Representation Form
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as
amended) - Regulation 16
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Development Plan
Horsham District Council has reviewed its protocols regarding the consultation process for
neighbourhood plans. In order to continue to progress neighbourhood plans, we have made a
decision to continue with the consultation process with measures we feel are in accordance to the
government guidelines.
Lower Beeding Parish Council has prepared a Neighbourhood Development Plan (LBNP). 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 LBNP and associated documents will go out to consultation
from:
5pm 17 December to midnight 11 February 2021 for 8 weeks inviting representations on the draft
submission plan, basic conditions statement, consultation statement, Habitat Regulations
Assessment and the full Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).
Copies of the LBNP Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the
Horsham District Council’s website:
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/currentconsultations
Documents will not be made available in deposit locations due to the current COVID-19 pandemic.
If local residents have difficulty in engaging online we have provided a telephone number and email
address below. Members of the public are encouraged to leave their details for an officer to contact
them back if they need further information.
Email: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk – SAS@southdowns.gov.uk
Telephone: 01403 215398

All comments must be received by midnight on 11 February 2021
There are a number of ways to make your comments:
1. Please click on the weblink above to view the plan and support documents;
2. Complete this form and email it to: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk ; or
3. Print this form and post it to: Neighbourhood Planning Officer, Horsham Council, Parkside,
Chart Way, North Street, Horsham, RH12 1RL
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 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 Council’s privacy policy:
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/privacy-policy
How to use this form
Please complete Part A in full, in order for your representation to be taken into account at the
Neighbourhood Plan examination.
Please complete Part B overleaf, identifying which paragraph your comment relates to by completing
the appropriate box.

PART A

Your Details

Full Name
Address
Postcode
Telephone
Email
Organisation (if applicable)
Position (if applicable)
Date

Margie Fielding
The Willows, Dereham Road, Garvestone, Norfolk,
NR9 4QT
fieldings225@gmail.com
31.01.2021

PART B
To which part in the plan does your representation relate?
Paragraph Number:

My objections and
Policy Reference:
comments relate to
the whole Lower
Beeding
Neighbourhood Plan
and its evidence
base as shown on
the Lower Beeding
Parish Council
Website and the
Horsham District
Council Website.

These apply to all of the
policies contained in the
LBNP with particular
concerns over the
process to determine
the housing number for
the life of the LBNP (a
policy to meet identified
housing needs is
missing from the
LBNP), the site
selection process and
policies 6, 7, 8, 9,11,
12, 17 and 18.

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this plan? (Please tick one answer)
Support
Support with Modifications
Object



Comment



Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:
I object to the Lower Beeding Neighbourhoods Plan 2014-2031 Submission Plan dated December 2020
(LBNP) and its supporting evidence base as shown on the LBPC and HDC websites because:
1. The neighbourhood plan will not deliver enough housing to meet the Parish’s needs up to 2031.
There is no policy re the need to meet known housing needs of the Parish I think there should be.
2. The neighbourhood plan will not deliver enough affordable housing to meet the Parish’s needs up to
2031. In fact, there is no detail on how affordable housing needs will be met.
3. The indicative number is only based on a fraction of the parish and so is not going to meet the needs
of the Parish until 2031.
4. How were the housing allocations calculated?
I ask because they do not follow the evidence provided from site assessments.
The allocations do not follow the numbers put forwards by sites in the exhibition events so do
allocations reflect public opinion?
5. The sites chosen were not those we voted on in the public exhibition events in 2017 and 2018, one
has been changed since we voted the Glayde Farm site, it was not Field B in these events but South
Field, Church Lane Corner.
How has a site been selected for allocation of houses representative of public opinion if it has not
been presented at these two exhibition events?
The only evidence of Glayde Farm (Field B) being included in the Neighbourhood Plan process is at
the LBNPWG meeting on the 12th February 2019 where the minutes state for item 1.2 of the agenda
as shown below. The minutes of this meeting detail how the site was proposed by the developer and
this is the first time this has been raised by the LBNPWG. Field B was the developers preference and
there is no evidence to show it was either better or worse than the original site put forwards for the
Glayde Farm site.
The proposal from the developer is not in the public domain, this does not enable us to comment on
it.
Is this common process for developers to sway site allocations, even though the process was
reportedly reflective of public opinion?
I have to ask if other developers were allowed to change their proposals at such a late stage in the
plan development process?

The weblink for the LBNPWG meeting on the 12th February 2019:
http://www.lowerbeeding.com/_UserFiles/Files/Neighbourhood%20Plan/LBNP%20meeting_12th%
20Feb.pdf
These minutes do not show how Glayde Farm (Field B) was put forwards for public consultation or
opinions and I can only conclude its allocation for housing has not been made in response to public
opinion but to satisfy a developers unevidenced preference.

The LBNP has been determined using a flawed process if Glayde Farm (Field B) is taken forwards
when it should have been ruled out by having been submitted post the closing date for site
expressions of interest and not included in any of the consultation exercises. There needs to be fair
and consistent treatment and assessment of each site for the process to be considered equitable to all.
I have attached an email (we both use fieldings225@gmail.com for our emails) and my response
form which I completed on the computer, below to show the form that was used in the June 2018
exhibition event, you will note it is not the same as the one shown in the evidence base in Appendix
10, Public Exhibition – June 2018 of the Consultation Statement.
From: robert fielding <fieldings225@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Jun 16, 2018 at 9:15 PM
Subject: Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan June Exhibition
To: Leslie Bamford <leslie.bamford@lowerbeeding.com>
Cc: clerk@lowerbeeding.com
Dear Mrs Bamford,
Please find my completed feedback form as directed by the website.
the form requests my name & address so here they are:
Mrs Margie Fielding,
Old Camp Farm, Brighton Road, Monks Gate, West Sussex, RH13 6JD
Thank you and I look forwards to be involved in the ongoing developmet of this plan.
Kind regards
Margie

6. The sites chosen were not the most popular from the public exhibition events in 2017 and 2018.
In fact Glayde Farm was very unpopular so how has this been allocated houses?
How is this site allocation possible when compared to paragraph 5.26 of the LBNP which states
“feedback from local residents” was part of the site selection process.
Why were the most popular sites not allocated housing?
7. Why were Cisswood Hotel and Old Camp Farm, sites LBP09 and LBP23 marked out as requiring
advice from Horsham District Council on the consultation form for the exhibition event in June
2018?
a. What advice was sought?

b. What disadvantage did these two sites have as a result of being marked as requiring advice
from Horsham District Council.
c. Why was Cyder Farm LBP03 not marked like LBP09 and LBP23 on the consultation
response form? I ask because the evidence base in Appendix 19 of the Consultation
Statement shows it was considered as follows: “LBP03: Cyder Farm: Site identified as Policy
Compliant with Reservations, while seeking advice from HDC” but the Cyder Farm site was
not marked like the Cisswood or Old Camp Farm sites even though it clearly states advice
was being sought from HDC. Why was this need to seek advice from HDC shown for site
LBP03 on the feedback form?
This is an example of sites being assessed as one thing, i.e. advice required from HDC not
being presented to the public in a fair and consistent way. The process must be fair to all and
it was not.
8. The Trinity Cottage site offered the Church a car park at both exhibition events but this hasn’t been
reflected in its policy allocation & it should be since this will have driven people to vote for this site.
If the offer of the car park is not added to the site then it does not represent what we voted for.
9. What advice was provided by Horsham District Council as a response to the request for advice
shown on the consultation form for the 2018 exhibition event? There is no evidence of any such
advice from Horsham District Council in the evidence base.
10. How will future residents & builders get into the Trinity Cottage, Sandygate Lane and Glayde Farm
sites since access is not clear & in some cases not even there yet.
11. How has the housing allocation number increased for the Sandygate Lane site LBP16 from
Regulation 14? I can’t find anything to explain why.
12. Why has the plan referenced the built-up area boundary of Lower Beeding, and rejected sites from
the selection process if outside of this boundary, yet allocated all of its housing outside of this
boundary?
13. The NPPF does not recognise Built up area boundaries so how can this plan be aligned to it, if it
does? The NPPF requires sustainable development instead and so should the LBNP.
14. The NPPF paragraph 78 recognises that “To promote sustainable development in rural areas,
housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.
Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this
will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one
village may support services in a village nearby.” The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan has not
considered that services may be sought outside of the parish and for example shops this is the case
for all settlements in the parish. The metrics for sustainability should recognise NPPF paragraph 78
and not be obstructive to it.
15. Why has Horsham strategic policy 4 been ignored?
If it were applied correctly the neighbourhood plan could allocate development outside of the builtup area boundary and then choose popular sites.
All the sites chosen are outside of the built up area boundary so why has this been used as a
mechanism to discount others from the process. Cyder Farm is not even in Lower Beeding Village.
16. How is Crabtree more sustainable than Monks Gate when both have been allocated Secondary
Settlement Status?
Both Crabtree and Monks Gate are going to be given secondary settlement status, yet the
neighbourhood plan only recognises this for Crabtree.

17. The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan is focused on Lower Beeding and Crabtree and has ignored
Plummers Plain and Monks Gate, how can this represent the whole parish?
18. The bus from Monks Gate is excellent, in fact the service from Newells Lane is the most frequent in
the parish, yet Monks Gate is depicted as being poorly serviced by Public Transport, this should be
correctly shown in the plan.
Why has the differing bus service and frequency of service not been correctly shown?
I have lived in both Lower Beeding and Monks Gate so can speak from experience.
19. Why has Cisswood House Hotel been ignored, it is one of the biggest employers in the parish?
20. The Horsham District Council Health check dated August 2019 questions if this neighbourhood plan
actually meets the required basic conditions. I do not have confidence it does and so believe it to be
not sound.
21. To only consider primary education needs, misses out the other half of schooling required by law
(secondary education) and further education. To use the primary school in Lower Beeding as a
metric is misleading because: parents can choose which school they send their children to, the school
in Lower Beeding does not meet full educational needs and WSCC consider it acceptable to be
within 3.218688 kilometres (two miles) in relation to a child who is under the age of eight and
4.828032 kilometres (three miles) in relation to a child who has attained the age of eight as set out in
paragraph 2.4 of the Home to school and college transport in West Sussex as found on the following
link on the West Sussex County Council webpage.
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/11485/ws_school_and_college_transport_policy.pdf
The incorrect metric of 800m as an acceptable walking distance should be removed because it is not
aligned to West Sussex County Council policy.
22. I think 6 new dwellings on the Cyder Farm site will be excessive, this is a small site in the
Conservation Area and is not in keeping with the houses around it.
23. The traffic blackspot in Crabtree has not been included in any discussions, which is awful since there
was a fatality close to the speed camera.
24. Both South Lodge Hotel and Cisswood House Hotel are in Lower Beeding Parish, they both have a
public bar, and restaurants and health facilities yet this has been ignored
25. Cisswood House Hotel has gym, pool and fitness facilities, yet this has been ignored.
26. To use the tennis courts as detailed in the plan you have to pay to be a member so I question if these
are Formal public open spaces.
27. The only sites that can access the Village Hall, tennis club, hotels, sports pitches are the Crabtree
sites and Monks Gate sites. Glayde Farm and Trinity Cottage can’t walk to these facilties since a
limit has been set at 800m for the plan and they do not have a bus that will take them to these
facilites within 800m of their sites and so are reliant on the private car to go to them. How is this
considered sustainable?
28. Sadly, the plan has not recognised other faiths, is it discriminatory to only consider worship at a
Church of England Church? This can be corrected since both Crabtree and Monks Gate can access
Horsham and Brighton via a choice of sustainable modes of transport, including a regular bus
service, to meet any such needs.
The LBNP should reflect needs of its whole community both now and for the life of the plan.
29. What is the local vernacular of the parish? I can’t find any design guides and when you walk in the
village you will see it have grown over many years and includes modern houses, bungalows, listed

buildings and a wide variety of styles hence my questions.
30. Re Aim 8: Utilities and paragraph 6.24, what is the problem with power in the parish? I never had
any problems when I lived there and that was from the 1960’s.
31. How can we see the “wish list” that is mentioned in paragraph 6.20 of the plan? Are we allowed to
add projects or vote of which ones are to be taken forwards?
32. Why is there an aim for waste management when Horsham District Council already look after our
bins?
33. Businesses need all the help they can get, the current pandemic has put them under huge strain and
the plan should do everything it can to help not try to restrain it as set out in policies 17 & 18, also
why two so similar policies, couldn’t it be simplified into one?
34. How will home working be supported? It is shown to be important and everyone has been asked to
work from home during the pandemic yet there is no specific support for this type of working.
35. As someone who have been asked to shield during the pandemic, I would ask the access to services
be expanded to include internet shops and services, I have been able to do my shopping without
leaving home by using my computer but this is not recognised in the plan. I have even had doctors
appointments and hospital consultations over the phone or by zoom and my prescriptions delivered
so is the distance to these services of relevance in the new world? Would it not be opportune to plan
for this new technology enabled world rather than to bury our heads in the sand?
36. My site preference of LBP23 Old Camp Farm (I voted for it in both public exhibition events) has
been disregarded and the site not allocated any housing even though it was exceedingly popular in
the exhibition events in both 2016 and 2018 and Monks Gate is to be given Secondary Settlement
Status by HDC. I cannot find any evidence or fact to show why this site has been kicked into touch,
it is:
a. The Old Camp Farm site is the closest site considered in the process, to shops yet this has
been ignored.
b. The Old Camp Farm site is adjacent to a very regular seven day a week bus service, yet this
has been ignored.
Lower Beeding village is lucky if it manages three services a day, yet Monks Gate and
Crabtree get 3 every hour to both Horsham and Brighton.
c. The Old Camp Farm site adjoins Monks Gate so complies with HDC policies re site
allocations through Neighbourhood Plans, yet this has been ignored.
d. The Old Camp Farm site is within 800m of one of the hotels in the Parish yet the Glayde
Farm and Trinity Cottage site are not, this has been ignored. The Cyder Farm site has been
considered suitable since it is close to South Lodge so this holds true for other sites close to
hotels.
e. The Old Camp Farm site has access, yet the Trinity Cottage and Sandygate Lane sites have
issues, or questions re their possible access and Glayde Farm has no access.

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?
1. Include an additional policy: to ensure the housing needs of the Parish are met for the life of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
2. Allocate more houses in the neighbourhood plan so it can deliver enough housing to meet the
Parish’s needs up to 2031.
3. Allocate more houses in the neighbourhood plan so that it can deliver enough affordable housing to
meet the Parish’s needs up to 2031.
a. Add details on how affordable housing needs will be met.
4. Review the indicative number so that it is based on the whole parish.
5. Put the housing allocations calculations in the public domain.
6. Ensure sites are not allocated more housing than they put forwards at the public exhibition events.
7. I object to Policy 9: DO NOT take Glayde Farm (Field B) forwards since it was proposed by the
developer and has not been subject to the same scrutiny as the other sites in the process and it has not
been included in any consultation event to secure public support.
8. Review site allocations to ensure they reflect the most popular from the public exhibition events in
2017 and 2018 so long as they are able to satisfy sustainability criteria as set in the NPPF and HDC
policy.
9. Provide the correspondence to and advice from HDC re Cisswood Hotel and Old Camp Farm, sites
LBP09 and LBP23 that were marked out on the consultation form of the exhibition event in June
2018.
10. I object to Policy 7 - If the Trinity Cottage site is to be taken forwards ensure it include a donation of
land for the Church a car park as it displayed at both exhibition events. If a site offers an enabling
donation and is chosen then this enabling donation should be included as a term of the resultant
allocation.
11. Put the correspondence and advice to and from Horsham District Council relating to the consultation
and exhibition event in June 2018. This advice was sought for both LBP09 Cisswood Hotel and
LBP23 Old Camp Farm. If there is no advice or correspondence how have decisions been made?
12. I object to Policy 7, 8 and 9: Do not select sites if the access is shown to problematic or not
available.
13. I object to Policy 8 - Reduce the housing allocation number for the Sandygate Lane site LBP16 to the
13 dwellings it proposed in the Exhibition events.
14. Remove all references to the built-up area boundary of Lower Beeding, and review the
Neighbourhood plan against the NPPF sustainability criteria.
15. The site allocations and Neighbourhood Plan must be reassessed to ensure sites are able to access
services by sustainable modes of transport, this includes services not available in the Parish for

example shops. Site assessments and metrics must enable sites to access services in neighbouring
settlements to accord with NPPF paragraph 78 and sites must be able to access these using a
sustainable mode of transport not just by foot.
16. Apply HDC policy 4 consistently to all sites to enable the neighbourhood plan to allocate
development outside of the built-up area boundary, if it is sustainably located and positively reflects
feedback from the community.
17. Reflect the fact that both Crabtree & Monks Gate have been allocated Secondary Settlement Status.
a. Review sites in Monks Gate to ascertain if the identification of this status will enable them to
be allocated modest number of houses in the LBNP as this was the case for Crabtree.
18. The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan must focus on all of its settlements to be able to be truly
representative of the parish.
19. Show the differing bus service and frequency of service of the different settlements.
20. Correct the Old Camp Farm assessments and evidence base including the sustainability appraisal to
show it has excellent access to the bus/public transport.
21. Review the plan to show Cisswood House Hotel is one of the biggest employers in the parish.
22. Review the Old Camp Farm site to ensure it is treated the same as the Cyder Farm site and allocate a
modest number of houses to the Old Camp Farm site since it too can support accommodation for
staff working at one of the hotels in the Parish. Cyder Farm is close to the South Lodge Hotel and
Old Camp Farm is close to Cisswood House Hotel.
23. Ensure the plan reflects all education needs not just primary schooling.
24. Use the WSCC acceptable walking distances for children to walk to school (3.218688 kilometres
(two miles) in relation to a child who is under the age of eight and 4.828032 kilometres (three miles)
in relation to a child who has attained the age of eight) as set out in paragraph 2.4 of the Home to
school and college transport in West Sussex as found on the following link on the West Sussex
County Council webpage.
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/11485/ws_school_and_college_transport_policy.pdf
25. Remove the metric of 800m as an acceptable walking distance because it is not aligned to West
Sussex County Council policy.
26. Policy 6 - Reduce the housing allocation for the Cyder Farm site to ensure it is in keeping with the
houses around it and it respects the Conservation Area it is set in. Why has this site not been
allocated as a windfall and considered converting the old farm buildings to ensure it retains its
character?
27. Policy 6 - Review the Cyder Farm site to establish if there are known traffic/highway safety issues
that could negatively impact the site before allocating houses to this site.
28. Reflect the facilities of both Cisswood House hotel and South Lodge Hotel to ensure there is no
biased reporting in the plan.
29. Discount the tennis courts they are not Formal public open spaces; you have to be a member and pay
to use them.

30. Review site assessments to ensure that fair decisions are made re proximity and accessibility to
services, some sites are more reliant on the private car than others.
31. Reflect the fact that both current and future residents may have differing faiths and that only Crabtree
and Monks Gate can access Horsham and Brighton to meet their needs by bus from a bus stop that is
800m or less from the sites in these settlements.
32. I object to Policy 12 - Detail what the local vernacular is for the parish and consult the parishioners
on this new style guide for the parish.
33. Remove the aim 8: Utilities there is no evidence to support it.
34. Publish the “wish list” detailed in paragraph 6.20 of the plan and the process to add projects or vote
on those to be taken forwards.
35. Remove 6 aim for waste management, Horsham District Council already look after our bins.
36. Simplify policies 17 and 18 into one and ensure they are drafted to assist business be it new or
existing.
37. Include a policy on Homeworking & provide details on how will home working be supported.
38. Review the plan to take full advantage of our technology enabled world.
39. Allocate site LBP23 Old Camp Farm a modest amount of housing to accord for decisions made on
the Cyder Farm site in Crabtree.
(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)

If you have additional representations feel free to include additional pages. Please make sure any
additional pages are clearly labelled/ addressed or attached.
Do you wish to be notified of the local planning authority’s decision under Regulation 19 of the
Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 2012 in relation to the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood
Development plan?
Please tick here if you wish to be to be notified:



