue: MS Teams Virtual Meeting

Attendees: Robert Gustar, Barbara Childs, and Catherine Howe
Also in attendance: Assistant Clerk, Elaine Hunt

Cllr Gustar updated BC and CH on the changes of personnel at the PC.

RG also explained that the PC has a revised view of how the Parish should move forward
with its NP, which it wishes to re-submit with the inclusion of the two sites cited in Horsham
DC’s draft Local Plan, giving a scope for 28 new dwellings over the Plan period. Apart from
the inclusion of this housing provision, the NP remains largely the same.

It was emphasised that the NP contains other policies that are important to the PC and the
Parish and that is why there is a need for progression.

BC pointed out that HDC will shortly be publishing its Local Plan and if agreed it will go to
consultation and to the Inspector.

BC emphasised that if members agree to include the two sites (that appeared in the
Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan published in February 2020) they will become Council Policy
and supersede any NP.

RG confirmed that his understanding of this point.

However, he also told BC that Locality’s advice to the PC is to progress its NP, and then if
HDC’s Local Plan ends up superseding it, the NP can be amended and updated. RG
emphasised the fact that it could take HDC another year or even 18 months to have its
emerging Plan ‘made’. However, we are taking the 25 dwellings requirement in the Draft
Plan as the number we need to be looking for.

CH stressed that this approach carries with it a risk, as pressures for example from HDC's
duty to co-operate mean that numbers could change. RG said he understood the risk and
thought the PC would be prepared to take it.

BC said that it looks as though WCPC and HDC are therefore more or less aligned and asked
CH if she felt that the NP could therefore be progressed.

CH said her only concern is that the NP site allocation evidence has not been consulted upon
yet, and it may be that this needs to happen before submission to HDC. (i.e. a further
regulation 14 consultation). This may be needed to prevent a legal challenge at a later stage
which could lead to the loss of all the policies and work on the plan. She agreed to check
details with Norman Kwan to confirm this matter.



9)

10)

RG pointed out the possible financial issue this could create for the PC, having already
almost exhausted grant and technical support opportunities getting the Plan to this stage.
CH said she’d come back to us as soon as she can.

It was agreed that another similar meeting should be held in two weeks’ time to discuss
CH’s update and the thoughts of the WCPC Planning Committee on the outcome of this
meeting.



Exhibit B WEST CHILTINGTON PARISH COUNCIL

AECOM Report Working Group

Meeting #3 Notes
On Tuesday 2™ February 2021 at 5 — 6pm & 8pm
Venue: Via MS Teams

1. Appoint Chairman for the meeting — ClIr R. Gustar was appointed Chairman.
2. Apologies for absence — None.
3. WG Site Assessments and Selection

Each site rated as either Amber or Green in the AECOM Report was further assessed
for its Visual Impact, Traffic Impact, Sustainability, Heritage Impact and its likely
acceptance by Horsham District Council.

1 point awarded for Very Low impact = 5 points for Very High impact. Looking for
the lowest scoring sites which can achieve the required 25 dwellings (from HDC’s
Local Plan Consultation in Spring 2020)

4. Next Steps

Put together a proposal to go to the Full Parish Council which includes the lowest
scoring sites using the selection process above. To do this in time for the March 2021
Parish Council Meeting.

To talk to HDC to let them know that we have settled on the sites we wish to include
in our emerging Neighbourhood Plan and ask if they could support a Plan which
includes those sites.

There being no other business to discuss, the meeting ended at 8.30pm.



Exhibit C

Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

Clir Chris Fagan’s Meeting with Barbara Childs, Catherine Howe & Norman

Kwan from HDC
On Wednesday 3" February 2021 at 2.00pm
Venue: MS Teams Virtual Meeting

Attendees: Chris Fagan, Barbara Childs, Catherine Howe & Norman Kwan
Also in attendance: WCPC Assistant Clerk, Elaine Hunt

CF -

BC -

NK -

CF -

CH-

Clir Fagan explained to the meeting that the Parish’s Working Group had
conducted its Site Selection process and agreed on the two sites that were
discussed at the last meeting and appear in the HDC Draft Local Plan that was
published in Spring 2020.

He asked if, on the basis that these two sites appear in our NP, HDC would be
happy to support that NP.

Obviously not seen the Plan yet, but from what they are understanding about
the work WCPC has done, using AECOM etc, then she feels that we have a
good way forward now.

Need to go through the Reg 14 consultation process though, as despite it
seeming silly (with HDC having already done this for the relevant sites), NPs
need to stand on their own two feet, and there is a standard legal process to
achieve that which includes a consultation at Reg 14 stage.

Understand how frustrating this must feel, but ultimately it is to protect the
PC as there will inevitably be challenges, and a part of any challenge would
certainly be around due process if the Reg 14 consultation is not completed.
After doing all this work, no-one wants the NP to fail on a technicality.

Confirmed BCs assertion, and stated that he would be very happy to help and
assist WCPC through the process and is available on the telephone at any time
during the working week. He said that the evidence collected (via AECOM)
seems very robust, so he is very happy to engage and progress the NP with us
to Reg 14. He also has an array of resources that will help us, like contacts,
comment form and public notice templates, address lists for statutory
consultees etc.

Confirmed that the PC wants to do this right and not get caught out on a
technicality.

Although Reg 14 is for Parishes to do, not only can HDC provide the PC with
resources, but it also offers a Health Check before the consultation is carried



EH -

NK -

BC -

NK -

CF -

BC -

out where it will identify any possible issues with the Plan that can then be
ironed out before making the Plan public. This is HDC’s preferred method of
approach to a Reg 14 consultation but it is not obligatory

Asked about the cost of the exercise, especially in the light of COVID
restrictions and the need to do a mailing etc.

It is legal to do consultations during the pandemic, but they need to be carried
out electronically, and therefore there’s no reason they should attract
additional costs. There is help from HDC with tools and templates to make this
‘virtual’ style consultation work.

There is no need to do a mail out — just need to make sure the consultation is
very well publicised and direct parishioners to e-mail and website options of
responding to the consultation.

The COVID crisis has changed the world, and as long as there is publicity about
the consultation on Parish Noticeboards, e-mailed to known interest groups
and well-publicised via local magazines/other publications, then the PC will
have fulfilled its obligations. There is no regulatory obligation to write to
everybody (ie all residents). However it is a legal requirement to inform any
those parties impacted by the emerging policies in the plan.

The consultation must be over a minimum of six weeks. It must be on the PC
website, and HDC will also provide links to highlight the consultation. . After
the findings are reviewed and any required amendments are made to the NP,
it is submitted to HDC to carry out its Reg 15 consultation.

Need to carefully record and document how we engaged with parishioners
and supply evidence of ‘reach’. This is a legal requirement, and also something
that NK can help with.

Also need a narrative of how sites were selected — Inspector will be looking at
how decisions were made not just the decisions themselves. NK happy to send
examples of work done by other parishes to assist.

Wanted to confirm that the ‘25’ number that was in the HDC Draft Local Plan
for West Chiltington Parish IS still the number, and how far into the future
that number will hold.

That is the multimillion-pound question! Housing numbers keep changing for
everyone, and indeed even since HDC's Spring consultation numbers have
gone up for Horsham District. It would be wise for the PC to consider if there
are other sites it would like to include in its Plan now.



NK- Emphasised that how the PC deals with rejected sites is as important as how it
deals with selected sites.

BC- WCPC is very lucky that it is not the first PC to conduct a ‘COVID-style’
consultation — others have done it and a lot can be learned from their
experiences; what worked and what didn’t.

EH - Thanked the HDC team for their time and attention to our NP efforts.
Agreed we’d be in touch again with NK, and with CH and her team in due

course.

Meeting ended at 2.30pm.



Exhibit D
WEST CHILTINGTON PARISH COUNCIL

AECOM Report Working Group

Meeting #4 Notes
On Thursday 11t February 2021 at 3pm
Venue: Via MS Teams

1. Appoint Chairman for the meeting — ClIr R. Gustar was appointed Chairman.
2. Apologies for absence — None.
3. WG Site Assessments and Selection

The Group re-visited the assessments conducted at its Meeting #3 and verified the
contents of the tables and category scores.

A conclusion was reached about what proposal should be put forward to the full
Parish Council at its March 2021 meeting.

4, Next Steps

Assistant Clerk to issue the updated site assessment tables to the Group for final
comments/amendments/consideration.

Group members to feed their final comments back to the Assistant Clerk via e-mail.
Assistant Clerk to make any final adjustments to the tables, then forward them to
Maureen Chaffe for incorporation into the Neighbourhood Plan Evidence Base.

Group members to also forward to the Assistant Clerk any remaining errata in the
AECOM Site Assessment Report, to include in an Appendix to the Report when it is
published as part of the Reg 14 Consultation and also to feed back to Locality
regarding AECOM'’s performance in producing its Report.

Cllr Gustar to draft an Agenda Item for the next Parish Council Meeting in March
2021, outlining the Group’s recommendations on how to move the NP forward. This
will include going to a Reg 14 Public Consultation at the end of March/beginning of
April 2021 with the inclusion of the selected development sites.

Maureen Chaffe to commission the required SEA and HRA using the technical grants
awarded by Locality.

Maureen Chaffe to commence her work updating the rest of the existing NP for

changes required due to the passage of time, and to include new site data from the
Spring 2020 Call for Sites and AECOM'’s Site Assessment Report.

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting ended at 5pm.
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Exhibit F

From: Gary Constable _
Subject: Site Selection Table
Date: 7 June 2021 at 19:26
To:

Robert Gustar

Cc: West Chiltington Parish Council clerk@wcpc.org.uk

WCPC Planning Committee,

I’'m raising concerns with regard to the Site Selection Table, specifically an absence of
fairness and consistency, and have a number of questions I’d appreciate answers to.

As painful as any decision to build on a site may be for those impacted, it may be
somewhat reluctantly palatable to some if the decision was supported by a robust and
rigorous analysis. Sadly, the Site Selection Table, supposedly the primary artefact to
identify the most appropriate sites, is anything but convincing. While | uphold a high degree
of respect for those working in a volunteer capacity and typically refrain from being critical,
the Site Selection Table is so contemptible that | feel compelled to challenge its dubious
outcome. Some level of subjectivity and ambiguity is expected when weighing up the
relative merits of each site. However, there permeates an irrefutable inconsistency
throughout the analysis and a subliminal bias toward the two selected sites. I've selected a
few of the most self-evident items and request clarity on each:

1. In the rationale for Land East of Hatches it quotes ‘a raised site, elevated above the
road, having a severely detrimental impact on the streetscape’ and yielding the
maximum Visual Impact score of 5. For reference, this site measures just ~1 metre
above road level, hardly imposing relative to other sites. However, the corresponding
measure for Smock Alley, towering at ~10 metres above road level fails to garner
even a mention and yields a charitable score of just 2. Please explain this scoring
inconsistency.

2. In the rationale for Southmill House it quotes ‘had planning refused for multiple
dwellings several times in the past’ and, in a bold font to strengthen the message,
states it is within the separation zone, contributing to its maximum HDC Acceptability
score of 5. For reference, the last planning application for this site was over 30 years
ago which is hardly relevant to this exercise. And yet the corresponding measure for
Smock Alley with two recent and high-profile planning rejections at the Inspectorate
level and also residing in exactly the same separation zone yields the lowest possible
score. Please explain this scoring inconsistency.

3. In the rationale for Traffic Impact for Smock Alley it cites ‘opportunity for safe access
from road’ contributing to yet another lowly score of 2. And yet AECOM clearly states
that access can only be mitigated through the widening of roads. Again, a subtle
omission of the facts as it takes little planning knowledge to discern that any
widening of roads will have a corresponding detrimental visual impact. Additionally,
the widening of roads may actually erode the tree corridor which the Site Selection
analysis deemed a mitigating measure. Please explain why the required widening of
roads to achieve road safety was not factored into either Visual Impact nor Traffic
Impact measures for Smock Alley.

4. The Southmill House site abuts the property of the incumbent Chairman of the
WCPC Planning Committee. Please confirm he declared his interests and recused
himself on the grounds of preserving maximum impartiality from the entire Site
Selection process given his direct proximity to one of the sites.

5. The HDC Acceptability category garners a 20% weighting which, in my view, is
generous for a Neighbourhood Plan (NP) supposedly a product of community self-
determination. Nevertheless, common sense would suggest the scoring criteria for
this category would be perhaps adherence to planning directives and, to a lessor
degree, the number of homes to contribute toward the 25 home target. And yet on
both the selected sites, Smock Alley and Hatches, it clearly calls out their inclusion in
HDC'’s Local Plan which undeniably is contributing to their lowly scores in this






Exhibit

From

Subject:
Date:

G

: Gary Constabie NN

Fwd: Annual Parish Meeting
21 June 2021 at 13:39

To:

planning@wcpc.org.uk

Elaine Hunt

Assistant Clerk

West Chiltington Parish Council
Parish Office

Church Street

West Chiltington

RH20 2JW

01798 817434
planning@wcpc.org.uk

clerk@wecpc.org.uk

their attention during the Parish Council Meeting on 6th May 2021.

blue

This was duly done — your e-mail was forwarded to all Councillors, and it was brought to



Thank you.

| recognise the difficulty of trying to complete the Neighbourhood Plan but as | said at
the meeting, | feel the inclusion of Smock Alley as a site for development is a grave error
that the PC will live to regret. Once building is allowed in the settlement zone they will be
inundated by developers' requests for planning. | have attached a copy of my comments
and question to the council, from the meeting. | was very disappointed to hear the
chairman say the decision to include Smock Alley as a site for development will not be
reconsidered.

Thank you for your comments. All of the points you have made refer to matters that
were considered by the Working Group and scores were allocated accordingly. The site
selection process was conducted fairly and honestly and is now complete. It will not be
re-visited before the Reg 14 consultation with all parishioners.

From our conversation at the meeting the chairman made it very clear that the PC is
being pressurized by HDC to include Smock Alley.. How can HDC justify this when they
have used tax payers money to defend the site from developers.at appeal, not once but
twice?

HDC has not pressurised the Parish Council. It has simply stated very clearly that a
Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish will not be acceptable without a housing allocation
for at least 25 dwellings over the period of the plan. HDC has included the Smock Alley
site in its Draft Local Plan as one that could contribute to West Chiltington’s housing
number and is suitable for development. The Working Group’s site assessment and
selection process concluded that Smock Alley is indeed one of the least damaging
options available in the village to contribute to its housing requirement. Both Councils
have therefore reached the same conclusions.

Whether the Parish Council includes Smock Alley in its Neighbourhood Plan or not, it is
clear that the site WILL be developed. Although HDC has refused the site twice, it is now
happy with the reduced density of dwellings and will give permission for houses to be
built there. An inclusion of the site in our Neighbourhood Plan is the Parish’s only
opportunity to try to manage and control the nature and extent of that development;
attempting to keep it to 14 dwellings only and ensuring the promised landscaping etc is
also completed.

The settlement zone between the village and common is one of the unique features of
West Chiltington. If we have to find development sites for HDC we need to concentrate
on sites identified as amber by the Aecom Survey that are not in a protected area.

All of the sites were assessed by the AECOM Report Working Group. The Parish Council
would prefer to have no new development of this type in the village but it is clear that
that is simply not an option. The Working Group’s view is that the two sites selected are
the least damaging to the village overall - as reflected in the assessments summarised in
the Site Selection tables.

Clearly you disagree, and of course we respect your thoughts on the matter. When the
Neighbourhood Plan goes out to consultation the Parish Council will hear what all
parishioners have to say and will fulfil its obligations to respond accordingly.

-l - n_ oA~ ot e ot e FE -



Ine rarisn CoOuncil is noperul wtndtu parisnioners will dgree witn ILs dssessimnents dna
support its endeavours to progress to a ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan with all the benefits
that it will bring to the whole Parish.

Kind regards
Michele Clare



Exhibit H

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Cc:

Re: WCPC Planning
28 May 2021 at 11:37
West Chiltington Parish Council clerk@wcpc.org.uk

Robert Gustar | E'-=inc Hunt planning@wcpc.org.uk

Gary Constable (I @

Thank you Anna for the prompt response. Can you please share who (name) advised the site ‘will be developed’, under what
context (a meeting?) and when?

Regards,

Gary Constable

On 27 May 2021, at 12:19, West Chiltington Parish Council <clerk@wcpc.org.uk> wrote:

Dear Gary
Thank you for your email and I will take this opportunity to clarify what has been said.

| think the wording might have been better if it had said ‘we are advised that the site will be
developed’. But the fact remains that the AECOM Working group are of the opinion that
development of the Smock Alley site is inevitable.

The reason behind this evaluation is three-fold -

® In February 2020, Horsham District Council identified the site as suitable for the
development of 14 houses and started a consultation.

® |n October 2020, the AECOM report also identified the Smock Alley site as suitable for
the development of 14 houses.

e |n March 2021, the Parish Council reviewed all the sites identified by AECOM and
identified the Smock Alley site as one of the two to be selected for inclusion in the
neighbourhood plan.

All of this is in the public domain and can be accessed by any local developers who will
sooner or later use the information available to support a development application.

The appeals which turned down the Smock Alley development in the past were for a density
of housing three times greater than proposed now, and the political climate has changed
with a far more aggressive policy to house building in the South of England.

It is the view of the working group that the best way to keep this development down to 14
houses with all the promised landscaping is through a made neighbourhood plan.

| would urge you to support this plan as it is the best way to minimise impact of
development in your area.

Best Regards

Anna Chambers

Clerk to the Council

West Chiltington Parish Council
Parish Office

Church Street

West Chiltington

RH20 2JW

01798 817434

The office is currently closed but we can be contacted by email or on the mobile telephone number.
Normal working hours are Tuesday-Thursday.

This e-mail is intended solely for the person or organisation to which it is addressed. It may contain
orivileged and confidential information. If vou are not the intended recinient. vou are nrohibited from



Exhibit I

copying, disclosing or distributing this e-mail or its contents (as it may be unlawful for you to do so) or
taking any action in reliance on it. If you receive this e-mail by mistake, please advise the sender
immediately by using the e-mail reply facility and then delete both the incoming and outgoing messages.

From: Robert Gustar

Sent: 25 May 2021 09:39
To: West Chiltington Parish Council <clerk@wcpc.org.uk>
Subject: Fw: WCPC Planning

Sent: 24 May 2021 20:

To: Robert Gustar

Subject: WCPC Planning

WCPC Chairman and HDC Planning Team,

A neighbour forwarded to me a response she recently received from the West Chiltington Parish
Council (WCPC) regarding Smock Alley and while | will challenge a few of the statements made
in the email below through the appropriate consultation channels | am drawing your immediate
attention to a single statement. “/t is clear that the site WILL be developed” (referencing Smock
Alley) is both fatalistic and completely undermines the perception of a democratic and
consultative process with regard to planning. Additionally, | take offence to bolding ‘will’ to
emphasise the point and render community challenges futile.

We have been repeatedly informed by HDC that no final decisions have been made as both the
West Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan and HDC’s Local Plan remain in draft status and
community concerns will be considered through the pending consultation processes. However,
the WCPC statement reeks of predetermination and makes a mockery of community
engagement.

| find the statement unacceptable and an affront to established consultation processes, merely
fuelling the perception of predetermination with regard to a particular site. Consultation is not
just a check box; it is a fundamental right afforded to the community, and public servants
responsible for planning need to uphold an unbiased and impartial perspective at all times. When
those standards fall short it simply breeds contempt and destroys confidence and trust in
process integrity. Therefore, | demand an explanation for why such a statement has been made.

Regards,

Gary Constable

Begin forwarded message:

From: Elaine Hunt
<planning@wcpc.org.uk>

FN_1__ 44 AA_..ANRn4a _2




Exhibit I

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Jean Smith
Fwd: SMOCK ALLEY DEVELOPMENT
13 June 2021 at 08:32

Hi Gary

Just for your information, I'm forwarding an email reply from Bob Gustav when | wrote to him in April. He seems to imply it's a
'done deal' and agrees to it so that only 14 houses are ever built there. However, knowing the developers, once they get
permission for 14, they'll push for more. As you say, we have a fight on our hands!

Share this with anyone, if you wish. Regards Jean and Nigel Smith

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Gustar <

Date: 1 May 2021 at 17:44:35 BST

To: Jean Smit Il

Cc: West Chiltington Parish Council <clerk@wcpc.org.uk>
Subject: SMOCK ALLEY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Jean and Nigel
| fully understand your concern regarding the Smock Alley development.

Therefore, | would like to make it absolutely clear what the dangers are and where the
parish council is coming from.

We are advised that the development will take place. By including it in our
neighbourhood plan we hope to cap the number of new dwellings at 14 on both fields
and ensure the required landscaping takes place. The previous appeals are of no value
under the HDC plan.

If anybody tries to advise you differently, please get back to me straight away,
Best Regards

Bob.

From: Jean Smith <

Sent: 29 April 2021 19:05

To: Robert Gustar <

Subject: SMOCK ALLEY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Bob

We were unable to join the virtual Annual Parish Meeting on Tuesday but understand
that a lot of local people expressed disappointment at the proposals to develop in
Smock Alley on the site that has been the subject of two government inspectors'
refusal in very recent years.

We would like to add our strong objections to any proposal that the land is included
in the local development plan for all the reasons that the government inspectors
previously stated.
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Jean and Nigel Smith

Sent from my iPad





