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Introduction
This response to the Southwater Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 consultation is submitted on
behalf of W.T. Lamb Holding Ltd (hereafter WTL).
The site is identified as Site 1 within the Neighbourhood Plan’s
supporting Site Assessment document (February 2019).
WTL have taken an active role for a number of years in reviewing and responding to the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan. Most recently representations were submitted in November 2018 to the
Regulation 14 Consultation. These representations focused on:
•
•
•
•
•

The failure of the consultation material to properly acknowledge and include the significant
amount of technical work prepared by the Parish Council in 2016 and 2017;
The Sustainability Appraisal, which was considered to be significantly flawed and failed to
assess genuine reasonable alternatives;
The housing needs of the Parish;
The inclusion of a strategic allocation within what should be a non-strategic plan; and
The Plan’s supporting evidence base, particularly the Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study,
which was considered to be flawed and poorly executed.

As the current Regulation 16 Consultation has failed to adequately address these concerns, these
representations continue to major on such issues.
As explained below, without amendment, the Southwater Neighbourhood Plan (hereafter SNP) fails to
meet the Basic Conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990, as applied to Neighbourhood Plans by section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004. Without significant amendment, it should not proceed to the Regulation 17 stage
and beyond.
To help inform these representations, two Development Framework Documents are appended. They
provide a detailed understanding of how my Client’s site could be developed in an acceptable manner.
The site could either be brought forward in isolation, or together with other surrounding land interests
to the north of Southwater, collectively as a single allocation. The technical work contained within the
Development Framework Documents is used to both demonstrate the flawed nature of the SNP’s
evidence base and to highlight how development could be accommodated to the north of Southwater
in a sustainable manner.
Narrowing the Options for the Pre-Submission Consultation
As outlined on the SNP webpage, work on the Neighbourhood Plan commenced in November 2013.
The significant amount of work undertaken by and on behalf of the Parish Council, initially culminated
in exhibitions and a public consultation on various options to accommodate the development needs of
the Parish. These public consultation events, which were held in January 2017, constituted PreSubmission engagement.
Whilst it is acknowledged that the Neighbourhood Planning Act does not provide a legislative
framework for the Pre-Submission stage, the Planning Practice Guidance (hereafter PPG) makes it
clear that:

“Before the formal pre-submission consultation takes place a qualifying body should be satisfied that it
has a complete draft neighbourhood plan or Order. It is not appropriate to consult on individual policies
for example. Where options have been considered as part of the neighbourhood planning process earlier
engagement should be used to narrow and refine options. The document that is consulted on at the presubmission stage should contain only the preferred approach.” (ref: Para: 049 Reference ID:41-04920140306).

Government guidance therefore expects Pre-Submission consultation and engagement, such as the
consultation undertaken by the Parish Council in January 2017, to be used to inform the preferred
approach within emerging neighbourhood plans.
To WTL’s disappointment, and for no justifiable reason, the Parish Council have failed to adequately
recognise the significant earlier work undertaken, which both provided clear recommendations on
where development was to be sustainably accommodated within Southwater and sought initial views
from the local community on this proposed distribution of development. Contrary to the conclusions
of this earlier work, a very different spatial strategy is now proposed in the emerging SNP.
This is most noted in respect of WTL’s land interest at Worthing Road, which as outlined above is
referred to in the Parish Council’s evidence base as being Site 1.
In respect of Site 1, the January 2017 consultation concluded that:

“The constraints of the site are outweighed by the benefit of provision of specialist support living
accommodation and associated facilities thus meeting an identified and local and district need in
accordance with HDPF Policy 18.”
On this basis, the site was “supported for inclusion in the Plan.”
The consultation responses received from the local community provided strong support for the
inclusion of Site 1 within the Pre-Submission SNP, with well over half of respondents to the site
supporting its development for the proposed C2 uses.
In the context of Government guidance, Site 1 should have formed the preferred option within the
Pre-Submission SNP. Instead, somewhat alarmingly, the site is now not proposed for allocation and the
evidence base supporting the emerging Plan now suggests that the site is neither deliverable nor
developable within the Plan period.
The justification for the change of approach as outlined in para. 3.39 of the Consultation Statement is
rejected by WTL, as the new strategy is based on technically flawed evidence that, as outlined below,
has been manipulated to justify the proposed allocation within the SNP.
Given this analysis, it can be concluded that the significant change in strategy adopted between the
January 2017 consultation and the current consultation is contrary to Government guidance and it
therefore fails the first Basic Condition. On this basis alone, the SNP should therefore not proceed as
currently written to the Regulation 17 stage.
Regulation 14 and 16 Consultation Material
As stated in WTL’s response to the Regulation 14 consultation, initially Appendix 20 of SNP’s
Consultation Statement was missing. The Appendix should have contained the Parish Council’s earlier
site assessment work published in January 2017.

As outlined above, Government guidance places a significant importance on this work, which should
have been used to refine the options from that consultation, to the preferred option outlined in the
Pre-Submission SNP. It therefore should have been a key element of the SNP’s evidence base.
Both LRM Planning and WTL’s appointed solicitor (Mr. Moors of Ashfords LLP) raised concerns
directly to the Parish Council and to their appointed town planning consultant concerning this
significant omission during and since the Regulation 14 consultation.
At the request of WTL, the Appendix was eventually included within the Consultation Statement, four
weeks into the six weeks process. However, the document was not reissued to all interested parties on the
Parish Council’s database. Instead, the revised document was simply renamed on the SNP website as being
an ‘updated’ version. It is therefore likely that very few interested parties realised that a revised version of
the document had been published by the Parish Council. Given the weight Government guidance places
on Pre-Regulation 14 work when forming a neighbourhood plan, this is highly significant.
In addition, rather than providing the site assessments from the January 2017 consultation, the updated
document only included photographs of the public consultation boards. It is not possible to read the
analysis provided for each site from the photographs provided. Therefore, in reality, this important
assessment work did not form part of the Regulation 14 consultation.
We note that same photographs have been included within the Regulation 16 Consultation Statement and
therefore again, this important element of the Parish Council’s evidence base remains missing from public
scrutiny.
Discussions with the Parish Council’s appointed consultant team has indicated that the Parish Council’s
Pre-Regulation 14 site assessment work can no longer be found. It seems improbable that whilst the
consultation responses received from interested parties had been retained by the Parish Council and are
included within Appendix 21 of the Consultation Statement, that the initial site assessment work has been
lost.
As outlined in correspondence sent by Mr. Moors to the Parish Council (see Appendix 1 and 2), as
experienced site promoters, WTL understand the nature of the development plan process. However, as
with the formation of any development plan document, there is a need for the process to be both
transparent and fair. The exclusion of the Parish Council’s Pre-Regulation 14 site assessment work and the
lack of genuine and robust justification for adopting an alternative strategy to that advocated in 2017 has
potentially created an unfair process, which could have prejudiced both my Client’s interests and those of
other interested parties.
As outlined above, WTL’s solicitor has written to the Parish Council outlining their concerns in this regard
on several occasions (see Appendix 1 and 2). Their view is that as a result of these significant omissions
and the illegible nature of Appendix 20, the SNP is potentially challengeable by way of a Judicial Review
by WTL, or indeed any other landowner in a similar position. These letters remain unanswered. WTL will
continue to monitor how the Pre-Regulation 14 work is treated by the Parish Council.
Sustainability Appraisal
Reasonable Alternatives
As outlined within the PPG, if a Neighbourhood Plan is likely to have a significant effect on the
environment, it is likely to require a strategic environmental assessment. The PPG outlines that this may be
the case, for instance, where a Neighbourhood Plan allocates sites for development (073 Reference ID:
41-073-20190509 refers). In addition, all emerging Neighbourhood Plans are required to meet the ‘basic
condition’ of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development.

As outlined in the PPG (para. 072 Reference ID: 41-072-20190509) this basic condition requires a
qualifying body, which in this case is the Parish Council, to demonstrate how its plan will contribute to
improvements in environmental, economic and social conditions, or that consideration has been given to
how any potential adverse effects arising from the proposals may be prevented, reduced or offset.
Whilst there isn’t a legal requirement for all Neighbourhood Plans to be accompanied by a
Sustainability Appraisal, Government guidance suggests that they may provide a useful tool for
demonstrating that the above basic condition has been met.
Having reviewed the Parish Council’s Sustainability Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment it
doesn’t appear that a Screening Assessment was undertaken and therefore it is assumed that the Parish
Council acknowledge that the SNP is likely to result in significant environmental effects, which justifies the
need for the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment. It therefore needs to be
prepared pursuant to the legislative framework provided by The Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004.
Where an environment assessment is required, Part 3, Regulation 12(2) of the Environmental Assessment
of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 obliges the plan maker to “…describe and evaluate the likely

significant effects on the environment of –

(a) implementing the plan or programme; and
(b) reasonable alternatives taking into account the objectives and the geographical scope of the plan or
programme.”
As outlined earlier within this representation, in respect of Site 1, the Parish Council concluded in January
2017 that the site was identified to be an allocation in the Pre-Submission SNP. Sites 6,7, 10 and 12 were
also “put forward as being ‘supported for inclusion in the plan’” (para. 2.42 refers). The Parish Council
reached this conclusion on the basis of the site analysis work undertaken at that point in time, which
supported a spatial strategy which focused growth in Tower Hill.
Despite the status afforded to these sites at the Pre-Regulation 14 stage and the importance that
Government policy places on such work, neither the Regulation 14 nor the Regulation 16 Sustainably
Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment has assessed these sites together as forming a reasonable
alternative.
Instead, Site 1 is considered with a number of other sites that have no real geographic relationship with
each other and are dispersed across Tower Hill and wider in Option 3. The option is not a genuine option
for development, and it is no surprise that it performs badly.
However, the Parish Council’s Option 3 fails to acknowledge the true development potential of land in
Tower Hill, principally as it does not include sites 7 and 15. The inclusion of these sites, in addition to Site
1, would have produced a for more reasonable and comprehensive alternative for the draft Sustainability
Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment to assess.
We are aware that the promoters of Site 15 provided within their representations to the Regulation 14
Consultation, a comprehensive masterplan that also included Sites 1 and 7. Representations made on
behalf of WTL to the Regulation 14 consultation also drew attention to how such an option should be
considered as being a reasonable alternative. It is therefore somewhat surprising that despite the
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment process being iterative, that such an option
has not been assessed to date.
In contrast, we note that Option 5 grouped together a number of sites that have a geographic relationship
with each other and make a far more sensible option for accommodating development in comparison to
Option 3. In WTL’s view, the Sustainability Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment process has
therefore been contrived. The outputs of the process have been manipulated to justify SNP’s proposed

residential allocation – the preferred strategy has been compared against alternatives that lack any
genuine credibility.
Had a reasonable alternative which included Sites 1, 7 and 15 in the same way as Option 5 of the
Sustainability Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment, it is highly likely that it would have
performed significantly better, potentially even outperforming Option 5. This is demonstrated in Appendix
3 of this representation.
We also note that reference is made in the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment to
Site 1 being not developable (para. 7.53 refers). For the reasons outlined in the following Sections of this
representation, this conclusion is flawed. A robust assessment of Site 1 would further improve its
performance, particularly if grouped with sites 7 and 15.
Based on the analysis presented above and in Appendix 3 of this representation, the Sustainability
Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment is flawed and cannot be relied upon. Its conclusions have
been heavily skewed to favour Option 5, by assessing options that have no genuine credibility, dismissing
other more reasonable alternatives and inconsistently assessing sites and options.
Accordingly, no confidence can be attributed to the work to demonstrate that the SNP:
(a) will contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; and
(b) it is compatible with EU obligations, including the need to prepare a robust Sustainability Appraisal
/Strategic Environmental Assessment.
As such, as currently prepared, the SNP fails to meet the basic conditions.
Other Concerns with the Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment
WTL have a number of additional concerns related to the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic
Environmental Assessment. These include:
•

•

•

The policies from the Horsham District Planning Framework used to demonstrate the SNP’s
general conformity with the Local Plan have been carefully selected. Whilst for instance, the
Parish Council’s work places importance on Policy 4 of the Horsham District Planning
Framework and the requirement for allocations in the SNP to adjoin an existing settlement
edge, the same weight is not given to the definition of strategic and non-strategic sites
contained with the Local Plan. As a result, WTL are concerned that the careful selection of
policy has manipulated the outcomes of the Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental
Assessment.
Despite the importance placed on the need for allocations in neighbourhood plans to adjoin an
existing settlement edge, the SNP proposes the allocation of sites 4d and part of 4f, neither of
which satisfy that criteria. Again, this demonstrates how the evidence base has been
manipulated to justify the SNP.
As indicated below, work undertaken on behalf of the Parish Council indicates that if the
standard method is used to calculate housing need, a higher level of housing would be
required that is currently provided in the SNP. Despite the conclusions of this evidence base
work, a higher level of housing has not been assessed as part of the Sustainability
Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment process, at either the Regulation 14 or 16
stages.

Call for Sites – Site Threshold
Government policy outlines that a development plan must include policies to address each local
planning authorities’ priorities for development in their area. These strategic policies can be contained
in either a joint or an individual local plan, or a spatial development strategy (para. 17 refers).

Para. 18 of the NPPF also states that policies to address non-strategic matters should also be included
within local plan and therefore they should contain both strategic and non-strategic policies. In
contrast however, neighbourhood plans should contain just non-strategic policies. To include strategic
policies within a neighbourhood plan would therefore stray beyond their scope as defined by
Government policy.
The PPG outlines that what constitutes a strategic policy will be different in each area (Paragraph: 076
Reference ID: 41-076-20190509 refers). It provides several considerations that should be taken into
account when assessing what constitutes a strategic policy. Relevant to the SNP, the PPG outlines
that a site which is central to achieving the visions and aspirations of a local plan or a spatial
development strategy would be a strategic policy.
In applying this national planning policy and guidance at the District level, the glossary in the Horsham
District Planning Framework (hereafter HDPF) confirms that neighbourhood development plans

“should not cover broader local concerns or strategic issues such as major development or major public
transport infrastructure.”

Policy S2 of the HDPF is identified within the Plan as being a strategic policy. It outlines the spatial
strategy for accommodating strategic development across the District. The policy identifies four sites
where strategic development is to be focused, the smallest of which will provide around 200 dwellings.
As these sites form part of a strategic policy, they must be central to achieving the vision and
aspirations of the Local Plan.
The Plan’s glossary indicates that the threshold of 200 dwellings was the sole factor in determining
whether a site was strategic or non-strategic, with strategic sites being defined as “a location for

development of around 200 homes or more.”

Consequently, the allocation proposed in the Regulation 16 SNP, which will provide between 422 and
450 dwellings, would, in the context of the Horsham District Planning Framework, be a strategic site.
Had it been allocated within the Local Plan it would have formed part of the strategic policy
framework provided by Policy S2 of the Local Plan and it would have been the Plan’s third largest site.
The scale of development proposed from draft policy SNP2 of the SNP is therefore incompatible with
the role of a Neighbourhood Plan. The provision of such a significant quantum of development from
one site, which is in the control of one developer, together with other infrastructure improvements,
such as the provision of land for a new school, are clearly strategic matters, that in the context of
Government policy and guidance and the contents of the Horsham District Planning Framework,
should be considered at the Local Plan level. It is beyond the scope of a neighbourhood plan to be
considering such a strategic scale of development.
It would be both perverse and incorrect to form any other view; there is no conceivable way that an
allocation for 200 dwellings can be considered as being both central to achieving the vision and
aspirations of the Local Plan and is therefore strategic, but an allocation in a neighbourhood plan that
is over twice the size and is dependent on mitigation in the form of new community infrastructure, is
non-strategic.
Based on the information presented above, the proposed allocation of land to the west of Southwater
fails Basic Conditions (a) and (e) for the following reasons:
(a) as currently drafted the SNP includes a strategic policy (Policy SNP2). It is contrary to
government policy and advice issued by the Secretary of State (including para. 18 of the NPPF
and its glossary) for a Neighbourhood Plan to include strategic policies; and
(e) Policy SNP2 proposes to allocate a level of development in excess of 200 dwellings from one
site. In the context of the Horsham District Planning Framework (Policy S2 and its glossary),
this is a strategic scale of development. The nature and scale of development proposed is
incompatible and inconsistent with the role envisaged for neighbourhood development plans
outlined in the Local Plan.

To ensure both compliance with the Horsham District Planning Framework and that the emerging SNP
contains only non-strategic policy, there is inevitably a need for Southwater’s development
requirements to be dispersed over 3 or more sites.
We note that the Parish Council has sought legal advice on whether they may include a site that is
above the threshold defined by the Horsham District Planning Framework. WTL will be providing their
own legal advice concerning the matter at the Examination stage, which forms a very different
conclusion.
Housing Requirement
The objectively assessed need for housing within Southwater has been determined through the
Housing Needs Assessment, undertaken by AECOM in 2017. Whilst the Assessment provides a
housing needs figure for the Parish based on the standard method it was excluded for further
consideration, as at the point it had not been adopted into Government policy.
Since the publication of the Housing Needs Assessment, two revised versions of the NPPF have been
published, the latest of which is dated February 2019. It provides transitional arrangements on how
the revised national planning policy should be taken into account by plan making authorities, as well as
how housing needs should be calculated.
In particular, we note that para. 214 of the NPPF states that the policies in the previous Framework
will apply for the purposes of examining plans where those plans are submitted on or before 24th
January 2019. However, in circumstances where plans are submitted past this date, the policies in the
new NPPF will apply. Footnote 69 confirms that this is equally applicable to neighbourhood plans, as
well as Local Plans.
As the Regulation 16 SNP has been published post 24th January 2019, the policies in the latest
iteration of the NPPF will apply; the SNP will have to have regard to national planning policy contained
within the February 2019 version of the NPPF.
The revised NPPF reconfirms that it is the Government’s objective to “significantly boost the supply of
homes” and to achieve this “it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come
forward where it is needed” and “that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are
addressed” (para.59 refers).
To ensure the housing needs of the community are met in full, para. 11 of the NPPF requires plans,
including neighbourhood plans to “positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their

area.”

In this regard, para. 60 of the NPPF states that strategic policies within the development plan should
be informed by a local housing needs assessment, conducted using the standard method, unless
exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach.
Whilst this requirement relates to strategic policies, there is a clear expectation that housing needs
assessments should be conducted using the standard method. It is that methodology which the
Government have considered most closely aligns with their objective of significantly boosting housing
land supply. It follows that any alternative approach, particularly one which advocates a lower level of
housing than the standard method, would be out of step with this Government’s objective.
Further information on how the housing needs of a neighbourhood plan area should be calculated are
included within the neighbourhood planning section of the PPG. We note that since the publication of
the Regulation 14 SNP, new and updated guidance has been provided in respect of how housing need
figures within neighbourhood plans should be calculated.
Whilst the basic conditions only require a neighbourhood plan to demonstrate conformity with an
Adopted Local Plan and not an emerging Local Plan, such as the Horsham District Planning Framework
Review, the PPG (para. 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20190509) indicates that “the reasoning and

evidence informing the local plan process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the basic

conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested” (para 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20190509

refers).

Specific reference is provided to up-to-date housing need evidence being relevant to whether the
housing requirement and supply policy within a neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development.
Moreover, where neighbourhood plans contain policies relevant to housing supply, as the SNP does,
the policies should take account of this latest and most up-to-date evidence of housing need (para.
040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211 refers). As outlined above, in terms of housing supply, the latest
and most-up-to-date evidence will be derived from the standard method.
We note that this was a view shared by the Parish Council’s planning consultant within a meeting held
on 28th November 2017 and the advice provided in the Housing Needs Assessment, which
recommended that the Steering Group should monitor strategies and documents that could have an
impact on housing policy (para. 31 refers). The Government’s adoption of the standard method, the
publication of two versions of the NPPF and new and amended guidance provided in the PPG are
clearly highly material considerations that should require the Parish Council to reassess their housing
policies and render the SNP’s Housing Needs Assessment as being out-of-date. WTL outlined this
concern to the Parish Council through the Regulation 14 SNP consultation.
The Parish Council’s own assessment of housing needs suggests that when using the standard method,
the housing need figure for Southwater should be in the region of 1,300 dwellings (para. 258 refers of
the Housing Needs Assessment refers). Once completions are taken into account in the period from
2011, the need figure would reduce to just over 1,000 dwellings.
We note that since the Parish Council’s Housing Needs Assessment was published, a number of the
standard methodology’s inputs have been updated with more current data sources. Once those inputs
have been factored into the Parish’s Council’s original methodology and completions up to the period
2018/19 have been taken into account 1, the housing need figure for Southwater would be around
1,000 dwellings.
Accordingly, it can be concluded that without a significant uplift, the proposed housing requirement
does not accord with Basic Condition (a), as it does not reflect the latest national policies and advice
issued by the Secretary of State. Moreover, a lower level of housing than is required could result in a
failure to meet the social objective of meeting sustainable development as defined in para. 8 of NPPF.
In doing so, the SNP would fail to meet the requirements of Basic Condition (d) – contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.
WTL also notes that the PPG encourages neighbourhood planning bodies to meet their housing
requirement, and where possible to exceed it (para. 103 Reference ID: 41-103-20190509 refers). Such
an approach would ensure that the neighbourhood plan contains sufficient flexibility to allow for a
change in circumstance and would ensure that the plan remains up to date for a longer period of time.
Given the Government’s encouragement for neighbourhood plans to provide a higher level of housing
than their needs assessment suggests, additional housing land should be identified in the SNP.
Whilst it could be argued that delivering a significantly higher level of housing within the SNP than the
Local Plan would suggest is necessary, it should be recognised that as the SNP is being progressed at
the point in time where the Horsham District Planning Framework is being reviewed.
As set out in para. 65 of the NPPF, the emerging Local Plan will be required to establish a housing
need figure for Southwater, which as a starting point will be derived from the standard method.
Therefore, should the SNP continue to plan for a lower level of housing that more up-to-date
expressions of housing need would suggest is necessary, there will inevitably be a conflict between the
new Local Plan and the SNP, as two differing housing requirements will exist for over lapping periods
of time. In such circumstances, the conflict will be resolved in favour of the most up-to-date

1

Updated completion figures have not been provided by the Parish Council

development plan document, which in this case will be the Local Plan Review, rendering the SNP outof-date in a relatively short period of time.
WTL consider that in the context where the District Planning Framework Review is likely to be
adopted in 2020 and it will need to plan for a significantly higher level of housing than the existing
Local Plan, it is right and proper for the emerging SNP to respond to the likely future policy framework,
which is predicable. Indeed, such an approach receives support from the PPG, which outlines that
Local Planning Authorities should proactively engage with neighbourhood planning bodies to inter alia

“minimise the risk of neighbourhood plan figures being superseded when new strategic policies are
adopted” (Paragraph: 102 Reference ID: 41-102-20190509 refers).

The level of housing derived from the standard method for Southwater would not be incompatible
with its role and function identified in the Adopted Local Plan for Southwater, which is a secondary
small town or large village (Policy 3 refers). Moreover, less weight should be placed on the need to
respond to a housing provision figure in the Adopted Local Plan in a circumstance whether its housing
provision figure is out-of-date and the need to respond to new evidence of housing needs across the
District forms a significant reason for undertaking a review of the Local Plan.
Flexibility
No updated information has been provided by the Parish Council as to how housing delivery within
the Parish has performed against housing need. It is suggested that this information is provided to
inform the Regulation 17 stage.
However, analysis undertaken by LRM Planning would suggest that there is little, if any flexibility
provided in the Plan against the standard method calculation of housing need, once historic and future
housing delivery has been accounted for. Given the quantum of development already planned and
under construction to the west of Southwater (c. 1,000 dwellings) and the likely number of outlets
likely to be created from the single developer, the issue of flexibility should be seriously considered.
To ensure that the Plan is sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change, WTL consider that the Plan
should allocate at least one additional site in a different geographic area to the proposed allocation. As
outlined below, if that Parish Council is resistant to allocating an additional site, they should consider
identifying a suitable reserve site. Such a strategy receives support from national planning guidance
(paras. 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20190509 and 103 Reference ID: 41-103-20190509 refer).
Reserve Site
The PPG suggest that in cases where the local planning authority is reviewing their overall housing
requirement, which could have an impact on the housing provision required in a neighbourhood plan,
neighbourhood planning bodies should consider allocating reserve sites to ensure that “emerging
evidence of housing need is addressed”. It is suggested that this could help “minimise potential conflicts
and ensure that policies in the neighbourhood plan are not overridden by a new local plan” (para. 009
Reference ID: 41-009-20190509 refers).
Whilst WTL’s preference would be for the SNP to plan in full for a housing need derived from the
standard method, the allocation of a reserve site might offer a practical solution and ensure that the
SNP is not, on the adoption of the Local Plan Review, rendered as being out-of-date in such a short
period of time. Given the significant effort by the Parish Council and their appointed consultant team
in getting the SNP to this stage, that would be a disappointing outcome and would mean that
preparation of a review of the SNP would need to commence from 2020.
The Need for a Review
Para. 30 of NPPF outlines that once a neighbourhood plan has been brought into force, where a
conflict arises between it and non-strategic policies within a local plan covering the neighbourhood
plan area, the conflict should be resolved in favour of the neighbourhood plan “unless they are

superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies that are adopted subsequently.”

As outlined above, the District Council is currently undertaking a Review of the District Planning
Framework which will need to use the standard method as the starting point for calculating the
housing needs of the area. Unless the Parish Council form a housing requirement using a similar
methodology for the reasons highlighted previously, the SNP could be rendered as being out-of-date
in a relatively short period of time - the current Horsham District Planning Framework outlines that the
Review will be completed in 2020.
This is acknowledged at para. 1.12 of the SNP, wherein the Parish Council state that they “may” review
the neighbourhood plan. Whilst the sentiments are welcome, this non-committal statement is only
provided in supporting text and does not form part of the emerging policy framework.
To provide the required level of certainty for all interested parties, including residents of the Parish, a
more definitive commitment to the need to review the SNP in such circumstances should be provided
in policy.
SNP Evidence Base – Site Assessment
As outlined in their response to the SNP Regulation 14, WTL had a number of considerable concerns
relating to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan’s supporting technical evidence base. These concerns
principally related to the various assessments conducted for Site 1, many of which WTL considered
were flawed and resulted in the assessment work providing a lower score than should have fairly been
attributed. Despite revisions to a number of these documents, these concerns remain and are outlined
below in turn.
Landscape
We note that despite the concerns raised by WTL to the Regulation 14 consultation concerning the
Parish Council’s Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study (June 2018), no amendments to it have been
made. Accordingly, WTL’s original representations concerning the technical assessment remain valid.
As outlined previously, work undertaken by SLR Consulting and Ecus Environmental Consultants
confirms that Site 1 has development potential to accommodate a retirement village from a landscape
and visual perspective. Their work, which provides a series of recommendations to reduce the
landscape and visual impact of the built form of the proposed development, have been taken into
consideration in the development of masterplan options as shown in both accompanying Development
Framework Documents.
These conclusions appear to differ from the those presented within the Parish Council’s Landscape
Sensitivity and Capacity Study (June 2018). A review of the SNP’s evidence base document
undertaken by a suitably qualified landscape consultant has indicated that this is a result of
deficiencies with the Parish Council’s work. The review, which is provided in Appendix 4 of this
representation, indicates that the deficiencies include:
•

The work provides a high-level assessment, undertaken at the parish-wide level. It does not
take into consideration specific sites and acts only as broad guidance to inform the SNP;

•

The medium-scale residential typology, which is between 25 and 100 dwellings (between 1
and 4ha) does not provide the sufficient gradation required;

•

It only considers traditional residential development. No other types of development, including
a retirement village, which is proposed for Site 1, are considered;

•

It does not consider the massing, form and ratio of built development. For example, the
development proposed for Site 1 has the potential to enable the retention of most of the site,
which will ensure that its landscape character could be retained;

•

It does not fully consider the visual amenity and the prominent views within the landscape,
which have a bearing upon the capacity of development;

•

The landscape sensitivity assessment methodology lacks clarity. It is not clear how the medium
and low values are reached, which limits the transparency of the report. A more robust
approach would have been to use GLVIA3 methodology guidance; and

•

Site 1 is located within the north-eastern part of Landscape Character Area 3. In regard to that
parcel, the evidence base document concludes that only limited development opportunities
may exist for a few single units. As indicated above, the broad nature of the work fails to
recognise that not all parts of the character area share the same landscape sensitivity. For
instance, the sloping, open landscape located in the western areas of the character area is
typified by large-scale field structures with strong-intervisibility with the landscape to the
north. In contrast, Site 1 is characterised by strong tree belts which creates a series of
compartments in which intervisibility with the surrounding landscape is extremely limited.

For the reasons outlined above, we have significant concerns with the methodology employed in the
SNP Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study. As a result, the overall landscape sensitivity for Site 1 is
overstated. Future versions of the Site Assessment should, in line with the detailed technical work
undertaken on behalf of the landowner, which has been prepared following best practice,
acknowledge that the site has significant development potential in landscape and visual impact terms
to accommodate a retirement village in the manner shown within the accompanying Development
Framework Documents.
Site Assessment
As outlined in their previous representations to the SNP, WTL have serious concerns relating to the
Parish Council’s Site Assessment. A number factually inaccuracies concerning Site 1 were raised
previously to the Parish Council during the Regulation 14 Consultation. Despite raising these concerns,
the Site Assessment work for Site 1 largely remains unaltered. Accordingly, for completeness, the
concerns are outlined below.
Landscape
As outlined above, WTL have significant concerns relating to the robustness of the SNP’s Landscape
Sensitivity and Capacity Study (June 2018), both in terms of its methodology and its conclusions in respect
of Site 1. The conclusions of this work have influenced the performance of Site 1 in the SNP’s Site
Assessment work. For the reasons set out in this representation, WTL contend that these conclusions are
not robust and have resulted in a lower score than should have fairly been awarded to the site.
Specifically, WTL strongly resist the claim that Site 1 is sensitive in landscape terms. This has been
considerably overstated in the ‘negatives’ section of the Site Assessment and should be reconsidered.
Proximity to Education Facilities
As outlined in the Site Assessment, Site 1 was promoted as a supported living and retirement community.
As such, the proximity to education facilities is an irrelevant consideration and should not be used as a
reason for reducing the site’s score. Any allocation on the site would limit it to solely being for a retirement
uses.
Doctors Surgery
As indicated in the Development Framework Documents previously submitted to the Parish Council, onsite health practitioners are a key component of the proposed development’s offer. They will provide the
immediate care services for the site’s residents, reducing the demands for off-site in-patient services.
Where GPs are required to attend the site, they are likely to visit more than one patient at a time. As
residents will be located within the same development rather than being dispersed across the
community, it will save time and resources.
Post Office
As part of the scheme’s communal facilities, post facilities will be provided.

Shops and Services
As outlined in the Development Framework Document Addendum (July 2016) a shop and a cafe, which
where possible, will be run by residents of the scheme, will be provided on-site.
Public Open Space
WTL welcomes the acknowledgement that the open space associated with Denne Park is located within
100 metre of the site.
Traffic and Congestion
Work undertaken on behalf of the landowner which forms part of the original Development Framework
Document (May 2016), confirms that the proposed development “would not have a significant impact on

the local highway network.”

It is noted that the Parish Council have not undertaken an assessment of the impact of Site 1 on the
highways network and therefore absent any evidence to contrary, the highways work presented by
the landowner should be relied upon. WTL do however welcome reference to the retirement
proposals providing a mini-bus service.
Notwithstanding the above, as has been outlined within this representation, WTL are concerned that
the evidence prepared in support of the SNP has been manipulated to justify the proposals within it.
This is most obviously noted when comparing the perceived highways impacts noted for Site 1 in
comparison with the proposed residential allocation.
Whilst the analysis for Site 1 indicates that the retirement proposals has “the capacity to increase
traffic on the surrounding roads”, similar comments are not provided in respect of some of the sites
that together form the proposed allocation in the SNP. Taken together, a proposal for up to 450 C2
and C3 dwellings is bound to generate more vehicular trips that a C2 retirement scheme comprising
just 156 units.
Public Transport
An assessment of the public transport opportunities has been undertaken on behalf of WTL by FMW and
WYG, which has been summarised in the accompanying Development Framework Documents. The work
demonstrates that there are several bus services that run past Site 1. The most frequent routes are bus
services 23 and 98. Bus service 23 operates a half hourly service on weekdays and six per day on Sundays
and Bank Holidays. It provides links to Crawley, Worthing and Southwater. Bus service 98 provides a half
hourly service on weekdays and at a 40-minute frequency on Sundays and Bank Holidays, linking Roffery
and Southwater.
Accordingly, the highways consultants considered the site to benefit from a “very good” level of public
transport provision. This is a conclusion that was also reached by West Sussex County Council
Highways in relation application DC/09/0746 (new golf course at Horsham Golf Park). The new golf
course is located on the same bus routes as the golf course and therefore it benefits from the same
level of public transport accessibility.
We also note that Site 1 is closer to Christ’s Hospital Station than Site 4 (the preferred option). This
should be a key factor weighing in favour of Site 1, as in accordance with Policy SNP1 of the PreSubmission SNP, the railway station is a key transport link to Horsham and beyond. It can therefore be
concluded that Site 1 is closer to two significant public transport nodes – the Christ’s Hospital Station
and the Hop Oast Park and Ride.
In addition, the development proposals include a minibus which will link residents in the proposed
development with services and facilities in the surrounding area.
Pedestrian Access
The conclusions presented in the Site Assessment work in respect of pedestrian access are highly
contested. For the reasons outlined in the accompanying Development Plan Documents the site and its
surrounding areas have a good pedestrian accessibility, which will be enhanced by the development
proposals for the site.

Distance to Employment Sites
Given the age of the proposed residents (retirees), proximity to employment sites is not a relevant
consideration.
Air Quality
No technical evidence has been presented by either WTL or the Parish Council to justify the conclusion
that there are “possible air quality issues.” This lacks any technical credibility and should be removed from
future versions of the SNP Site Assessment.
Again, we contrast the conclusions presented for Site 1 and the assessments conducted for the allocated
site, which is located in an area where around 1,000 dwellings are either under construction or are
currently being planned.
Noise
Again, no technical evidence has been presented by either WTL or the Parish Council to justify the
conclusion that the site will suffer from some road noise. This lacks any technical credibility and should be
removed from future versions of the SNP Site Assessment.
Previous Technical Work
As outlined above, the previous site assessment work undertaken by the Parish Council (January 2017),
produced very different conclusions regarding Site 1’s deliverability.
Scoring
In light of the above, the score for Site 1 should be enhanced.
Summary
My Client is concerned that the evidence base documents prepared in support of the emerging SNP are
flawed and have resulted in a reduced score for Site 1 than should reasonably be expected. To ensure that
the emerging SNP is based on robust and credible evidence and contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development, the site assessment for Site 1 should, considering the evidence presented above
and contained within the accompanying Development Framework Documents, be reconsidered.
WTL also have concerns that Site 1 has been assessed in a disproportionate manner, when compared to
the assessment of the proposed allocated sites. Accordingly, WTL consider that the conclusions of the Site
Assessment process has been manipulated to justify the SNP’s policy proposals.
Summary and Required Alterations
As outlined within this representation, WTL have significant concerns with the Regulation 16 SNP and
its accompanying evidence base. Their concerns can be summarised as follows:
•

In line with national planning guidance, the Pre-Regulation 14 work is required to be used to
narrow and refine the options for accommodating development in Southwater. The Regulation
16 SNP should therefore have contained the preferred approach as defined by the January
2017 work. As indicated on the consultation material produced by the Parish Council, this
would have included Site 1. Instead, the positive feedback received in respect of the early
consultation work was dismissed and another strategy adopted. WTL contest the justification
for adopting a different strategy as outlined in para. 3.39 of the Consultation Statement,
particularly as the SNP’s evidence base is significantly flawed.

•

WTL have raised concerns that a legible version of the Parish Council’s original site
assessment work, prepared in January 2017, has still not been included within the
documentation supporting the SNP. The exclusion of this work has not created the
transparent, fair, inclusive and open process required by national planning guidance. As
outlined in Ashfords’ letter, this omission could result in a process which is potentially

challengeable by way of a Judicial Review by WTL and others. WTL will continue to monitor
this situation as the SNP progresses.
•

Whilst Site 1 was considered in Option 3 of the Sustainability Appraisal, it was assessed with
other sites, which were distributed across the Parish. Option 3 was not a genuine reasonable
alternative. A more sensible and balanced approach would have been to assess Site 1 along
with sites 7 and 15. The inclusion of these sites, in addition to Site 1, would have produced a
for more reasonable alternative to assess, than the Option 3 of the draft Sustainability
Appraisal /Strategic Environmental Assessment. Such an approach would have considered a
joined-up, comprehensive development, rather than the dispersed option assessed in Option
3. Had this revised option been assessed, it is highly likely that it would have performed better
and may have outperformed Option 1.

•

In addition, the sites identified originally for allocation in the Parish Council’s Pre-Regulation
14 consultation were also not considered for assessment as a reasonable alternative. Given
their original status, this is surprising.

•

As outlined in national planning policy and guidance, neighbourhood plans should only include
non-strategic policy. In addition, the Horsham District Planning Framework makes it clear that
neighbourhood development plans should not address strategic issues, such as major
development. The glossary to the District Planning Framework confirms that the threshold of
whether a proposal is strategic or non-strategic is 200 dwellings. As a result, the allocation
proposed in the emerging SNP, which whilst being promoted as a number of smaller land
parcels is in reality a single site controlled by a single landowner, falls within the Council’s
definition of strategic development that should have been identified for allocation in either a
local plan or a spatial development strategy. The strategic nature of the allocation is beyond
the scope of a neighbourhood plan.

•

The need for the SNP to deliver development on sites that will deliver 200 dwellings or less,
will inevitably result in the need to allocate number of sites, rather than the single site being
proposed.

•

Since the publication of the Parish Council’s Housing Needs Assessment in 2017, two updated
versions of the NPPF have been published, together with updated Government guidance
concerning how housing need should be calauclated, including for neighbourhood plans. The
revised and latest version of the NPPF confirms that it is the Government’s objective to
“significantly boost the supply of homes”. To ensure that the needs of the community are met
in full, an assessment of housing need should be conducted using the standard method as a
starting point. It is the standard method’s methodology that the Government have considered
most closely aligns with their objective of significantly boosting housing land supply. Any other
alternative approach, particularly one which results in a significantly lower housing need
figure, such as the SNP’s Housing Needs Assessment, would be out of step with the
Government’s objectives concerning housing needs.

•

Accordingly, once completions since 2011 have been taken into account, the housing need
figure for the Parish is around 1,000 dwellings up to 2031. The SNP should plan for this level
of growth. Any alternative approach would not satisfy basic conditions a) and d).

•

If the Parish Council take forward a level of housing lower than the standard method indicates
is necessary, there is a danger that the Horsham District Planning Framework Review could
render the Neighbourhood Plan out-of-date in a relatively short space of time. Para. 65 of the
NPPF requires local plans to establish a housing requirement for neighbourhood plan areas. As
the District Planning Framework Review is likely to be required to meet the Standard
Method’s assessment of housing need, it is likely to state that over 1,000 new homes will be
required for Southwater up to 2031. In this circumstance a conflict would exist between the
District Planning Framework Review and the SNP. As the more up-to-date development plan
document, the conflict will be resolved in favour of the District Planning Framework Review,
rendering the SNP out-of-date at that time. To minimise the risk of conflict between the SNP

and the emerging Local Plan, the true housing need based on the standard method should be
used.
•

Analysis by LRM Planning suggests that the SNP provides little, if any flexibility, in the event of
changing circumstance. This is particularly important given the quantum of development
currently under construction and being planned in a very narrow geographic area, to the west
of Southwater. Consideration should be given to allocating an additional site in order to
provide the necessary flexibility.

•

If the Parish Council did not wish to allocate a housing site, they should consider identifying a
reserve site. This would provide additional flexibility and ensure that the SNP it not rendered
out-of-date by the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework Review in a relatively
short space of time and provide much needed flexibility.

•

At para. 1.12 of the Regulation 16 SNP the Parish Council acknowledge that it may need to
undertake a review of it on adoption of the Horsham District Planning Framework Review.
However, this is only outlined in supporting text and not planning policy. A more definitive
commitment to the need to potentially review the SNP should be provided in policy.

•

For the reasons outlined in this representation, the site assessment process is flawed and has
resulted in a lower score for Site 1 than could reasonably be expected. The Steering Group’s
work needs to be reassessed in light of the information presented in this representation and
the accompanying Development Framework Documents.

Consequently, as currently written, the Regulation 16 SNP fails to meet the Basic Conditions and
therefore without substantial amendment, should not proceed to the Regulation 17 stage. Throughout
this representation we have indicated how the SNP could be resolved to ensure that it can proceed in
a legally compliant, fair, open and robust manner.
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Appendix 1

Appendix 2

Appendix 3
Assessment of Option 1 and Revised Option 3, to include Sites 7 and 15
Sustainability
Objective

Housing

Access to
appropriate,
affordable
community facilities

To create a safe,
secure and healthy
community

Option 5

Revised
Option 3

+

+

There is no reason why revised Option 3 could
not deliver the same housing mix and therefore
benefits, as Option 5.

?+

New community facilities would be provided
within revised Option 3, including a community
building, which could include facilities such as a
small shop ran by residents (see accompanying
DFD). In addition, other services and facilities
are available in that location, including a golf
course, new football ground and associated
facilities, significant areas of public open space
(including Denne Park) and a park and ride.

+

?+

?+

Comment

It is noted that despite each land parcel within
Option 5 only individually being assessed as
having a possible positive impact, the cumulative
assessment provided for Option 5 is assessed as
having a greater positive impact. This seems to
be highly contrived and manufactured. We also
are unsure how the considerations provided
within the assessment for each site within
Option 5 are relevant considerations to
Objective 3. At best the analysis for Option 5
should be downgraded to a possible positive
impact.
In respect of revised Option 3, it would provide
high quality public open space, including
community food growing opportunities, as well
as a form of development that would reduce the
burden on public health services and improve
the quality of life for its residents.

The land parcels within Option 5 are within the
Grade 3 agricultural land classification and are
therefore best and most versatile land. In
contrast, the land in revised Option 3, is Grade 4
land and is therefore poor-quality agricultural
land.

Protect / enhance
the biodiversity and
the best and most
versatile land and
provide new green
infrastructure.

No information has been provided as to whether
an ecological assessment has been undertaken
of the land within the Option 5 and in any event,
it has more sensitive biodiversity features within
it than revised Option 3.
?-

?-

A desk study, extended phase 1 habitat survey
and targeted surveys for bats and reptiles has
been undertaken for land in revised Option 3.
Subject to mitigation, there are no ecological
constraints that would preclude the site’s
development.
Both options could provide new green
infrastructure.
Whilst the impact of developing Option 5 in
biodiversity and agricultural land terms is greater
than revised Option 3, the same score is
provided.

Conserve and
enhance landscape,
character, historical
and cultural
environment

-

-

Notwithstanding WTL’s concerns relating to the
SNP’s Council’s Landscape Sensitivity and
Capacity Study, no changes are proposed to the
SNP’s assessment.

Flood risk, promote
SuDs and improve
water quality

/

/

No changes are proposed to the SNP’s
assessment.

Sustainable design
and construction.
Increase energy
efficiency and
renewable energy

?

?

No changes are proposed to the SNP’s
assessment.

As indicated within the accompanying
Development Framework Document, the
development of Site 1 would not lead to a
severe impact on the highways network. The
SNP’s analysis also fails to properly understand
the nature of the proposed development, which
is aimed at residents who would be beyond
walking to services and facilities. Instead,
services and facilities are provided within the
site for residents and the wider community.

Improve
accessibility

?+

?+

In addition, the sites within revised Option 3 are
in close proximity to a number of public
transport opportunities, including one of the
most strategic public transport nodes in the
Parish – the Hops Oast Park and Ride.
Accordingly, the assessment score for revised
Option 3 should be upgraded.
In contrast it is noted that for Option 5 there are
several off-site highways mitigation and
betterments required. These are yet to be
costed and there is no certainty that they can be
delivered without impacting on the level of
other necessary planning obligations, including
affordable housing. Accordingly, the score for
Option 5 should be downgraded.

Improve local job
opportunities

?-

+

At best, there is only a ‘possibility’ that
opportunities for local jobs will be provided from
Option 5. In comparison, Site 7 could provide
5.7ha of commercial land. In addition, the
economic impact from the retirement village
proposal in Site 1 could yield 85 full time
equivalent jobs and it will support incomes of
more than £1.4 million per annum. This must be
considered a ‘greater impact’.

Appendix 4

Review of Southwater Landscape Sensitivity & Capacity Study in relation to development
proposals at Tower Hill, Horsham
The following provides a desktop based review of the Southwater Landscape Sensitivity & Capacity Study
(SLSCS) prepared for Southwater Parish Council 2018 in relation to the capacity for development of the
Tower Hill site to the west of Worthing Road near Horsham. This work has in turn influenced other
documents in the evidence base supporting the Neighbourhood Plan, including the SEA/SA and the Site
Assessments.
The Tower Hill site is located within the Landscape Character Area (LCA) identified as LCA 3b Tower Hill
Area: Parthings Lane within the SLSCS, and which has been allocated Medium sensitivity with some ‘very
limited development opportunities may exist for a few single units where the location relates well to the
existing development pattern.’
Review of Southwater Landscape Sensitivity & Capacity Study (SLSCS)
General Limitations of the Study
By its own admission, the SLSCS states on a number of occasions that it provides a high-level landscape
assessment undertaken at a parish-wide level. Therefore, it does not take into consideration specific
individual sites and acts as broad guidance for site allocation for the Neighbourhood Plan.
The residential development typologies considered for potential capacity for housing are more refined than
the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment, 2014 capacity study due to the purposes of
developing a Neighbourhood Plan. However, the medium-scale category between 25 and 100 units, in
particular, is broad and does not provide a sufficient level of gradation deemed be appropriate to many
potential sites within the parish. It is not clear as to why these categories are deemed ‘reasonable’
(paragraph 4.3, page 7). The difference between assessing the capacity for development between a 1ha
site and a 4ha site is deemed to be substantial.
The SLSCS only considers traditional residential development and no other types of development, which
limits its ability to provide a robust view upon potential planning applications within the area covered. In
addition, the SLSCS does not take into account massing, form and ratio of built development. For example,
the Tower Hill development has the potential to enable most of the site to retain its existing landscape
character, through siting and design, such as a country house set within parkland which are typical key
characteristics of the LCA Crabtree & Nuthurst Ridge & Ghyll Farmlands, in which the site is located. This
would have very different effects on a landscape, relative to a typical residential proposal comprising a
series of residential feeder roads accessing a series of detached properties.
The assessment does not fully consider visual amenity and prominent views within the landscape, which
may also have a bearing upon capacity for development, though it is acknowledged that it does consider
enclosure and topographical elements for a landscape assessment and capacity perspective.
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Review of SLSCS Chapter 2, Characteristics of Residential Development
Paragraph 2.4 provides the following, which aptly describes the Tower Hill site:
‘…the most likely favoured sites will be the relatively flat and gently sloping landforms.’
Paragraph 2.6 provides the following, which aptly describes the Tower Hill site:
‘Woodland, field boundary and significant roadside vegetation can assist in mitigating the landscape
and visual effects of new residential development, in particular, in screening views of it from
adjoining landscapes. ‘Locations with a ‘strong’ framework of existing vegetation are likely to be
more favourable than open landscapes.’
Review of SLSCS Chapter 4, Landscape Sensitivity Assessment Methodology
The methodology used to identify landscape value (paragraph 4.4, page 7) lacks clarity and it is not clear
as to how Medium and Low values are reached. This limits the transparency of the report and affects the
outcome when assessing the overall sensitivity of each area. The study would be more robust if it clearly
defined the landscape value using GLVIA3 methodology guidance, in Table 5.1, for example.
The methodology for landscape susceptibility to change is more transparent as it considers a number of
different landscape elements and broad examples of how their susceptibility to change would alter
depending upon the nature, scale and complexity of the landscape element. However, it should be noted
that on paragraph 5.42, page 89, GLVIA 3 states:
‘…assessment may take place in situations where there are existing landscape sensitivity and
capacity studies…These may deal with general type of development that is proposed…But they
cannot provide a substitute for the individual assessment of the susceptibility of the receptors in
relation to change arising from the specific development proposal.’
Review of SLSCS Stated Capacity of Landscape Character Area 3b within Chapter 5
The Tower Hill site is located within the north-eastern part of LCA 3b, Tower Hill Area: Parthings Lane,
adjacent to LCA 3c, Tower Hill. The SLSCS recommends that sites located within the LCA have the
capacity for 0-25 units (up to 1HA), stating in its recommendations that ‘…in landscape terms some very
limited development opportunities may exist for a few single units where the location relates well to the
existing development pattern.’
Although the SLSCS provides a broad guide as to the capacity of LCA 3b, it is not considered that all parts
of the LCA display the same levels of sensitivity. For example the open, sloping landscape located within
the western-most part of the LCA is typified by a large-scale field structure with strong inter-visibility with
the landscape to the north including sections of the A24. In contrast, the Tower Hill site under
consideration is characterised by mature belts of trees which create a series of ‘compartments’ in which
inter-visibility with the surrounding landscape is extremely limited. The remaining parts of LCA 3b exhibit
moderate enclosure with medium scaled fields and some mature boundary trees and belts, albeit gappy
in places.
As stated above, it is considered that the capacity study cannot provide a substitute for the individual
assessment of each site in relation to each development proposal under consideration. It is therefore
considered that the overall landscape sensitivity for LCA 3b is overstated when considering the Tower Hill
site and that the Tower Hill site should afford a lower landscape sensitivity in comparison to other areas of
LCA 3b.
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Conclusions
It is our opinion that the Tower Hill site has greater capacity for the development that has been proposed
than is indicated by the SLSCS for the following reasons:
•

It should be recognised that the SLSCS, whilst providing a level of guidance to landscape capacity,
should be considered in tandem with a capacity assessment on a site by site basis. In this case it
is considered that the part of the LCA 3b which includes the proposed site, has higher capacity
than is allocated by the SLSCS.

•

The SLSCS does not differentiate between residential types in terms of massing, roof height or
requirements of the demographic of the residents under consideration. A site might have different
levels of capacity for a proposal which comprises a series of residential feeder roads accessing a
series of detached properties relative to a proposal for a retirement home comprising consolidated
buildings set within large areas of landscape.

•

The SLSCS does not take into account massing and ratio of built development to landscape
proposed in the Tower Hill development which would enable the majority of the site to retain its
existing landscape character, and which would share siting and design characteristics typical of a
country house set within parkland which is a key characteristic of LCA Crabtree & Nuthurst Ridge
& Ghyll Farmlands in which the site is located.

•

The study is designed to provide a guide in terms of landscape capacity of the parish area. It does
not take into consideration residential need in terms of numbers or type within the parish, and
therefore should be used as a tool in guiding a decision on capacity within the parish.

Suitability of Tower Hill Site for Development
Following an initial landscape and visual study of the Tower Hill site, it is considered that there is
development potential in the form of a retirement village and recreational facilities of a suitable scale.
Development proposals would be required to:
•

Retain and augment the existing strong landscape structure of trees, woodland and hedgerows
within the site;

•

Ensure that built form is set back away from Worthing Road to avoid an urbanising effect;

•

Ensure the proposed access road from Worthing Road minimises vegetation loss and retains visual
enclosure in the longer term;

•

Ensure development is of an appropriate scale and massing so as to avoid settlement coalescence,
restricting development ridgeline heights to a maximum of 9-10m;

•

Maximise wildlife potential within the site, so that any mitigation furthers visual enclosure as well
as increasing biodiversity; and

•

Provide a number of recreational opportunities within the site.

It is recommended that development proposals for the site are considered further and tested through the
production of a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment or Appraisal, undertaken in tandem with
consultation with the Local Planning Authority. This would inform a landscape-led masterplan which would
integrate development and incorporate landscape requirements. It would consider measures to mitigate
potential landscape and visual effects, capacity, siting and massing of development within the site,
settlement coalescence, local landscape character, and an integrated landscape strategy.
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