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
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/privacy-policy

please

see

the

Council’s

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

Robert Dowding
The Far Side, Main Street, Normanton-on-Cliff,
Lincolnshire
NG32 3BH

Postcode
Telephone
Email
Organisation (if applicable)
Position (if applicable)
Date

robertdowding1939@yahoo.com
N/A
4th February 2021

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

My comments and
Policy Reference:
objections have
been referenced to
relevant paragraphs
in both the LBNP, it
supporting evidence
base and to other
documents including
those referred to in
Chapter 11: Further
Evidence of the
LBNP.

Policies:
1,
4,
5,
6,
7,
8,
9,
10,
12,
13,
15,
16,
17
& 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:
Dear sir,
I have been following the development of the Horsham District Local Plan for some time and
watched with interest the emerging Neighbourhood Plans that fall within Horsham District.
Having noted that Horsham District Council are now inviting public response to the submission
draft of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan for Regulation 16, I would like to accept that
invitation and have made use of the required Regulation 16 Representation Form for Lower
Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031 as displayed on Horsham District Council’s website.
You will find my response, including comments, observations and proposed modifications to the
submission draft of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan, Regulation 16, below:
•

Whilst trying to get to grips with the Lower Beeding Parish Neighbourhood Plan, I realised the
vision lacks any mention of meeting identified housing needs of the Parish. This has to be an
oversight, but one that can easily be rectified and I propose alternative wording for the Vision:
‘In 2031 the settlements of Lower Beeding, Crabtree, Monk’s Gate and Plummers Plain will
have accommodated new housing to help meet the demand and need for new and affordable
homes by using land within or close to the established settlement boundaries.
A mix of housing ensures that suitable houses are available for young families as well as older
people who may wish to downsize or for residents who may need to move to meet their
specific needs.
The heritage and landscape assets of the area will have been protected, including the
Crabtree Conservation Area and the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
The four small communities continue to thrive and support the community facilities such as the
village halls and sport facilities as well as the pubs, restaurants, hotels and other small
businesses.
The four communities continue to identify opportunities for growth and prosperity, especially
where this will support local services including the services in a village nearby.
All the settlements are better connected to each other and other surrounding villages through
improved cycle routes and multi-user routes.’
The proposed wording above encompasses the current vision, the missing element of meeting
housing needs within the community and complies to the NPPF and emerging Horsham Local
Plan.

•

I am concerned that the Strategic Objectives do not reflect the need to meet the housing
needs of the parish and would request consideration of the inclusion of an objective to do so.
Proposed wording could include:
To contribute to meeting the local housing need, including affordable housing for those with a
local connection to the parish.

•

The Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18) has used the
required Standard Methodology to calculate housing numbers and many of the parishes within
the Horsham District have also used the required standard methodology with the help of their
consultants, it has to be questioned why the LBNP has not. There is no evidence of
exceptional circumstances to justify the alternative approach as required by paragraph 60 of
the NPPF.
The report from Horsham in 2018 detailing the indicative number did require the LBNP review
this number, yet I can find no evidence to suggest such a review ever happened, even though
Horsham have made significant progress with their Local Plan and have now reached
Regulation 18.
I would respectfully request this indicative number be reviewed and the LBNP conduct its
housing needs calculations using the Standard Methodology as a priority to ensure it reflects

Government Guidance and prevents costly review and rework of the LBNP within its first year.
It is worthy of note that the current Indicative number Horsham provided only reflects those
within the built-up area boundary of Lower Beeding village and not the whole parish. This
cannot be correct since the LBNP is for the whole of Lower Beeding Parish and this approach
does not comply with paragraph 65 of the NPPF.
Another issues with the now out of date indicative number used by the LBNP is, that it does
not reflect the increases in housing numbers as set out in the Regulation 18 Horsham District
Local Plan. If the LBNP do not update their housing needs figures from those provided by HDC
in 2018, they run a significant risk of the whole plan being out of date even before the
referendum has taken place.
Whilst the settlement of Crabtree has been recognised correctly to now be a Secondary
Settlement, the position for Monk’s Gate has yet to be updated within the LBNP evidence base to
reflect its Secondary Settlement Status.
This lack of consistent recognition is alarming since the LBNPWG supported both settlements in
the Horsham District Councill consultation, as did Horsham District Council as shown on the
following weblink:
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80087/LPR-Secondary-SettlementsReview.pdf
Some erroneous facts and issues that require correction, I have identified whilst looking at the
current LBNP are:
o Paragraphs 5.22 and 5.24 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2031
Submission Plan, July 2020.
o The site assessments within the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic environmental Assessment) July 2020
since each site has been assessed against both the BUAB of Lower Beeding and
Secondary Settlement of Crabtree, but this assessment has failed to assess sites against
the Secondary Settlement of Monk’s Gate.
o Paragraphs 5.22 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions Statement
July 2020
The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan area extends into Monk’s Gate and so it is only correct
to review the evidence base and resultant decisions to ensure that the Lower Beeding
Neighbourhood Plan is based on evidence and fact.
I have only been able to find evidence of the LBNPWG seeking advice with regards to the
secondary settlement of Crabtree. This position is most curious, are we to assume the same
advice is to be followed for Monk’s Gate?
•

The site assessments found in the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 have
incorrectly excluded sites because they are not located within a built-up area boundary or as
shown above the secondary settlement of Crabtree.
Having already explored the factual errors and potential risks the LBNP is exposed to from the
omission of the other secondary settlement of Monk’s Gate, I shall now explore the
questionable position the LBNP has taken with regards to Lower Beeding BUAB.
The exclusion of potentially sustainable sites because they are not located within the BUAB
does not correctly reflect either the current HDC policy as set out in Strategic Policy 3:

“Settlement Expansion The growth of settlements across the District will continue to be
supported in order to meet identified local housing, employment and community needs.
Outside built-up area boundaries, the expansion of settlements will be supported where all of
the following criteria are met:
The site is allocated in the Local Plan or in a Neighbourhood Plan and adjoins an existing
settlement edge; ….” or the position Horsham District Council have taken in the Policy 3 of the
emerging Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18). Horsham
District Council have recognised “that in order for some communities to continue to be able to

grow and develop it will be necessary for them to be able to expand beyond their current built
form. The UK planning system is plan-led and by allocating sites in the Local Plan or in
Neighbourhood Plans, it will be possible to meet the identified local needs of these settlements
and provide an appropriate level of affordable and market housing, as well as maintaining the
viability of the smaller villages and towns, for example supporting local schools and local
shops. This policy will also ensure that the settlement function and pattern of the District is
retained, keeping the rural character of the District beyond these settlements….”
The position the LBNP has taken is to exclude any site outside of a BUAB has failed to
recognise HDC policy as set out above. The LBNP can allocate sites both to meet the local
needs of each settlement or to maintain the viability of smaller towns and villages and, the
Neighbourhood Plan is the mechanism to do this. I therefore request the LBNP review its
housing allocations in light of HDC’s strategic policy 3 and the NPPF to ensure the needs of all
of its settlements are met not just Lower Beeding and Crabtree.
As demonstrated above the LBNP can allocate housing outside of the built-up area boundary of
Lower Beeding, in fact the allocation of the site in Crabtree does just this, yet other sites have
been excluded on this basis. Other of Horsham Districts Neighbourhood Plans, have allocated
sites throughout their designated Neighbourhood Plan areas and not exclusively in BUABs,
these plans have succeeded at both Inspection and referendum. The current position of
excluding sites due to their location outside of the BUAB needs to be reviewed or the LBNP is
in danger of condemning settlements within its parish to be unable to meet their identified
needs.
To further stress the need to review the site allocations in the LBNP, the NPPF does not
recognise built up area boundaries, it uses sustainability to determine suitability of
development and sets out in paragraph 78 the need to consider services beyond the parish
and the need to support sustainable development in rural areas:
“NPPF Paragraph 78: 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 risks of not reflecting both HDC strategic policy and the NPPF leave the LBNP vulnerable
and less able to meet the housing needs of its parish.
•

The LBNP has not ensure compliance with the developing Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36
Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020. This will not enable the LBNP to be
considered either up to date or compliant with it and one has to question why the LBNP has
not been reviewed to ensure alignment in light of the progress to regulation 18 of the
Horsham District plan.
An example of the LBNP Policies failing to keep pace are LBNP Policy 1: Biodiversity, LBNP
Policy 4: Sustainability, LBNP Policy 5: Energy Efficiency, LBNP Policy 16: Broadband and
Telecommunications area all of which covered in more detail and eloquence in policy 39 of the

Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020

Policy 39 - Sustainable Design and Construction
“Proposals must seek to improve the sustainability of development. To deliver sustainable
design, development should incorporate the following measures where appropriate
according to the type of development and location:
a) Development should minimise construction and demolition waste and utilise recycled and
low-impact materials;
b) New ‘Non-domestic floorspace must achieve a minimum standard of BREEAM ‘Very Good’
with a specific focus on water efficiency’.
c) All development should maximise energy efficiency and integrate the use of decentralised,
renewable and low carbon energy;
d) All new residential development must limit water use to 100 litres/person/day;
e) Development should be designed to encourage walking, cycling, cycle storage and
accessibility to sustainable forms of transport including the provision of electric vehicle charge
points;
f) Buildings should be flexible to allow future modification of use or layout, facilitating future
adaptation, refurbishment and retrofitting;
g) Development should incorporate measures which enhance the biodiversity value of
development.
New homes and workplaces should include the provision of high-speed broadband access
and enable provision of future technologies.
All new development will be required to provide satisfactory arrangements for the storage
of refuse and recyclable materials as an integral part of design.”
HDC Policy 39 will replace the need for LBNP policies 1, 4, 5, and 16 and so one has to
question the value of these weakened policies in the LBNP.
•

My concerns and objections to LBNP Policy 6 include:
o The current allocation of 6 dwellings on this site will result in out of keeping high
density of around 46dph. The housing allocation should be reduced so that policy 6 can
comply with LBNP policy 13.
I can see HDC support housing in the secondary settlement of Crabtree but cannot find
evidence to suggest all of the housing for this settlement should be on the Cyder Farm
site.
o With regards to Point 5 of Policy 6, in what circumstances would it be appropriate to
retain existing mature trees and hedgerows and which not?
o With regards to Point 6 of Policy 6, in what circumstances would it be appropriate to
keep/maintain access via existing arrangements and when is it not appropriate?
The current wording of LBNP Policy 6 does not clearly establish what is required with regards
to access arrangements and hedgerows and it ignores the resultant high density of this
proposed allocation, so it is not fit for purpose in its current form and this policy should be
reviewed.

•

My concerns and objections to LBNP Policy 7: Land at Trinity Cottage include:
o Access has not yet been established as demonstrated in point 8 of Policy 7. Is the site
land locked? Is access required close to the listed Church and listed Churchyard?
Point 8 of LBNP policy 7 is very alarming.
Figure 20 of the LBNP shows access to be around some houses that are already there,
is this a private drive or a road?
Is the access shown suitable for another 7 houses to use it?

The access shown is very close to the junction between the B2115 Sandygate Lane and
the B2110 Handcross Road, is this safe and can suitable visibility splays be achieved
within the ownership of the Trinity Cottage site?
o In addition, Chapter 12 the Addendum of the LBNP shows that 62.4% of respondents
favoured a roundabout to address traffic issues at the Plough Inn Junction and one has
to question why a site has been chosen that may increase already known traffic issues.
Was this evidence as shown in the LBNP in the Addendum used when selecting sites for
development?
o Why is there no requirement to establish safe pedestrian access? There is for other
sites selected in the LBNP.
o The SHLAA assessment for site SA584, Land south of Church Farm House, which is the
same as the Trinity Cottage site in the LBNP shows a maximum housing potential of 6
dwellings and yet the LBNP has disregarded HDC’s advice and allocated around 7
dwellings.
The SHLAA assessment in the LBNP evidence base is shown below for the Inspector’s
ease:

•

My concerns and objections to LBNP Policy 8: Land north of Sandygate Lane include:
o The site allocation made for around 20 residential units is disproportionate and does not
take into account the developers proposal for site LBP16.
The PHLAA as shown in the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020
for this site LBP16 LAND AT SANDYGATE, SANDYGATE LANE (NORTH WEST OF HOLY
TRINITY) includes the following statement: “*The Site Promoter has proposed that 13
units could be accommodated on the site.”
I cannot understand how an allocation has been made for this site that exceeds the Site
Promoter’s proposal.
o Having read the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal
(incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 I was confused as to the
nomenclature of the sites. The names of the sites include:
▪ LBP10 - LAND AT SANDYGATE LANE, LAND NORTH OF SANDYGATE LANE
▪ LBP13 - LAND AT SANDYGATE, SANDYGATE LANE
▪ LBP16 - LAND AT SANDYGATE, SANDYGATE LANE (NORTH WEST OF HOLY
TRINITY)
I had to establish which site was which and could only find maps in the Lower Beeding
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement July 2020. This is not an easy task and it
appears that LBP16 Land at Sandygate, Sandygate Lane (North West of Holy Trinity) is
now called Land north of Sandygate Lane. Why has its name been changed? Secondly

and more confusingly why has the name of site LBP16 been changed to that of a site
that was ruled out of the process LBP10 Land at Sandygate Lane, Land North of
Sandygate Lane?
o Point 7 of policy 8 indicates the need for a buffer to the northern, southern and western
boundaries, yet no details have been given as to what these buffers have to consist of
or how they may reduce the available land to build on.
o Does point 9 of Policy 8 try to show there is not yet access?
The PHLAA for this site states “The site could be accessed off Sandygate Lane” for
Vehicular constraints and the LBNP in Figure 20 would indicate there is only a preferred
access from Sandygate Lane.
I note this site, like the Trinity Cottage site, joins the B2115 Sandygate Lane close to
the junction with the B2110 Handcross Road, is this safe and can suitable visibility
splays be achieved within the ownership of the Land north of Sandygate Lane site?
In addition in Chapter 12 the Addendum shows that 62.4% of respondents favoured a
roundabout to address traffic issues at the Plough Inn Junction and one has to question
why a site has been chosen that may increase already known traffic issues. Was this
evidence as shown in the LBNP in the Addendum used when selecting sites for
development?
Is it possible for the Land north of Sandygate Lane site to provide a pedestrian link as
required by point 10 of policy 8?
Is the land between the site and the existing footpath along Sandygate Lane in the
ownership of the site? Is it wide enough to form a footpath?
I assume the footpath is not a PRoW but a pavement.
o The SHLAA assessment for site SA575, Land North of Sandygate Lane, which is the
same as the Land north of Sandygate Lane site in the LBNP shows a maximum housing
potential of 10 dwellings and yet the LBNP has disregarded HDC’s advice and allocated
around 20 dwellings.
The SHLAA assessment in the LBNP evidence base is shown below for the Inspector’s
ease:

•

I am concerned and object to LBNP Policy 9. This site was not popular during the exhibition
events and has since been changed to a different option for the site which was proposed by
the developer as a preference.

o There is no evidence to support the claim in Appendix 19 of the Lower Beeding
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement, July 2020 that HDC advised the LBNPWG
to allocate or even consider Field B. The advice from HDC relates to the risk of
allocating reserve sites, but does not go so far as to recommend inclusion of reserve
sites.
o The inclusion of Glayde Farm (Field B) has demonstrated process irregularities that have
led to a change of the Glayde Farm site to Field B in 2019 at the developers request.
o The Glayde Farm site has not garnered public support through the development of the
LBNP, the evidence shows it was unpopular in all exhibition events.
o The site has changes post consultation events to (Field B) and this new option has had
limited scrutiny and no exposure to public consultation as required for all other sites in
the process.
o Access is still an issue for this site, it is not even clear in Figure 20 I still can’t see how
access will be gained to this site?
o The site appears to be bordered by mature hedges and next to the Grade II listed Holy
Trinity Church and Church yard, yet this seems to be almost an irrelevance to the
selection of this site.
o The feedback received at Regulation 14 of the LBNP showed strong objection to this site
and concerns re accident black spot close to this site. It has to be reported that the
LBNPWG have noted lots of comments but altered their plan very few times, and I have
to ask if this is showing response to public opinion or concern?
o I can find no evidence to support the inclusion of this site or how it went from being a
reserve site to a full allocation when it became (Field B). This allocation has to be
reviewed if the LBNP is to be driven and informed by the community and based on
evidence.
o The SHLAA assessment for site SA567, Land at Glayde Farm, West of Church Lane
which is the same as the Glayde Farm site in the LBNP shows a maximum housing
potential of 8 dwellings and yet the LBNP has disregarded HDC’s advice and allocated
around 14 dwellings.
The Horsham District Council SHLAA for this site recommended not only a muchreduced number of houses but also a restriction to where these could be sited on the
plot “There may be potential for a small amount of linear development or a small culde-sac to mirror that in the existing settlement subject to access considerations…” yet
the LBNP has disregarded these findings and allocated around 14 dwellings in Field B.
The SHLAA assessment in the LBNP evidence base is shown below for the Inspector’s
ease:

•

The Horsham District Hotel & Visitor Accommodation Study Report of Key Findings Prepared
for: Horsham District Council, July 2016 as found on the following weblink :
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/66518/Hotel-and-VisitorAccommodation-Study-July-2016.pdf
Sets out both South Lodge Hotel and Cisswood House Hotel are of importance to Horsham
District. In paragraph 2.1.9. of the report it set out that “Three of the District’s hotels offer

some form of leisure facilities and activities:
o South Lodge has a gym and offers golf at the hotel’s sister property Mannings Heath
Golf Club;
o Cisswood House Hotel has a leisure club with an indoor pool, sauna, spa bath and
gym;”

o In paragraph 2.1.14 and table 12 of the same report that both hotels have conference
facilities.
As a result of this extensive report, I am concerned that Cisswood House Hotel has been miss
named and then left from the LBNP.
My concerns increased when South Lodge Hotel and its value as an employer has been
highlighted through the report yet Cisswood House Hotel has not even been correctly
represented even though the LBNP Schedule of Evidence includes the Horsham District Hotel &
Visitor Accommodation Study I have referenced above.
•

Why have Rural exception sites been left from the LBNP?
The rural character of the parish has been identified but not the needs of the local community.
The current housing allocations in the LBNP will not deliver sufficient housing to meet
identified needs and the allocations will result in just a small percentage of the affordable need
being met. To mitigate this issue and reduce the risk of the LBNP not meeting its identified
housing needs it would be wise to include rural exception site in it’s polices to meet its known
and registered housing needs.
NPPF Define as: “Rural exception sites: Small sites used for affordable housing in perpetuity

where sites would not normally be used for housing. Rural exception sites seek to address the
needs of the local community by accommodating households who are either current residents
or have an existing family or employment connection. A proportion of market homes may be
allowed on the site at the local planning authority’s discretion, for example where essential to
enable the delivery of affordable units without grant funding.”

NPPF paragraph 77: In rural areas, planning policies and decisions should be responsive to

local circumstances and support housing developments that reflect local needs. Local planning
authorities should support opportunities to bring forward rural exception sites that will provide
affordable housing to meet identified local needs, and consider whether allowing some market
housing on these sites would help to facilitate this.
A suitable policy to include Rural exception sites could be based on either Policy 17 of the
current HDPF or to ensure that the LBNP remains as up to date as possible it could mirror
Policy 19 - Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36, Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February
2020 which I have set out below:
“Policy 19 - Exceptions Housing Schemes

In exceptional circumstances, limited amounts of land that would not otherwise be released
for general market housing may be released for the development of affordable homes
provided that:
1. There is an identified local need for such homes and no suitable alternatives exist within the
locality to meet that need;
2. The development would solely meet the needs of a particular parish (or that parish plus its
immediately adjoining parishes within Horsham District) and that the needs identified comprise
housing for:
a. Existing residents of the parish who are in unsuitable accommodation or need separate
accommodation in the area (excluding existing owner occupiers)
b. People whose work provides important services and who need to live in the parish.
c. People who may no longer be resident in the parish but have longstanding links with the
local community.
d. People with the offer of a job in the parish who cannot take up the offer because of a lack
of affordable housing.
3. The development would provide subsidised housing which will be secured as affordable in
perpetuity, through a Section 106 Agreement. Occupancy should adhere to Horsham District
Council's housing strategy.
The Council is supportive of the delivery of community led developments involving
affordable housing, primarily via Community Land Trust (CLTs), to come forward on suitable
small sites throughout Horsham subject to meeting the criteria set out above”
•

I do not agree that Windfall as set out in LBNP Policy 10 should be restricted to the built-up
area of Lower Beeding. This restriction is not in conformity to the NPPF which defines Windfall
sites as: “Sites not specifically identified in the development plan.”
Even the emerging Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18)
does not require windfall be located within Built-up area boundaries and defines windfall as
follows:
“Windfall Sites: A site not specifically allocated for development in the Local Development

Framework which unexpectedly becomes available for development during the lifetime of a
plan. These sites are usually located within Built-up area boundaries. An allowance for windfall
sites is included in the Local Plan for monitoring purposes.” Note the HDC definition does not
restrict windfall to within a BUAB it just details that windfall is usually located within built up
area boundaries.

The revision of LBNP Policy 10 could include the following to ensure it mirrors the emerging
Horsham District Local Plan and the NPPF:
Development proposals for residential development of sites not specifically identified in the
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan or the Horsham District Local Plan, will be supported if the
site is located either within the defined built-up area boundary of Lower Beeding or can

demonstrate it is sustainably located in close proximity to the secondary settlements of
Crabtree and Monk’s Gate, subject to compliance with other development plan policies.
•

Paragraph 5.55 of the LBNP requires review. The details included from the AiRS survey do not
add up to 100%, the responses for the different housing shown totals more than 100%. This
does lead to questions:
o The AiRS survey is not included in the evidence base for the submission plan.
o Is this survey still valid?
It was conducted in 2013 and was conducted for reasons other than the LBNP.
o How can data presented in the LBNP not be reviewed to ensure it makes sense – you
can’t have more than 100% for survey responses.
o What questions were asked in the AiRS survey – we can’t see it so can’t establish this.

•

With regards to LBNP Policy 11 – housing mix:
o if there is evidence to show the mix of dwellings types and sizes are required for to
meet local needs, why is there not a policy to meet the housing needs of the parish?
o Why is this required housing mix not spelt out to show what houses are required &
where they are required in the Parish?
o What survey is the most recent Survey detailed in Policy 11?
o How have changes to needs been established? The AiRS survey was in 2013 and this is
now rather out of date.
o Why has data not been sought from Horsham District Council as to registered housing
needs to support this policy?

•

Whilst appreciating the driving force for LBNP Policy 12, I have not been able to find design
guide or parish character statement to support its implementation.
The parish is formed of four main settlements – Lower Beeding, Crabtree, Monk’s Gate and
Plummers Plain. All four settlements have their own character. Crabtree is the only
conservation area in the Parish and it has to have had specific characteristics that warranted
this classification.
I cannot see how LBNP Policy 12 can be successfully implemented without a suitable design
guide and parish wide agreement as to what the parish should look like in the future.

•

LBNP Policy 13 –the need to respect the density and character of the surrounding landscape
when allocating new houses is set out in current District Plan and emergent Local Plan for
Horsham District and so I question the value of an additional policy in the LBNP:
Density is highlighted in HDC’s definition of Efficient Use of Land:
“Development having regard to the character of the surrounding landscape, the density of built

form, capacity of local infrastructure and principles of good design.”

Horsham District Planning Framework (excluding South Downs National Park) November 2015
(the current Local Plan) Strategic Policy 16: Meeting Local Housing Needs point 2 “The

appropriate mix of different housing types and sizes for each site will depend upon the
established character and density of the neighbourhood and the viability of the scheme.”

In the emerging Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18).
Strategic Policy 17 – “Housing Mix

Development will be supported where it provides a mix of housing sizes and types to meet the
needs of the District's communities as evidenced in the latest Strategic Housing Market
Assessment or any subsequent updates in order to create sustainable and balanced
communities. Other factors that may be taken into account include the established character
and density of the neighbourhood, the viability of the scheme, and locally and robustly

prepared evidence such as a ‘Made’ or referendum-stage Neighbourhood Plan or a local
(parish) housing needs assessment.
The Council will support schemes being brought forward through Neighbourhood Plans,
provided they are in general conformity with the relevant Local Plan.”
As set out above, Policy 13 of the LBNP is already covered by HDC policy and so one has to
question the need to include it in the neighbourhood plan.
•

LBNP Policy 6, Cyder Farm is in direct conflict with both HDC policy regarding the need to
reflect the character and density of the surrounding properties and also it cannot satisfy LBNP
Policy 13. The current allocation of 6 dwellings on the Cyder Farm site will result in an out of
character high density development of around 46dph. To remedy this conflict the LBNP should
reduce the allocation of houses to this site.

•

Aim 6, there is no evidence as to why aim 6 has been included in the LBNP?
o Are there waste management facilities in the parish?
o Is the aim to get a recycling centre in the parish?
o Waste management is normally controlled by a Local Authority, don’t they look after the
waste collection and recycling services for the Parish?
o If this is specifically for new developments then I would like to question why waste
management is not covered by planning conditions or building regulations?
Aim 6 has no evidence to support it and although admirable in intention is not suitably drafted
to inform the reader as to who is being targeted and what is being sought.

•

I support the ambition of LBNP Policy 15, but have to ask what makes Local Green Space 1.
Land Area at the Entrance to Church Close Opposite They Plough Public House (LGS1) of
value? From a map it appears to be opposite the junction between the B2115 Sandygate Lane
and the B2110 Handcross Road. There is evidence in Chapter 12 the Addendum that details
that 62.4% of respondents favoured a roundabout to address traffic issues at the Plough Inn
Junction, one assumes LGS1 is the same location?

•

LBNP Policy 16 is already included in the NPPF and Horsham District Council policy and so one
has to ask if there is value in LBNP policy 16.
Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020, Policy
39 - Sustainable Design and Construction has a requirement that “New homes and workplaces

should include the provision of high-speed broadband access and enable provision of future
technologies.”
•

I am confused as to how Aim 8: Utilities has been included in the LBNP. There is no evidence
to support this aim and although rural, one assumes every house has got power, water, mains
drainage and other utilities.
o If this aim is to remain may I request it is further detailed so that one can establish if
the issue is to the whole parish or just to some parts of it and if the aim should be
expanded to include utilities beyond power.
o If this aim is to be to improve utilities in then there should be a baseline as to what
utility provision is currently available so that proposals may be judged for their merit.

•

Corrections are required to the LBNP:
o Paragraph 7.2 of the LBNP, the total shown is 799 residents aged between 16 and 74
but the percentages and totals given for economically active and economically inactive
do not add up to either 799 people or 100%.

What has happened to the missing 170 (21.5%) of the people aged between 16 and
74?
o In paragraph 7.3 the total shown adds up to 590 people not 420 in 7.2, how are there
now more people being shown than reported as economically active?
o Paragraph 7.4 does not identify either Cisswood House Hotel or the Industrial unit that
was identified in Monks Gate during the PHLAA assessment process.
•

LBNP Policies 17 and 18 are covered more comprehensively and eloquently in Horsham
District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020 in policy

Policy 8 - Rural Economic Development:
“Sustainable rural economic development and enterprise within the District will be encouraged
in order to generate local employment opportunities and economic social and environmental
benefits for local communities.
Outside built-up area boundaries or secondary settlements, development, which maintains the
quality and character of the area whilst sustaining its varied and productive social and
economic activity, will be supported in principle. Any development should be appropriate to
the countryside location and must contribute to the diverse and sustainable farming
enterprises within the District. In the case of other countryside-based enterprises and
activities, development must contribute to the wider rural economy and/or promote recreation
in, and the enjoyment of, the countryside, and either:
• Be contained wherever possible within suitably located buildings which are appropriate for
conversion or, in the case of an established rural industrial or commercial site, within the
existing boundaries of the site; or
• For new buildings or development in the rural area, proposals will be supported where it can
be demonstrated that criterion (1) has been considered first, and that the proposal will
contribute to sustainable rural economic growth that supports balanced living and working
communities.
Any proposal must demonstrate that it will not adversely affect the character, appearance
or visual amenities and the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside of the wider
area. Measures that will enhance biodiversity in and around the site will be supported.
Proposals must demonstrate that car parking requirements can be accommodated
satisfactorily within the immediate surroundings of the buildings or an alternative logical
solution is proposed.”
With regards to the emerging Policy 8 in the Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public
Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020, I cannot see the merit of retaining a lesser
version of policies 17 and 18 in the LBNP.
•

LBNP Policy 17 – Existing Employment sites:
o As I have highlighted for other policies, for this policy to work then a baseline position
of current employment sites is required or there will be no ability to apply this policy
correctly. if existing employment site then already part of character.
o If this is judging the character or existing employment sites, then, these sires that are
already in place my be causing harm to amenities of nearby properties.
o What harm is acceptable and what is unacceptable?
o Will all existing businesses be judged against this policy to see if they can continue/be
maintained?
o How will impact on the highway be judged? I ask because there are no baselines or
metrics for this policy or its application within the LBNP.

o Who determines what the “character of the area” is? There are no parish or settlement
design guides or characteristics set out in the LBNP.
o How will home working or running a business from home be judged in this policy?
o How have the needs of the economy of the Parish been balanced against the desire to
hold back change? It would seem that business is to take second place.
o Why are policy 17 and 18 split when they cover very similar points?
o I would have hoped the LBNP would have been more supportive of business needs and
potential job losses resulting from the current Covid Pandemic and sadly policy 17 does
not even attempt to strive for anything beyond the status quo.
•

My comments on LBNP Policy 18 – are largely set out for Policy 17 above and I do not feel a
benefit would be derived from me repeating them. The comments and objections I have that
relate to Policy 18 alone include:
o The focus on “particularly smaller businesses” – what is considered small, medium or
large by the LBNP, no definitions are detailed in the plan.
o I object to the inclusion of the need for employment uses to be on previously developed
land.
I cannot find a register of “previously developed land” in the LBNP or its evidence base.
This inclusion can only stifle the economic growth, home working and smaller
businesses the LBNP is hoping to target.
Could this point be reworded to reflect the need to be need to be mindful of both the
setting and neighbouring properties?
o How can the policy 18 support and encourage growth of new and existing businesses
when policy 17 deals with existing businesses? Which policy is the lead policy? Will the
growth of an existing business be supported even if it is not on previously developed
land? Can an existing business choose which policy it prefers?
o To reiterate - why are policy 17 and 18 split when they cover very similar points?
o I would have hoped the LBNP would have been more supportive of business needs and
potential job losses resulting from the current Covid Pandemic and sadly policy 18 does
not even attempt to strive for anything beyond the status quo.

•

Paragraph 8.1 of the LBNP fails to include of highway safety, a requirement for safe access for
both vehicles & pedestrians or the inclusion of the full range of sustainable modes of transport
as defined in the NPPF.
The sites chosen for housing allocations have not been assessed as to known highways issues
or to reflect public opinion on such issues. The Glayde Farm (Field B) is proposing to make a
new access on to the B2110 Handcross Road adjacent to the known traffic black spot of
Church Lane as reported by LBPC. The Trinity Cottage site is going to access Sandygate Lane
very close to the Plough Public House which is another identified traffic Blackspot. Finally
Cedar Farm is located close to the only fixed speed camera in the parish, the installation of
fixed speed cameras identify traffic blackspots, often where there has been a fatality.
One has to question if the sites chosen have been reviewed to see if they can satisfy the
strategic objectives as detailed in paragraph 8.1 or Aim 10: Traffic Management.

•

Aim 9 – is to be supported but this aim needs to be expanded to align to NPPF and HDC
polices re parking.
NPPF paragraph 105 set out requirements for parking standards as follows: “If setting local

parking standards for residential and non-residential development, policies should take into
account:
o the accessibility of the development;
o the type, mix and use of development;
o the availability of and opportunities for public transport;

o local car ownership levels; and
o the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces for charging plug-in and other
ultra-low emission vehicles.”
The current HDC local plan - Horsham District Planning Framework (excluding South Downs
National Park) November 2015 policy 33 point 8:

“Incorporate where appropriate convenient, safe and visually attractive areas for the parking of
vehicles and cycles, and the storage of bins/recycling facilities without dominating the
development or its surroundings;”
Whilst policy 41 of the same document sets out in its first 3 points, the requirements for
parking:
“Policy 41 Parking

Development should seek to improve parking in town centres so it is convenient, safe and
secure. Parking provision must ensure a balance between good urban design, highway safety,
residential amenity and promoting town centre attractiveness and vitality.
Adequate parking and facilities must be provided within developments to meet the needs of
anticipated users. Consideration should be given to the needs of cycle parking, motorcycle
parking, charging plug-in or other low emission vehicles and the mobility impaired.
Development which involves the loss of existing parking spaces will only be allowed if suitable
alternative provision has been secured elsewhere or the need for the development overrides
the loss of parking and where necessary measures are in place to mitigate against the impact.”
HDC policy 33 and Policy 41, set out the requirements for parking of both vehicles and cycles
in new developments.
Policy 43 of the emerging Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation
18) incudes the following policy for parking:
“Policy 43 - Parking
• Development should seek to improve parking in town centres so it is

•

•
•

•

convenient, safe and secure. Parking provision must ensure a balance
between good urban design, highway safety, residential amenity and
promoting town centre attractiveness and vitality.
Adequate parking and facilities must be provided within developments to
meet the needs of anticipated users. Consideration should be given to the
needs of cycle parking, motorcycle parking, and vehicles for the mobility
impaired.
Adequate parking and plug-in charging facilities must be provided to cater
for the anticipated increased use of electric, hybrid or other low emission
vehicles.
Development which involves the loss of existing parking spaces will only
be allowed if suitable alternative provision has been secured elsewhere or
the need for the development overrides the loss of parking and where
necessary measures are in place to mitigate against the impact.
Planning permission will not be granted for off-airport parking facilities
related to Gatwick Airport unless a need can be demonstrated and no
other realistic alternatives is available.”

It is questionable if there is any benefit from the LBNP Aim 9 or if in fact, if it actually has a
lower aim than set out in current Horsham District Policy, the emerging Horsham District Local
Plan and the NPPF.

•

LBNP Aim 10 requires a baseline position to be established and then set so that traffic
management initiatives can be targeted at evidenced problems, with no baseline and metrics
to support this aim there is no ability to demonstrate the impact of any such traffic calming
measures.
Paragraph 8.16 highlights speed related problems on Handcross Road, yet the LBNP has
allocated housing to sites that will have to access onto and off this road, assuming the County
Council approve any such access arrangements since these are not yet in place. These
housing allocations seem to disregard paragraph 8.16 and may actually make the problem
worse.
I would like to ask if pedestrian safety could be included in this aim, with limited pavements it
will be key for new residents to be able to navigate the parish safely.

•

LBNP Aim 11, although admirable in its ambition, may be a stretch to far. Public Transport it
provided by private companies, and, I have to question how development proposals can
improve access to public transport? Any decisions re public transport will be at the discretion
of the County Council and service providers.

•

Chapter 8 including paragraphs 8.20 to 8.23 and Aim 12 would benefit from a link to the West
Sussex County Council interative mapping tool as shown on the following weblink:
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/land-waste-and-housing/public-paths-and-thecountryside/public-rights-of-way/public-rights-of-way-imap/imap/

If this aim is to be achieved then a baseline needs to be established so that any proposals are put
forwards they can be assessed against Aim 12, and a map would be a clear and easy way to do
this.
The map above is for illustrative purposes, it does not show the full parish but it does show the
wealth of public rights of way the parish has, and the links these routes make between
settlements in the parish and beyond providing safe routes that do not go on busy roads.
Examples of PRoWs connecting settlements include:
Route 1709 that links Plummer Plain to Lower Beeding Village, Route 1721 that links Lower
Beeding village to Nuthurst, Route 1718 that joins Monk’s Gate to Nuthurst and its public house,
Route 1710 which links Monk’s Gate to Manning Heath and bridleway 1707 that also links Monk’s
Gate to Mannings Heath.
The sample of routes available show that the parish is well connected to other settlements and

services.
The LBNP has failed to consider NPPF Paragraph 78: “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.” In its sustainability

assessments the LBNP has only considered the proximity to services within Lower Beeding Parish
and not beyond in other settlements or the viable sustainable transport network to access them.
•

I have to enquire why the LBNP has not be subject to review to ensure it is aligned to both
the NPPF and the Horsham Local plan, which has progressed at some pace to now reach
regulation 18. The LBNP will have to conform to both of these documents within a very short
timeframe and it could be a potential misuse of the public purse to go thorough referendum
and then be found to be out of date when this is a known and avoidable risk.
The review of the LBNP should include:
o Use of the Standard Methodology to calculate housing numbers.
o Review of sites as a result of the two allocations of secondary settlements in the Parish.
o Updating metrics on things such as the bus service since bus timetables have changed.
o Baseline positions for businesses in the parish.
o Reflection of changed needs as a result of the current pandemic, maybe fast reliable
broadband is more important than a public house?
A question for the Inspector is: if the plan goes to referendum when it is demonstrated that it
is not in conformity to the current HDC Local Plan, the emerging/new HDC Local Plan or the
NPPF and then is revised, will it be subject to further public consultation and/or another
referendum to ensure it meets the requirements?

•

The LBNP has failed to reflect the West Sussex County Council acceptable distance for primary
age children to walk to school as shown in paragraph 2.4 of the Home to school and college
transport in West Sussex, I have attached a weblink to this document for ease. To summarise
this report; WSCC have set distances of 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:
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/11485/ws_school_and_college_transport_policy.pdf
The incorrect metric of 800m as an acceptable walking distance for primary scgool aged
children to walk to school should be removed because it is not aligned to West Sussex County
Council policy.
Why has there been an exclusive focus on primary education needs within the LBNP?
One has to ask what happens post primary school?

•

LBNP Aim 7 details the requirement for parish council’s to have a made Neighbourhood plan to
secure 25% of the monies collected from CIL.
o How much CIL has Lower Beeding Parish lost as a result of there being no
Neighbourhood Plan for the parish?
o How can CIL be secured if the parish has not got a civil infrastructure plan?
o How can it be demonstrated that CIL will be targeted to the most popular projects?
o There is no evidence how CIL will be prioritised or what the identified projects are in
aim 7.

•

I can see from paragraph 4.18 of the LBNP the ambition to reflect the Government’s five
guiding principles for sustainable development, this is to be supported but this position in the
LBNP should have been more detailed to truly be representative of the Governments guidance.

The guiding principles for sustainable development can be found on the following weblink and
I have included them below for ease:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/323193/Guiding_principles_for_SD.pdf

This ambition for sustainable development should be strengthened in LBNP Policy 4 to fully
reflect the Governments guiding principles as set out above.
Policy 4 seeks the incorporate sustainable resource measures to adapt to the impacts of
climate change, I am not clear what these are or if it is only in response to climate change and

not to help minimise the carbon footprint from activities in the LBNP?
•

LBNP Policy 5 is to be supported, but, one has to ask why this has been limited to new
buildings and does not go further to support all proposals which incorporate measures to
maximise energy efficiency for example retro fit to existing buildings, requirements to meet
this policy for extensions or to encompass proposals for renewable energy installations etc.
The LBNP could be enhanced by including/referencing HDC Policy 36 in para 4.21 to include:
“Renewable energy schemes: The Council will permit schemes for renewable energy (e.g.

solar) where they do not have a significant adverse effect on landscape and townscape
character, biodiversity, heritage or cultural assets or amenity value. Community initiatives
which seek to deliver renewable and low carbon energy will be encouraged.”
•

I support the inclusion of LBNP Aim 1: Light Pollution and would like to provide further details
to strengthen this aim. Part of Lower Beeding Parish is located in the High Weald AONB and a
link to its management plan is shown below:
http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/high-weald-aonb-management-plandocuments/2291-high-weald-managment-plan-4th-edition-2019-2024/file.html
Objective OQ4 in the High Weald AONB Management Plan 2019-2024 relates to Dark Skies:

“Objective OQ4: To protect and promote the perceptual qualities that people value.
Rationale: To ensure that the special qualities people value, such as tranquillity, dark skies,
sense of naturalness and clean air, are recognised and taken account of in AONB
management.
Indicators of Success:
o No loss of dark skies or tranquillity: HWJAC: CPRE tranquillity data and citizen science
sky quality meter reading”
The High Weald AONB Management Plan also defined dark skies as follows:
“Dark skies – Where you can see starry skies and our own galaxy, the Milky Way”
To impose this aim on the whole parish may be considered a step to far, especially when it is
noted in paragraph 4.22 that the observatory in Mill Lane, Crabtree is not in use, but to do so
for the parts of the parish within the AONB and the Conservation Area of Crabtree may be
achievable.

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?
•

Review and revise the vision to details its ambition to meet identified housing needs of the
Parish.
Proposed alternative wording for the Vision that encompasses the current vision, the missing
element of meeting housing needs within the community and complies to the NPPF and
emerging Horsham Local Plan:
‘In 2031 the settlements of Lower Beeding, Crabtree, Monk’s Gate and Plummers Plain will
have accommodated new housing to help meet the demand and need for new and affordable
homes by using land within or close to the established settlement boundaries.
A mix of housing ensures that suitable houses are available for young families as well as older
people who may wish to downsize or for residents who may need to move to meet their
specific needs.
The heritage and landscape assets of the area will have been protected, including the
Crabtree Conservation Area and the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

The four small communities continue to thrive and support the community facilities such as the
village halls and sport facilities as well as the pubs, restaurants, hotels and other small
businesses.
The four communities continue to identify opportunities for growth and prosperity, especially
where this will support local services including the services in a village nearby.
All the settlements are better connected to each other and other surrounding villages through
improved cycle routes and multi-user routes.’
•

Review and revise the Strategic Objectives to include the need to meet the housing needs of
the parish.
Proposed wording could include:
To contribute to meeting the local housing need, including affordable housing for those with a
local connection to the parish.

•

I would respectfully request the indicative number be reviewed and the LBNP conduct its
housing needs calculations using the Standard Methodology as a priority, to ensure it reflects
Government Guidance and prevents costly review and rework of the LBNP within its first year.

•

If, a less robust figure, of an indicative figure is to be retained then it requires review to
ensure it reflects both the whole parish and not just the BUAB of Lower Beeding village and
the increases in housing numbers as set out in the Regulation 18 Horsham District Local Plan.
If the LBNP do not update their housing needs figures from those provided by HDC in 2018.
The current approach runs a significant risk of the whole plan being out of date even before
the referendum has taken place and goes against HDC advice to review the number provided
in 2018.

•

Update the LBNP and its supporting evidence base to reflect Monk’s Gates Secondary
Settlement Status.
Erroneous facts and issues that have resulted from the missing representation of Monk’s Gates
Secondary Settlement status are:
o Paragraphs 5.22 and 5.24 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2031
Submission Plan, July 2020.
o The site assessments within the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic environmental Assessment) July 2020
since each site has been assessed against both the BUAB of Lower Beeding and
Secondary Settlement of Crabtree, but this assessment has failed to assess sites against
the Secondary Settlement of Monk’s Gate.
o Paragraphs 5.22 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions Statement
July 2020
The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan must be based on evidence and fact.

•

The site assessments found in the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 have
incorrectly excluded sites because they are not located within a built-up area boundary or the
secondary settlement of Crabtree yet the secondary settlement of Monk’s Gate has not been
included in these assessments and it must be if this approach is to be maintained. The LBNP
runs a risk when it has deviated from both HDC strategic policy and the NPPF. Any such
deviations leave the LBNP vulnerable and less able to meet the housing needs of its parish.

•

The LBNP has not mirrored the developing Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public
Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020. This will not enable the LBNP to be considered

either up to date or complaint with it and one has to question why the LBNP has not been
reviewed to ensure alignment.
•

HDC Policy 39 of the Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18),
February 2020 should be used and LBNP policies 1, 4, 5, and 16 removed from the LBNP.

•

Review LBNP Policy 6: Cyder Farm
o reduce the housing allocation on this site to comply with LBNP policy 13 and avoid an
out of keeping high density of around 46dph.
There is no evidence to suggest all of the housing for this settlement should be on the
Cyder Farm site.
o With regards to Point 5 of Policy 6, define what circumstances require existing mature
trees and hedgerows to be retained.
o With regards to Point 6 of Policy 6, define what circumstances require access via
existing arrangements.

•

Review Policy 7: Land at Trinity Cottage
o Do not allocate this site if safe access can’t be established that does not impact the
listed Church and listed Churchyard.
o Do not allocate this site if it will negatively impact a known traffic blackspot at the
Plough Public House.
o Require this site provide safe pedestrian access.
o Reduce the housing allocation to a maximum of 6 houses to reflect in the HDC SHLAA
that has been included in the evidence base.

•

Review Policy 8: Land north of Sandygate Lane include:
o Reduce the housing allocation to reflect the SHLAA findings to a maximum of 10
dwellings, this reduced allocation will also remains within the developers proposal for
this site.
o Do not allocate to this site if safe access cannot be achieved.
o Do not allocate this site if it will negatively impact a known traffic blackspot at the
Plough public house.
o Require this site provide safe pedestrian access.

•

Remove Policy 9 from the LBNP to correctly reflect public opposition to this site and process
irregularities leading to a change of the Glayde Farm site to Field B in 2019 at the developers
request.
o There is no evidence to support the claim in Appendix 19 of the Lower Beeding
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement, July 2020 that HDC advised the LBNPWG
to allocate or even consider Field B. The advice from HDC relates to the risk of
allocating reserve sites, but does not go so far as to recommend inclusion of reserve
sites.
o Do not allocate to this site if safe access cannot be achieved.
o Do not allocate this site if it will negatively impact a known traffic blackspot at the
Church Lane.
o Require this site provide safe pedestrian access.
o Do not allocate this site because it will cause sever ecological and environmental
damage.
o Do not allocate this site because it will harm the heritage assets in Lower Beeding
village.
o If Policy 9 is to be retained then ensure the allocation is aligned to the HDC SHLAA
assessment for site SA567, Land at Glayde Farm, West of Church Lane which is the
same as the Glayde Farm site in the LBNP evidence base and it details a maximum

housing potential of 8 dwellings and that this much-reduced number of houses be
restriction to where these could be sited on the plot “There may be potential for a small

amount of linear development or a small cul-de-sac to mirror that in the existing
settlement subject to access considerations…” .
•

Review and revise the LBNP and its evidence base to include both South Lodge Hotel and
Cisswood House Hotel.

•

Include Rural exception sites in the LBNP.
Introduce an LBNP policy to reflect Policy 19 - Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36, Public
Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020 shown below:
“Policy 19 - Exceptions Housing Schemes

In exceptional circumstances, limited amounts of land that would not otherwise be released
for general market housing may be released for the development of affordable homes
provided that:
1. There is an identified local need for such homes and no suitable alternatives exist within the
locality to meet that need;
2. The development would solely meet the needs of a particular parish (or that parish plus its
immediately adjoining parishes within Horsham District) and that the needs identified comprise
housing for:
a. Existing residents of the parish who are in unsuitable accommodation or need separate
accommodation in the area (excluding existing owner occupiers)
b. People whose work provides important services and who need to live in the parish.
c. People who may no longer be resident in the parish but have longstanding links with the
local community.
d. People with the offer of a job in the parish who cannot take up the offer because of a lack
of affordable housing.
3. The development would provide subsidised housing which will be secured as affordable in
perpetuity, through a Section 106 Agreement. Occupancy should adhere to Horsham District
Council's housing strategy.
The Council is supportive of the delivery of community led developments involving
affordable housing, primarily via Community Land Trust (CLTs), to come forward on suitable
small sites throughout Horsham subject to meeting the criteria set out above”
•

Review and revise LBNP Policy 10 to conform to the NPPF which defines Windfall sites as:
“Sites not specifically identified in the development plan.”
LBNP Policy 10 could include the following to ensure it mirrors the emerging Horsham District
Local Plan and the NPPF:
Development proposals for residential development of sites not specifically identified in the
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan or the Horsham District Local Plan, will be supported if the
site is located either within the defined built-up area boundary of Lower Beeding or
within/adjacent to the secondary settlements of Crabtree and Monk’s Gate, subject to
compliance with other development plan policies.

•

Review and correct Paragraph 5.55 of the LBNP to ensure statistics are sound and include the
AiRS survey in the evidence base for the submission plan if this survey is considered up to date
and suitable for the LBNP.

•

Review and revise LBNP Policy 11 – housing mix, add details as to what houses are required &
where they are required in the Parish.

•

Include a new policy “to meet the housing needs of the parish.”

•

Draft a design guide or parish character statement that reflects all four settlements in the
parish to be used in conjunction with LBNP Policy 12.

•

Either remove LBNP Policy 13 since it is already covered in Horsham District Council Policy or
revise it to reflect Horsham District Council’s definition of Efficient Use of Land:
“Development having regard to the character of the surrounding landscape, the density of built

form, capacity of local infrastructure and principles of good design.”
•

Remove Aim 6, there is no evidence as to why aim 6 has been included in the LBNP.

•

Review LBNP Policy 15 and LSG1 to ensure it has correctly reflected concerns shown in
Chapter 12 of the LBNP.

•

Remove LBNP Policy 16 it is already included in the NPPF and Horsham District Local Plan
2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020, Policy 39 - Sustainable Design
and Construction has a requirement that “New homes and workplaces should include the
provision of high-speed broadband access and enable provision of future technologies.”

•

Remove Aim 8, there is no evidence to support its inclusion.

•

Correct:
o Paragraph 7.2 of the LBNP, to show what has happened to the missing 170 (21.5%) of
the people aged between 16 and 74
o Paragraph 7.3 to align to paragraph 7.2 totals.
o Paragraph 7.4 and identify Cisswood House Hotel and the Industrial unit in Monks Gate.

•

Remove LBNP Policies 17 and 18 or revise them to reflect Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36
Public Consultation (Regulation 18), February 2020 in policy 8.

Policy 8 - Rural Economic Development:
“Sustainable rural economic development and enterprise within the District will be encouraged
in order to generate local employment opportunities and economic social and environmental
benefits for local communities.

Outside built-up area boundaries or secondary settlements, development, which maintains the
quality and character of the area whilst sustaining its varied and productive social and
economic activity, will be supported in principle. Any development should be appropriate to
the countryside location and must contribute to the diverse and sustainable farming
enterprises within the District. In the case of other countryside-based enterprises and
activities, development must contribute to the wider rural economy and/or promote recreation
in, and the enjoyment of, the countryside, and either:
o Be contained wherever possible within suitably located buildings which are appropriate
for conversion or, in the case of an established rural industrial or commercial site, within
the existing boundaries of the site; or
o For new buildings or development in the rural area, proposals will be supported where it
can be demonstrated that criterion (1) has been considered first, and that the proposal
will contribute to sustainable rural economic growth that supports balanced living and
working communities.
Any proposal must demonstrate that it will not adversely affect the character, appearance
or visual amenities and the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside of the wider
area. Measures that will enhance biodiversity in and around the site will be supported.

Proposals must demonstrate that car parking requirements can be accommodated
satisfactorily within the immediate surroundings of the buildings or an alternative logical
solution is proposed.”
•

If LBNP Policy 17 – Existing Employment sites is to be retained:
o Establish a baseline position of current employment sites or there will be no ability to
apply this policy correctly.
o Detail what harm is acceptable.
o Detail which existing businesses will be judged against this policy to see if they can
continue/be maintained.
o Detail how the impact on the highway be judged.
o Detail how the “character of the area” will be determined.
o Support home working or running a business from home in this policy.
o Combine LBNP policy 17 and LBNP 18 they cover very similar points.
o Make LBNP more supportive of business needs and address potential job losses
resulting from the current Covid Pandemic and ensure LBNP Policy 17 extends beyond
the status quo.

•

If LBNP Policy 18 is to be retained
o Establish a baseline position of current employment sites or there will be no ability to
apply this policy correctly.
o Detail what harm is acceptable.
o Detail which existing businesses will be judged against this policy to see if they can
continue/be maintained.
o Detail how the impact on the highway be judged.
o Detail how the “character of the area” will be determined.
o Support home working or running a business from home in this policy.
o Combine LBNP policy 17 and LBNP 18, they cover very similar points.
o Make LBNP more supportive of business needs and address potential job losses
resulting from the current Covid Pandemic and ensure LBNP Policy 17 extends beyond
the status quo.
o Detail what is considered small, medium or large by the LBNP, no definitions are
detailed in the plan.
o Remove the need for employment uses to be on previously developed land.
o Reworded to reflect the need to be need to be mindful of both the setting and
neighbouring properties.
o Detail if LBNP Policy17 or LBNP policy 18 is the lead policy.
o Detail if the growth of an existing business will be supported even if it is not on
previously developed land.
o State if an existing business can choose which policy it prefers.

•

Include highway safety, a requirement for safe access for both vehicles & pedestrians & the
inclusion of the full range of sustainable modes of transport as defined in the NPPF in
Paragraph 8.1.

•

To satisfy LBNP Aim 10, Ensure site assessments consider known highways issues and reflect
public opinion on such issues.
o The Glayde Farm (Field B) is proposing to make a new access adjacent to the known
traffic black spot of Church Lane as reported by LBPC.
o The Trinity Cottage site is going to access Sandygate Lane very close to the Plough
Public House which is another identified traffic Blackspot.

o Cedar Farm is located close to the only fixed speed camera in the parish, the installation
of fixed speed cameras identify traffic blackspots, often where there has been a fatality.
•

Remove LBNP Aim 9 it has a lower aim than set out in current Horsham District Policy, the
emerging Horsham District Local Plan and the NPPF.

•

Establish a baseline position for Aim 10 so that traffic management initiatives can be targeted
at evidenced problems and include pedestrian safety in this aim, with limited pavements it will
be key for new residents to be able to navigate the parish safely.

•

Revise Aim 11 to acknowledge the fact that Public Transport is provided by private companies,
and the County Council, the LBPC has very limited, if any influence on such services.

•

Link to the West Sussex County Council interactive mapping tool for Aim 12, chapter 8 and
paragraphs 8.20 and 8.23.
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/land-waste-and-housing/public-paths-and-thecountryside/public-rights-of-way/public-rights-of-way-imap/imap/

•

Establish a baseline position for Aim 12 so that any proposals put forwards can be assessed
against Aim 12, a map would be a clear and easy way to do this.

•

Include Examples of PRoWs connecting settlements both within the parish and beyond to show
that the parish is well connected to other settlements and services and to enable the LBNP to
meet requirements set out in paragraph 78 of the NPPF.

•

Revise site assessments to consider the proximity to services within Lower Beeding Parish and
beyond in other settlements that are accessible via a viable sustainable transport network
including by the PRoW network.

•

Review LBNP to ensure it is aligned to both the NPPF and the Horsham Local plan, which has
progressed at some pace to now reach regulation 18. The LBNP will have to conform to both
of these documents within a very short timeframe and it could be a potential misuse of the
public purse to go thorough referendum and then be found to be out of date when this is a
known and avoidable risk.

•

Review the housing figure and Use of the Standard Methodology to calculate housing numbers.

•

Review of sites as a result of the two allocations of secondary settlements in the Parish.

•

Update metrics on things such as the bus service since bus timetables have changed and the
ability to access the services from bus stops within 800m of the sites.

•

Reflect changed needs as a result of the current pandemic, fast reliable broadband is more
important than a public house to all residents in the Parish.

•

Review the LBNP to reflect the West Sussex County Council acceptable distance for primary
age children to walk to school as shown in paragraph 2.4 of the Home to school and college
transport in West Sussex.

•

Expand the LBNP to include wider education needs not just primary schooling.

•

Establish a civil infrastructure plan to enable CIL to be targeted to the most pressing and
popular projects in the Parish.

•

Review LBNP Policy 4 to both respond to climate change and to proactively help minimise the
carbon footprint from activities in the parish.

•

Expand Policy 5 of the LBNP to include support for all proposals which incorporate measures to
maximise energy efficiency and ensure this policy aligns to HDC Policy 36.

•

Link LBNP Aim 1: Light Pollution to the High Weald AONB management plan and objective
OQ4.

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:

✓

