
 

 

Representation Form  

 
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031 

 
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as 

amended) - Regulation 16 

 
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Development Plan 
 
Horsham District Council has reviewed its protocols regarding the consultation process for 
neighbourhood plans. In order to continue to progress neighbourhood plans, we have made a 
decision to continue with the consultation process with measures we feel are in accordance to the 
government guidelines.  
 
Lower Beeding Parish Council has prepared a Neighbourhood Development Plan (LBNP). The Plan 
sets out a vision for the future of the parish and planning policies which will be used to determine 
planning applications locally. In accordance with Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning 
Regulations 2012 (as amended), the LBNP and associated documents will go out to consultation 
from: 
 
5pm 17 December to midnight 11 February 2021 for 8 weeks inviting representations on the draft 
submission plan, basic conditions statement, consultation statement, Habitat Regulations 
Assessment and the full Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).  
 
Copies of the LBNP Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the 
Horsham District Council’s website: 
 

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/currentconsultations 
 
Documents will not be made available in deposit locations due to the current COVID-19 pandemic. 
If local residents have difficulty in engaging online we have provided a telephone number and email 
address below. Members of the public are encouraged to leave their details for an officer to contact 
them back if they need further information.  
 
Email: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk – SAS@southdowns.gov.uk  
 
Telephone: 01403 215398 

 
All comments must be received by midnight on 11 February 2021 

 
There are a number of ways to make your comments: 
 

1. Please click on the weblink above to view the plan and support documents; 
 

2. Complete this form and email it to: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk ; or 
 

3. Print this form and post it to: Neighbourhood Planning Officer, Horsham Council, Parkside,  
Chart Way, North Street, Horsham, RH12 1RL 
 

 
All comments will be publicly available, and identifiable by name and (where applicable) 
organisation. Please note that any other personal information provided will be processed by 
Horsham District Council in line the Data Protection Act 1998 and General Data Protection 



Regulations. Horsham District Council will process your details in relation to this preparation of this 
document only. For further information please see the Council’s privacy policy: 
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/privacy-policy   
 
How to use this form 
 
Please complete Part A in full, in order for your representation to be taken into account at the 
Neighbourhood Plan examination.  
 
Please complete Part B overleaf, identifying which paragraph your comment relates to by completing 
the appropriate box. 
 
 

PART A Your Details 

Full Name Robert Fielding 
Address The Willows, Dereham Road, Garvestone, Norfolk,  
Postcode NR9 4QT 
Telephone  
Email fieldings225@gmail.com 
Organisation (if applicable)  
Position (if applicable)  
Date  2nd February 2021 

 

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

my comments 
/objections 
/observations and 
representations to 
enable them to be 
easily understood.  
My representation 
relates to the whole 
of the LBNP and its 
supporting evidence 
base as shown on 
both the LBPC 
website and the 
HDC website. My 
representations 
apply to numerous 
paragraphs 
contained in the 
LBNP and I do not 
want to restrict my 
ability to provide 
comment and 
evidence by aligning 
each to a specific 
paragraph. 

Policy Reference:  
I have referenced my 
comments /objections 
/observations and 
representations to 
enable them to be 
easily understood.  
These apply to all of the 
policies contained in the 
LBNP but I have 
specific 
representation/objection 
/comments and 
recommendations for 
policies 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 17 and 18. 
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Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this plan? (Please tick one answer) 
 
 
 
Support   
 
 
Support with Modifications 
 
 
Object 
 
 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here: 
 

I object to the Lower Beeding Neighbourhoods Plan 2014-2031 
Submission Plan dated December 2020 (LBNP) and its supporting 
evidence base as shown on the LBPC and HDC websites because: 
 The LBNP has not been based upon fact or evidence and has accordingly 

been found to be wanting. 
 

 The LBNP has not been based upon fact or evidence and has not 
represented the community’s views and opinions. 
 

 The LBNP will not meet the needs of the Parish of Lower Beeding.  
 

 

 The LBNP does not reflect its full designated Neighbourhood Plan area. 
 

 

 The LBNP does not reflect the differing sustainability of the settlements 
contained in the designated NP area. 
 

 The LBNP has not ensured its evidence base is accurate or up to date. 
 

 

 The LBNP does not reflect support/lack of support for sites chosen. 
 

 

 The LBNP has not ensured sites meet the policies it has set before 
allocating housing numbers. 
 

 The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability 
Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 

 

 

 

 



has not been corrected to reflect the true accessibility of services such as a 
regular bus service within 800m of the sites.  It is fact that Crabtree and 
Monks Gate have a regular bus service but Lower Beeding village does not, 
the buses do not stop within 800m of the village. If one is going to make 
decisions based upon evidence and facts then it is imperative such 
evidence and fact is correctly shown, this is not the case for this document.  

 
 

 The allocated housing numbers do not reflect findings shown in the 
PHLAA, or SHELAA included in the evidence base for this plan. 

 
 

 The allocated housing numbers do not reflect HDC SHELAA findings as set 
out in the evidence base for the LBNP as shown on the LBPC and HDC 
websites.  

 
To substantiate and detail my objections, observations, comments and recommendations I have 
set out above I made relevant reference to policies, decisions and paragraphs contained in the 
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2031 Submission Plan dated December 2020 and the 
supporting evidence base as being used for Regulation 16 and displayed on the Horsham District 
Council website and Lower Beeding Parish Council Website: 
 
I object to the LBNP because it has not been based upon fact or evidence, and 
has many examples of misreporting of evidence and resultant flawed decision 
making: 

 Altered consultation form – shown in my comments later in this document re site LBP19 
Glayde Farm (North Field) 

 Not followed PHLAA 
 Not followed SHELLA recommendation 
 Additional housing numbers post Reg 14 
 Housing needs from HDC = 95 on register – deliver 51 
 Indicative housing number not reviewed even though HDC recommend this 
 Minutes reportedly from LBNPWG in Consultation Statement don’t reflect fact or those 

provided by Clerk 
 Limited minutes on PC website + no agenda item/mechanism evidenced to agree previous 

minutes 
 Consultation Statement drafted post Reg 14 
 Doesn’t follow HDC healthcheck advice as set out in Appendix 16 of the Consultation 

Statement and dated August 2019 for example and this healthcheck gave numerous 
recommendations and advice to enable the LBNP to meet basic conditions: 

o The weblinks HDC recommended be included have not. 
o The required references to NNPF paragraphs are patchy and if included often do not 

show which paragraph in the NPPF is being used. 
o LBNP has not determined sites ecological value or impact on Green Infrastructure. 
o Wording for allocation is very prescriptive of “around” which is within 10% of the 

allocation rather than the HDC recommended “for at least x units”. 
o Policy 6 recommendation highlights the need for further discussion re the Cyder 

Farm site.  Did those discussions take place or is the site being taken forwards even 
though HDC showed great concerns  with the delivery of the proposal and only 
accepted the principle of development. 

o The sites chosen do not show the required access arrangements even though this 
was requested. 



o The recommendations for the Cyder Farm site shown HDC is concerned re the lack 
of access and impact this site may have on a Grade 2 listed building. 

o The point re Affordable Housing has not been included in the plan and so a 
question is raised if this plan conforms with the basic conditions.  There is no 
details re affordable housing, the recent Ministerial Statement or the draft NPPF to 
detail that “affordable housing contributions cannot be sought on sites of fewer than 
10 dwellings” as required by HDC for this plan to meet basic conditions. 

o HDC recommended the policy re Waste Management be removed, it has not. 
o HDC question the merit of having a policy regarding Recreation Areas, LBNP 

ignores this advice. 
o HDC provide clear advice to the LBNPWG to enable them to meet basic conditions 

for their section on utilities, sadly this has advice has not been followed and leaves a 
question over the plan’s ability to meet basic conditions. 

o HDC provide clear advice to the LBNPWG to enable them to meet basic conditions 
for their policy on economic growth, sadly this has advice has not been followed and 
leaves a question over the plan’s ability to meet basic conditions. 

o HDC provide advice re insuring percentages when given do not add up to more than 
100%, LBNP have not followed this advice. 

o HDC detail the Cisswood House Hotel and its value for employment the LBNPWG 
have ignored this fact. 

 Doesn’t align to NPPF requitements 
 Sites chose don’t reflect consultation outputs or public preferences 
 Sites chosen that were not included or put up for exhibition or public consultation. 
 Lower Beeding Village centric but this is not reflective of HDC advice as per Shermanbury 

& Wineham NP 
 NPWG interests declared randomly & not always when making decisions – Code of 

Conduct? 
 I lived in Monks Gate until recently and am alarmed that: 

o The LBNP and PHLAA in the evidence base do not reflect the regular seven day a 
week bus service that Monks Gate has from the Newells Lane Bus stop. 
 

Bus 
Number 

Bus service Route Timetable 

1 Handcross District 
Community Bus 

Handcross - Horsham Monday - 1 services/day 
 

4 Handcross District 
Community Bus 

Pease Pottage - 
Handcross - Horsham 

Friday 

Friday - 1 services/day 
 

17 Compass Travel Brighton - Henfield - 
Cowfold - Horsham 

Monday – Friday 25 services/day each 
way 
2-3 every Hour 
Saturday - 22 services/day each way 
2-3 every Hour 
Sunday - 4 services/day each way  
1 every 3 Hour 

74b  Amberly – Storrington 
– Horsham 

Wednesday 1 services/day 
 

89 Compass Travel Horsham - 
Haywards Heath 

Monday –  Friday 



Monday – Friday 4 services/day each 
way 
1 every 3 Hour  
Saturday - No service 
Sunday – No service 

633 Sussex Coaches Faygate - Bewbush 
- Handcross - 
Horsham Schools 

Monday – Friday 

Monday – Friday 1 services/day each 
way 

634 Sussex Coaches Haywards Heath - 
Cowfold - Horsham 
Schools - Crawley 
Schools 

Monday – Friday 

Monday – Friday 1 services/day each 
way 

 
o The light industrial unit is recognised in the PHLAA for a site in the evidence base 

but is not given any merit elsewhere in the plan, this light industrial unit is within the 
part of Monks Gate that is in the Parish of Lower Beeding and so the evidence base 
should include this in its evidence base when reporting in paragraph 7.4 so that the 
whole parish is correctly reflected. 

o Monks Gate is less than 800m by safe paved access from Cisswood House Hotel 
yet this is not reflected in paragraph 7.4 of the LBNP.  This needs to be corrected to 
ensure both hotels are given equitable status, HDC reflect the importance of this 
hotel in the HORSHAM DISTRICT HOTEL & VISITOR ACCOMMODATION STUDY 
Report of Key Findings, Prepared for: Horsham District Council dated July 2016 
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/66518/Hotel-and-Visitor-
Accommodation-Study-July-2016.pdf 
As shown on its website via the weblink above.  It is to be noted that Cisswood 
House Hotel is recognised to also have “good conference facilities” in this report. 
The LBNP has both failed to name this hotel correctly and also to correctly report this 
hotel is an “additional hub of employment” within the Parish as shown for other 
employment hubs in paragraph 7.4 of the LBNP. 

 
I object to the number of houses allocated in the LBNP, it is not sufficient to 
meet known and registered housing needs. 
 It is not surprising there is not sufficient housing allocated to meet know housing needs when 

there is no strategic objective to detail this corner stone of all Neighbourhood Plans. 
 

 The known and registered needs of the parish have not been reflected or met when HDC 
provided its indicative number, an example of this is, HDC reported to LBNPWG a housing 
needs register derived figure of 95 dwellings yet the resultant indicative figure provided was for 
a minimum of 51 dwellings. Even if all of the allocated housing number were delivered to meet 
this reported need, it would meet just over half of the known and registered need as reported 
by HDC in 2018, this need will have increased since this time.   
This approach does not reflect paragraph 61 of the NPPF which requires needs to both be 
identified and then reflected in resultant policies “Within this context, the size, type and tenure of housing 
needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but 
not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with children, older people, students, people with 
disabilities, service families, travellers25, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build 
their own homes)”.  
 

 The LBNP does not and does not even attempt to meet the needs of the Parish of Lower 
Beeding, insufficient housing has been allocated to meet recognised and registered needs. 
This is at odds with paragraph 5.11 which states “Paragraph 65, confirms strategic policy-



making authorities should establish a housing requirement figure for their whole area…” 
yet Horsham District Council (HDC) only used those living in the Built-up area boundary of 
Lower Beeding village when calculating the indicative housing number which is at odds with 
the NPPF and the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes:  

o The housing need indicative figure provided by HDC does not reflect the number of 
dwellings in the designated Neighbourhood Plan area and so the calculated need will 
not be reflect the housing needs of the designated Neighbourhood Plan area and there 
is a shortfall between indicative housing number used in the plan and the true housing 
need for the designated Neighbourhood Plan area. 
A figure of 113 dwellings was used for the calculations instead of the 421 the ONS 
recorded number of dwellings for the parish in 2011, HDC reported a net increase of 59 
new dwellings making a total of 480 dwellings for the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood 
plan working group (reference appendix 11 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 
Consultation Statement July 2020). The indicative figure from HDC reflects less than 
one quarter of the dwellings in the parish. 

o If the less optimum indicative figure from HDC is to be used then the calculations require 
review to reflect these correct total number of dwellings within the whole plan area as 
required by the NPPF. 

o The indicative figure from HDC is not correct and out of date, the standard methodology 
should be used since no exceptional circumstances were evidenced why it was not? 

o If the indicative figure is used the LBNP will be out of date the day it is published.  Does 
this continue use of out-of-date figures provide value for money, especially when the 
LBNP states it will be reviewed in 2021 which is this year?  Is this prudent way to spend 
the public purse? 
  

o The indicative housing figure HDC provided was based upon an outdated District 
housing number of 12,720 this should have been updated to show 17,370  because 
HDC were aware of the increase Paragraph 5.4 of appendix 11 of the Lower Beeding 
many months before the LBNP Regulation 16 consultation. 
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement July 2020 also shows that the ‘indicative figure’ Horsham 
District Council calculated and provided to Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan was based upon and 
“OAN for Horsham District over the plan period 2011-2031 of 12,720 homes”.  This does not reflect 
Appendix 11 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhod Plan Consultation Statement, paragraph 8.3 which 
details “It should also be recognised that these figures may need to be revised in the light of additional 
evidence (e.g. housing needs) becoming available. These figures are also only reflective of those set out 
in the current HDPF, and the housing need for the parish may need to be revised in due course to reflect 
updated needs which may emerge through the local plan process.” These ‘indicative figures’ were 
provided by Horsham District Council in November 2018 yet have not been reviewed since and the 
Horsham District Council local plan process reached Regulation 18 early in 2020 and so work on this plan  
is at a relatively advanced stage, with a pre-submission draft anticipated for publication in early 2021 and 
with submission and examination timetabled for later in 2021, so there is little excuse not to review these 
now out of date figures and calculations.  As demonstrated by paragraph 6.4 of the Horsham District Local 
Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18) dated February 2020: “The standard methodology 
calculation for Horsham District is calculated as 965 dwellings per annum. This is equivalent to providing 
a minimum of 17,370 homes in the period between 2019 and 2036.” This is significantly higher than the 
12,720 used in the calculations of ‘indicative figures’ for the Lower Beeding’s Neighbourhood Plan.   
The indicative figure from HDC is not correct and out of date, the standard methodology 
should be used since no exceptional circumstances were evidenced why it was not. 
HDC have used the Standard Methodology to calculate their housing numbers of 965 
dwellings per annum and equivalent of 17,370 homes between 2019 and 2036. 
 

o HDC advised LBNPWG to review the indicative housing requirement in their advice 
presented in paragraph 8.3 of Appendix 11 of the Consultation Statement but there is no 
evidence to demonstrate that the LBNPWG have attempted to do so even though there 
are updated numbers and requirements that have emerged through the development of 
the local plan and are shown on the HDC website. 

 



o The LBNP housing need should have been calculated using the ‘standard methodology’ 
for calculating its housing as required in the NPPF instead of an out of date and 
flawed indicative number supplied by HDC. 
As a result of paragraph 6.4 of the Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 
18) dated February 2020 which shows Horsham have used the standard methodology for calculating its 
housing figures – why is Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan using an out of date ‘indicative figure’ that 
has not been reviewed (no evidence of review in evidence base) based on an out of date set of data 
calculated using an out-of-date methodology.  Horsham District Council calculated their housing needs 
assessment using the standard methodology prior to Regulation 18 in February 2020 which is ten months 
prior to the publication of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission dated December 2020 so 
there is no excuse for the figures to be out of date.  
 

o The LBNP housing need should have been calculated using the ‘standard 
methodology’ for calculating its housing as required in the NPPF because no 
‘exceptional circumstances’ were given to justify the use of the out of date an flawed 
indicative number HDC provided. 
Paragraph 5.9 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan Submission plan dated December 2020 shows 
that the “Local Housing Need Assessment should be conducted using the standard methodology in the 
National Planning Policy (unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach)” Lower 
Beeding Neighbourhood Plan does not set out any ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify its approach and 
so should have used the standard methodology. 
 

1. I request there be an additional Strategic Objective: To provide adequate and appropriate 
housing for the future needs of the parish; 
This would clearly set out the aim and objective of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

2. Ensure the LBNP is revised to reflect comments and requirements set out by HDC in their 
Health check dated August 2019 to enable the LBNP to the meet basic conditions it 
currently fails to meet. 
 

3. To reflect Localism and the claim that the LBNP has been drafted in line with the NPPF as 
set out in the LBNP paragraph 1.5, I would request the number of houses allocated in the 
LBNP be reviewed and increased to enable the Parish to meet known and registered needs 
of the Parish as held and provided by HDC. 
 

4. Use the standard methodology to calculate housing need, the HDC Local Plan is at an 
advanced stage there is no excuse not to now. 
 

5. If the Inspector is minded to allow the use of an indicative figure instead of the standard 
methodology to calculate housing need then I would request this figure be: 

a. Based upon the number of dwellings for the whole plan are (480 not 113). 
b. Is calculated to the latest OAN housing requirement for the Horsham District (17,370 

not 12,720). 
c. Not be calculated using a ‘mid point’ since this is a less robust or representative 

statistical method compared to using a mean (average). 
 
 

 
 

I object to Policy 6: and to the housing allocation for the Cyder Farm site 
LBP03 because: 
 The housing allocation for Cyder Farm will result in a high-density development (46 dph) which 

is not in keeping with the Crabtree Conservation Area or its surrounding character and should 
not be taken forwards through the LBNP. This is in direct conflict to LBNP policy 13. 

 The Cyder Farm was shown to be not suitable for development in the PHLAA in the LBNP 
Consultation Statement as shown on HDC and LBPC website: “Given the constraints of the 
site and its remoteness from the BUAB, it is not considered suitable for development.”   



o How have these constraints been overcome? 
o Have other sites that had such constraints been reassessed to see if the resolution for 

the Cyder Farm site is also applicable for them? 
 If the number of dwellings were reduced to a suitable density then it would make this site  

suitable to be classified as a windfall and not need to be allocated in the LBNP as set out in the 
Consultation Statement for a possible route for sites that do not meet thresholds set of 0.1 
hectares or a minimum of 5 houses.  

 Crabtree has been ear marked as suitable for up to 6 new dwellings and this has been 
confirmed by HDC in correspondence shown in Appendix 14 of the Consultation Statement 
dated February 2019, as a result of its impending Secondary Settlement Status and proximity 
to South Lodge Hotel but I can find no confirmation that an allocation 6 dwellings for this site is 
considered acceptable to HDC in this correspondence.   
HDC did not advice LBNPWG to allocate 6 dwellings on the Cyder Farm site but within all of 
Crabtree and flagged the need for “further discussions” for this site in Appendix 16 and I can 
find no advice or details of discussions with HDC post the health check in August 2019. 
To follow HDC advice as evidenced in the LBNP, the Cyder Farm site should be reviewed to 
ensure allocations of new dwellings reflect the local character of such a sensitive site since it is 
located in the only Conservation Area in the Parish.  

 As recognised in the PHLAA for the LBNP in the evidence base supporting this LBNP, there 
are already both residential and agricultural buildings on the site, with respect to the sensitive 
location of this site within the Conservation Area, it may be more in keeping with the character 
to explore possible avenues such as conversion of the agricultural buildings as a preference to 
replacement with new build houses which would potentially not respect the heritage context of 
the site.  This would not require allocation within the LBNP since it would form part of the 
windfall from the LBNP and is within HDC policy. 

 This site allocation of 6 dwellings would result in a high-density development (46 dph) if it 
delivers its full allocation on this site. This does not “reflect the prevailing density of the 
surrounding area” and so fails to satisfy LBNP Policy 13. Or the heritage context of the 
sensitivity of the site and surroundings. 

 If the density were reduced for this site so as to be more in keeping with the site’s sensitivity 
and locality, it would be able to satisfy LBNP Policy 2 and result in a development that 
enhances and respect the landscape character of the Parish. 

 
 

6. To reflect my observations and the evidence as shown in the evidence base for the LBNP, I 
would request the site known as Cyder Farm be removed from the LBNP since its current 
allocation of 6 dwellings would result in a high-density development (46 dph) on the site 
which is not in keeping with its surroundings or the policies set by the LBNP.  Although 
support for this site was reported through public exhibitions there was no explicit support 
shown for an allocation of 6 dwellings on this site.  There is no evidence to support the 
LBNPWG allocation of 6 dwellings on this site or how an allocation of 6 was reached which 
would result in conflict with other policies in the LBNP.   
 

7. If the Inspector were minded to support development on this site for a more appropriate 
number, he would be able to do so under the Windfall Policy or through the emerging 
Secondary Settlement Status HDC is recommending be applied. 
 
 

I object to Policy 7: and to the housing allocation for the Trinity Cottage site 
LBP17 because:  
 The housing allocation in the LBNP has been based on evidence or advice from HDC, I would 

request that policy 8 be reviewed and the Trinity Cottage site have a reduced allocated of 6 
dwellings in line with HDC’s SHELAA findings for site SA584 Land South of Church Farm 
House which has been renamed as Trinity Cottage for the LBNP.  I have attached the relevant 
assessment from the evidence base that supports the LBNP as shown on the HDC website: 



 

 
 

 
 

 
8. I request that policy 8 be reviewed and the Trinity Cottage site have a reduced allocated of 

6 dwellings in line with the LBNP evidence base. 
 
 
 
 
 



I object to Policy 8: and to the housing allocation for the Land North of 
Sandygate Lane site LBP16 because:   
 There is no evidence to support the housing allocation of around 20 units for the Land North of 

Sandygate Lane site, the PHLAA details that the “Site Promoter has proposed that 13 units 
could be accommodated on the site”, this housing preference was ignored and increased to 
around 18 dwellings in the Regulation 14 LBNP, yet no evidence has been given to justify this 
allocation or if the site promoter is content with this unevidenced increase to allocation. To 
further blight the situation, the allocation has then been further increased to around 20 
dwellings in the Submission Plan dated December 2020 yet, once again no evidence is 
provided to detail how this increased figure was reached or justified. 
 

 The site promoter presented their site in the first site exhibition in October 2017 proposing in 
excess of 20 dwellings and found this to be very unpopular in the residents feedback.   
At the second site exhibition in June 2018 having revised their offering to just 13 dwellings this 
site gained more public support.  
I cannot find evidence that a housing number in excess of 13 new dwellings for this site would 
now be acceptable to the community. 
I can only conclude the decision to allocate an increased housing number of now around 20 
dwellings is not in tune with the communities’ opinions.  
 

 The PHLAA findings for site LBP19 as shown in the evidence base details a previous planning 
application made for this site “DC/15/0923: Outline application for the erection of 23 dwellings, 
with associated parking, garaging and landscaping, and creation of new access into the B2155, 
Sandygate Lane (access and layout for consideration).” This planning application was 
incredibly unpopular with the community, LBPC and HDC and resulted in the application being 
Withdrawn. 
There is no evidence to demonstrate that the allocation of around 20 dwellings on this site 
would now be popular or acceptable to the community. 
 

 The LBNP site allocation for site LBP16 does not reflect the HDC SHELAA findings as set out 
in APPENDIX 1 (HDC SHELAA: LOWER BEEDING) of the LBNP Consultation Statement 
dated July 2020 show site SA575 (Assessed under LBP16 in the LBNP process); would be suitable 
for only 10 dwellings in 2016. The HDC findings also highlight the existing development of 35 
houses opposite (DC/09/0237) “which cumulatively could have an impact on the landscape”.  
The LBNP has failed to follow HDC’s findings and allocated double the amount of new 
dwellings, an excessive ‘around’ 20 dwellings to this site and ignored the potential for 
cumulative impact on the landscape. 

 



 
 
 The site will require the removal of swathes of mature hedging to facilitate the visibility splays 

required for a safe entrance onto and off the highway.  This does not comply with point 6 of 
LBNP Policy 8.  This site will also fail to meet LBNP Policy 3 since the removal of this mature 
hedge and mature trees will result in loss of existing green infrastructure and damage to 
existing ecosytems.  
 

 LBNP Policy 1 would not be satisfied if this site were included in the LBNP as a result of the 
cumulative impact HDC identified would happen if the development were to proceed and the 
required destruction of mature hedges and trees to facilitate suitable access to the site with the 
required visibility splays as required by WSCC Highways. 

 
 Policy 8 requires the site “Provide a pedestrian link to the existing footpath along Sandygate 

Lane as part of the new site access.” I cannot see how this can be achieved when the site 
owners do not own the verge or hedge that bounds the property next to their site which forms 
the gap in the pavement to the village of Lower Beeding. 
 
 

 
9. To reflect the claim that the LBNP has been based on evidence and advice from HDC, I 

would request that policy 8 be reviewed and the Land North of Sandygate Lane site have a 
reduced allocation of 10 dwellings in line with HDC’s SHELAA findings and feedback from 
the consultation and exhibition events conducted during the development of the LBNP. 
  

10. If the Inspector were minded to support a larger number of dwellings on this site, I would 
respectfully request this be capped at a maximum of 13 dwellings to reflect the consultation 
findings conducted in the development of the LBNP and the number of dwellings that was 
found to be acceptable to the parish during such events.  
 

 
 
 
 



I object to Policy 9: and to the housing allocation for the Land at Glayde Farm 
(Field B) site LBP19 because: 
 The inclusion of the Glayde Farm (Field B) demonstrates that the LBNP has not been built on 

evidence or to reflect community opinions.  The inclusion of this site is abhorrent and at odds 
with a fair and transparent process. 
 

 The site used in the consultation events was Glayde Farm, LBP19 South Field, Church Lane 
corner, this is not Field B.  
I have attached a copy of an email chain showing my request to the Clerk which was redirect to 
Leslie Bamford, who was both a member of Lower Beeding Parish Council and also a member 
of the LBNPWG, supplied me with a blank feedback form on the 14th June 2018 since I was 
unable to attend the event and wanted to participate in the consultation in June 2018 at the 
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan- Exhibition June 1-2, 2018, I duly returned my completed 
form to Leslie Bamford on the 16th June to enable it to be within the required timescales as set 
out on the form: 
 

From: robert fielding <fieldings225@gmail.com> 
Date: Sat, Jun 16, 2018 at 9:00 PM 
Subject: Re: June Feedback Form 
To: Leslie Bamford <leslie.bamford@lowerbeeding.com> 
Dear Leslie, 
Please find my feedback form for the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan June Exhibition. 
Thank you 
Regards 
Rob Fielding, 
Old Camp Farm, Brighton Road, Monks Gate, West Sussex 
 
On Thu, Jun 14, 2018 at 11:30 AM, Leslie Bamford <leslie.bamford@lowerbeeding.com> wrote: 
Dear Mr Fieldings, 
Please find attached a feedback form for the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan June Exhibition, 
per your request of the Clerk. 
 
Please follow directions on the bottom of the form for submission. 
 
Additionally, please reply to this email with your full name and address for residency verification 
purposes. I will add you to the list of residents who have responded to information provided at the 
exhibition. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Leslie Bamford  
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

 
From: Leslie Bamford <lbj10001@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 10:25:53 AM 
To: Leslie Bamford 
Subject: June Feedback Form 
 
 

norman.kwan
Highlight

norman.kwan
Highlight

norman.kwan
Highlight

norman.kwan
Highlight

norman.kwan
Highlight

norman.kwan
Highlight

norman.kwan
Highlight



 
 
 The Glayde Farm (Field B) site was not consulted upon during the exhibition events and there 

is no evidence to support its allocation of houses: 
 How did it became part of the process after all the exhibitions concluded and 

presented their findings? 
The minutes of the LBNPWG dated 12th February 2019 item 1.2 details how  the 
developer has proposed an alternative referred option for the Glayde Farm site.  
http://www.lowerbeeding.com/_UserFiles/Files/Neighbourhood%20Plan/LBNP%20m
eeting_12th%20Feb.pdf 

 There is no evidence to support the claim that HDC proposed Glayde Farm Field B, 
HDC do advice not have reserve sites in their correspondence April 2019 but do not 
go so far as to advice Glayde Farm (Field B).  

 There is no evidence of correspondence either to or from, HDC about Glayde Farm 
(Field B). 

 There is no evidence of: 



i.  any such discussion about Field B other than that the developer had 
proposed it, no detailing of how it is better than the unpopular original Glayde 
Farm site or how it will be presented to the Public for consideration. 

ii. When this developer ‘preferred’ site was proposed? 
iii. How the developer put this preference forwards for consideration? 
iv. Is there any evidence of this proposal? 
v. Why is the proposal detail not in the public domain? 
vi. Who on the LBNPWG discussed this site with the site promoter & were any 

interests declared? 
vii. How the ‘preferred’ Glayde Farm site’s popularity & support from the public 

has been ascertained when it was not subject to any exhibitions or 
consultation events? 

viii. Why it has been allocated more housing than HDC recommended in its 
SHELAA were it was found to be suitable for 8 dwellings as detailed in the 
LBNP Consultation Statement dated July 2020. 

 Did other developers make alternative proposals to the LBNPWG during the drafting 
of the LBNP? 

 Were all developers invited to change or alter their proposals post the 2018 
consultation exhibition events? 

 
 The sites chosen for allocation in the LBNP do not reflect the results from the exhibition events 

– the Glayde Farm site for example was very unpopular, actually least popular in the first 
exhibition consultation event  and one from least popular in the second in 2018.   
The inclusion of this site does not reflect the public opinion, localism or demonstrate that this 
LBNP is conformity with the Localism Act 2011 as set out in paragraph 1.4 of the LBNP. 
 

 HDC SHELAA findings as set out in APPENDIX 1 (HDC SHELAA: LOWER BEEDING) of the 
LBNP Consultation Statement dated July 2020 show site SA567 (Assessed under LBP19 in the 
LBNP process) suitable for 8 dwellings and stated “There may be potential for a small amount of 
linear development or small cul-de-sac to mirror the existing settlement subject to access 
considerations…” The LBNP have ignored the HDC findings and chosen to allocate around 14 
dwellings in a field that cannot follow the HDC requirement for a linear development of small 
cul-de-sac to mirror the existing settlement. 

 

 
 



 The LBNP have not respected the Landscape Character of the parish and so this excessive 
development that goes against HDC recommendations can only be considered to conflict with 
Policy 2 of the LBNP. 
 
 

 
11. To ensure the LBNP is in accord with its evidence, I would request policy 9, the Glayde 

Farm (Field B) be removed from the LBNP since the community have been miss led by its 
inclusion since it was not as presented throughout the local consultation exhibitions and has 
not been subject to the rigours like the other sites considered within the process. 

 
12. To reflect paragraph 1.7 of the LBNP and the claim that the “LBNP is a community-led Plan 

and must derive its objectives, actions and authority from the community.”, I would request 
the site known as Glayde Farm (field B) be removed from the LBNP and the allocation of 
around 14 dwellings be allocated to more popular sustainable sites put forwards in the 
LBNP development process.   

 
13. To reflect Localism and the claim that the LBNP has been based on public opinion and 

evidence, I would request that policy 9 be removed and the Glayde Farm site not be 
allocated any dwellings due to its lack of support in every consultation event.   

 
14. If the Inspector were minded to retain policy 9 of the LBNP, then the evidence re this site 

must be reflected accurately:  
o The housing allocation must be made for the field that was shown for all LBNP 

exhibition consultation events, Glayde Farm, South Field, Church Lane Corner. 
o The resultant development must reflect HDC advice re linear or cul-de-sac 

development to mirror the existing settlement. 
o Access to the site must be confirmed as possible and safe, this has yet to be 

demonstrated.   
o A maximum allocation of 8 dwellings be made in line with HDC SHELAA advice. 

 
I object to Policy 10: Windfall Development because this should be for 6 in 
sustainable locations adjacent to settlement edges 
 The NPPF is defines windfall as follows the: 

“Windfall sites: Sites not specifically identified in the development plan.”  Please note there is no 
reference to a BUAB. 
 

 I do not agree with the statement in paragraph 5.50 that “Lower Beeding has a strong history of 
delivering windfall development within the BUAB.” There is no evidence provided to support 
this claim.  I am aware of some barn conversions and other such developments that would fall 
into the windfall category but these are located in Crabtree, Monks Gate and Plummers Palin 
all outside of the Lower Beeding BUAB. This paragraph needs to be reviewed to ensure the 
LBNP is correctly reflecting fact that windfalls have happened in the Parish but not it Lower 
Beeding BUAB. 
 

 I request that the LBNP learns from other Neighbourhood Inspections and reflects on the 
learning points that can be sought from them including the need to assess development 
proposals against the sustainability of the site and the proposal.  
An example of this is the Ansty, Staplefield and Brook Street Neighbourhood Plan which, to 
meet known needs of the Parish, has facilitated sustainable development, so long as it meets 
strict criteria for sites not allocated in its neighbourhood plan.  This approach has included the 
following requirements within its Neighbourhood Plan housing policies: 
“Other proposals for small scale housing development of up to 10 units, to meet identified local 
need will only be permitted subject to the criteria below and compliance with other policies 
within the plan, in particular AS2 and AS3: 



a) The proposed development contributes to sustainable development; 
b) Any application is supported by assessment of the environmental and visual impact of the 
proposal and include as necessary appropriate mitigation measures. 
c) An application is supported by a robust assessment of the impact of the proposal upon the 
local highway network. 
d) The proposal provides a mix of tenure types including private, social rented and shared 
equity (intermediate) to meet local housing need.” 
The strict control as detailed above, would ensure that any development that is proposed in the 
Parish would be subject to tests of sustainability, environmental and visual impact, impact on 
highways and housing mix but can facilitate growth in the plan if housing needs can be 
demonstrated or the HDC housing number increases. 
 
 
 
15.   Policy 10 should be re-written to reflect good practice and to enable the LBNP to facilitate 

sustainable growth in its plan, if the housing needs can be demonstrated or the HDC 
housing number increases. 
 

16. A proposed wording for Policy 10 is: Other proposals for small scale housing development 
of up to 10 units, to meet identified local need will only be permitted subject to the criteria 
below and compliance with other policies within the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan: 
a) The proposed development contributes to sustainable development; 
b) Any application is supported by assessment of the environmental and visual impact of 
the proposal and include as necessary appropriate mitigation measures. 
c) An application is supported by a robust assessment of the impact of the proposal upon 
the local highway network. 
d) The proposal provides a mix of tenure types including private, social rented and shared 
equity (intermediate) to meet local housing need.” 

 
I object to Policy 11: Housing Mix because it fails to recognise the known and 
registered housing needs of the parish.  The LBNP has included a very limited 
provision of affordable housing.   
In its current format the LBNP is not going to meet even a tenth of its 
registered housing need as reported by HDC. 
 It is to be noted that the current housing mix policy 11, fails to meet the need of the Parish or to 

meet its housing needs. 
   

 The current site allocations limit the amount of affordable housing that the parish can deliver 
and this will result in a self-perpetuating short fall and registered needs not being met.   This is 
at odds with HDC’s approach to rural housing since HDPF supports: ‘The provision of rural 
housing which contributes towards the provision of affordable housing where there is a 
demonstrable need.’  A registered need of 95 dwellings for the Parish is shown for Horsham 
District Council housing register, this figure was supplied and used by HDC to calculate the 
indicative housing number they provided to LBNP, these figures are shown in the evidence 
base for this plan. 
 

 The LBNP has yet to recognise the value of Rural exception sites, in a rural parish such as 
Lower Beeding, a vital mechanism to enable much needed housing to be brought forward to 
meet known housing needs. 
 

 To correct this short fall and to enable the parish to meet more of its known and registered 
needs, since HDC hold and manage such registers (I recognise to meet the full registered 
need may be a step to far at this stage), I would like to propose the following draft wording for 
Policy 11 in line with the recent Neighbourhood Plan Inspection Report For Shipley Parish 



dated 18th June 2020:   
“Applications for new housing in Lower Beeding Parish should respond to the most up-to date 
local housing need wherever possible, including new affordable housing, contributing to a 
balanced mix of housing in the Plan area.  Subject to national thresholds for the provision of 
affordable housing, the scheme must provide the maximum viable amount of affordable 
housing.  
Rural exception sites to provide for local registered needs will be permitted where this need is 
evidenced and where the development is well related to the existing settlements and does not 
have an unacceptable impact on the visual and landscape amenity of the area. Any market 
housing within such developments must be demonstrated to be the minimum necessary to 
deliver a viable scheme.” 

 
 

17. Due to the rural nature of Lower Beeding Parish there should be an inclusion of Rural 
exception sites in Policy 11 to ensure known and registered needs can be met through the 
life of the LBNP. 
 

18. I propose the following draft wording for Policy 11: Applications for new housing in Lower 
Beeding Parish should respond to the most up-to date local housing need wherever 
possible, including new affordable housing, contributing to a balanced mix of housing in the 
Plan area.  Subject to national thresholds for the provision of affordable housing, the 
scheme must provide the maximum viable amount of affordable housing.  
Rural exception sites to provide for local registered needs will be permitted where this need 
is evidenced and where the development is well related to the existing settlements and 
does not have an unacceptable impact on the visual and landscape amenity of the area. 
Any market housing within such developments must be demonstrated to be the minimum 
necessary to deliver a viable scheme. 

 
I object to Policy 12: Design because there is no design guide or detail of the 
‘local vernacular’ provided either by the LBNP, its supporting evidence base, 
by the LBPC or HDC.   
 How can potential developments be judged against policy 12 if there is nothing to judge it 

against?   
Until there is a Parish design guide or such documentation of the ‘local vernacular’ then I 
request this policy be removed. 
 

 Policy 12 will stifle opportunities for innovative design. 
 

 Policy 12 will not enable houses to be designed to meet the highest environmental standards 
such as Passive House, carbon neutral houses or even carbon capture. since these types of 
design will not be in line with the ‘local vernacular’. 
 

 Policy 12 will prevent installation of renewable energy technology on new properties since this 
will not be in line with the ‘local vernacular’.  For example solar panels or large glazed sections 
of a house are not commonly seen in the parish at present yet environmental gains would be 
derived from such features.  

 
 

19.  Remove Policy 12 from the LBNP, the NPPF contains advice and guidance re design and 
the requirement for clarity of expectations, without a Design Guide or statement to detail 
what the ‘local vernacular is’ then the LBNP is not providing sufficient clarity and 
accordingly this policy is meaningless. 
 



20. If the Inspector is minded to retain this policy 12 then I request a design guide or some 
similar document be produced to detail what the local vernacular is for the Parish that 
reflects the variety of styles with each settlement and the need for higher environmental 
standards and reduced carbon footprints in modern homes.  To try to freeze the parish in 
the past will not enable it to meet the needs of the future. 

 
I support the LBNP identifying employment sites to be of value but, wish to 
add comment to further strengthen Policy 17, because it has failed to record a 
baseline of existing employment sites in the Parish and so, is not in a position 
to support them through the life of the plan. 

 It is to be supported that paragraph 7.6 and 7.7 recognises the fact that existing 
employment sites do not just relate to employment hubs but incorporate those small-scale 
businesses scattered throughout the Parish. 
 

 Paragraph 7.4 has failed to recognise: 
o Cisswood House Hotel and the light industrial complex in Monksgate (the bit that is 

in Lower Beeding Parish) & identified in the PHLAA for LBP23 Old Camp Farm.  The 
PHLAA capture a metric on the distance to Cisswood House Hotel for each site so I 
am confused how this hotel has been left out since it is a major employer in the 
parish. 

o The Industrial estate at Stonehouse Farm in Plummers Plain that has developed as 
a result of farm diversification. 

o Neither of the Howard’s Nursery or Church Lane Estate are located in Lower 
Beeding Village but in Plummer Plain.  The Church Lane Estate is more than 800m 
from the village of Lower Beeding and has no save paved access to the village. 
 

 Paragraph 7.7 shows the economic and environmental benefits of home-based businesses 
and working from home.  This importance has been highlighted even further during the 
Covid Pandemic when people have been required to work from home if at all possible. 

 To enable the LBNP to support both home working and the scattered small businesses it 
would be beneficial to establish a baseline to capture these and where they are located.  
 

 LBNP have recognised home working & home-based businesses to be existing 
employment and wish to support this.  To do this it would have been constructive to go 
further in their requirement for new dwellings to accommodate suitable facilities to enable 
such employment such as the requirement to have a dedicated home office in every new 
dwelling. 
 

 I cannot see any value in separating Policy 17 and Policy 18 and would ask if they can be 
combined to give a simple requirement for all work and businesses in the parish. 
 

 
21. Review paragraph 7.4 to capture the light industrial complex, in Monks Gate, Cisswood 

House Hotel and Stone House Farm Industrial complex in Plummers Plain. 
 

22. Review paragraph 7.4 to correctly detail that the Church Lane Estate is more than 800m 
from the village of Lower Beeding and is actually located in Plummers Plain not just to the 
North of the village centre as currently incorrectly shown. 
 

23. Combine policy 17 and 18 to form one simple policy to encompass all forms of business. 
 

24. The LBNP needs to establish a baseline of businesses and home working employment to 
enable it to support these through the life of their neighbourhood plan and to enable the PC 



& HDC to make informed decisions on any future proposals. 
 

25. As demonstrated by the current pandemic I would ask that, the LBNP ensures future 
residents in new dwellings are enabled to work from home in suitable dedicated home 
working spaces instead of on kitchen tables as most of us have to do at the moment. 
 

26. To facilitate home working I would request support for the inclusion of ancillary buildings to 
accommodate office/working space in Policy 17 and 18 of the LBNP. 
 

 
I support Policy 18 but would request further inclusions in the LBNP evidence 
base and the policy to enable it to support Economic Growth through the life 
of its plan.  

 LBNP have recognised the value of home working or home-based businesses in paragraph 
7.12 and wish to support this.  To do this it would have been constructive to go further in 
their requirement for new dwellings to accommodate suitable facilities to enable such 
working and require they have a dedicated home office or suitable dedicated work space in 
every new dwelling. 

 Policy 18, point 1, requires development proposals for employment uses be on previously 
developed land.  How can this be in support of new businesses or home-based 
businesses?  This requirement will stifle economic growth. 
 

27. Combine policy 17 and 18 to form one simple policy to encompass all forms of business. 
 

28. Remove the need for economic growth to be restricted to previously developed land, this 
will stifle economic growth, is restrictive and against the NPPF. 
 

29. The LBNP needs to establish a baseline of businesses and home working employment to 
enable it confirm which businesses are subject to Policy 17 and which to Policy 18 to 
support these through the life of their neighbourhood plan and to enable the PC & HDC to 
make informed decisions on any future proposals. 
 

30. As demonstrated by the current pandemic I would request that the LBNP ensures future 
residents in new dwellings are enabled to work from home in suitable dedicated home 
working spaces instead of on kitchen tables or bedrooms as most of us have to do at the 
moment. 
 

31. To facilitate home working I would request support for the inclusion of ancillary buildings to 
accommodate office/working space in Policies 17 and 18 of the LBNP. 

 
 
  
I support Aims 9, 10 and 11 as set out in Chapter 8 of the LBNP but would 
request they incorporate sustainable transport to reflect this inclusion in the 
NPPF. 

 The NPPF defines Sustainable transport modes as: “Any efficient, safe and accessible 
means of transport with overall low impact on the environment, including walking and 
cycling, low and ultra low emission vehicles, car sharing and public transport.” This has not 
been reflected in the LBNP in chapter 9 where the focus has been primarily on the private 
car or bus.   
 

 Promoting Sustainable Transport it set out in chapter 9, paragraphs 102-107 of the NPPF 
and it covers all of the elements included in Strategic Objective 11, 13, 14 & 15 and aims 9, 



10 & 11 as set out in the LBNP but the NPPF also includes requirements for sustainable 
transport solutions. 
 

 Paragraph 103 of the NPPF states: “The planning system should actively manage patterns 
of growth in support of these objectives. Significant development should be focused on 
locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and 
offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and 
emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, opportunities to maximise 
sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas, and this should be 
taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making.”  The LBNP has set out the 
issues of non-sustainable transport situations but not gone on to detail possible solutions or 
improvements. 
 

 The LBNP does not request or require development sites to provide sustainable transport 
options to promote sustainable transport as required by the NPPF for example by ensuring 
developments provide safe cycle storage and an adequate provision of spaces for charging 
plug-in and other low or ultra-low emission vehicles. 
 

 The bus is not the only sustainable option for rural areas such as Lower Beeding and there 
is no hierarchy of sustainable transport modes in either HDC, the LBNP or the NPPF (e.g. 
bus is not better or worse than either walking or using an low and ultra-low emission 
vehicle.) The LBNP has a strong focus on the bus yet has not reflected the varying service 
in the Parish accessible within 800m of the settlements.  For example both Monks Gate and 
Crabtree have a very regular 7 day a week service, yet Lower Beeding and Plummers Plain 
have a greatly reduced 5 day a week service and this difference has not been correctly 
shown in the evidence plan or the LBNP decisions on sites. 
 

 The PHLAA and Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental 
Assessment) July 2020 requires correction to show: 

o The correct bus service available within 800m of each site, the current PHLAA 
assessment does not reflect the level of service, either bus routes or frequency, that 
each site can access to demonstrate if they meet Objective 8 - Sustainable 
Transport Patterns: 
 
Definition of Social - Objective 8 - Sustainable Transport Patterns:  
To increase the opportunities for residents and visitors to travel by sustainable and non-car 
modes of transport.  
The metrics for Social Objective 8 are: 
• Number of new sustainable and public transport facilities provided in the parish, such as 
bus shelters, cycle lanes, pedestrian crossings, etc.  
• Bus service provision.  
• Number of households within a 10 minute walk of (approximately 800m) a bus stop with a 
frequency of more than 1 per hour during the working day. 
 

o Sites LBP17 – Land at Trinity Cottage and LBP19 – Land at Glayde Farm (Field B) 
are not within 800m of a bus stop that the bus route 17 goes past or stops at and so 
do not have a frequent service.  The closest bus stop to access bus route 17 from 
Lower Beeding Village is Prongers Corner which is the junction of Sandygate Lane 
and the A281.  Prongers Corner is more than 800m from the Trinity Cottage Site and 
the Glayde Farm (Field B) site.  The Submission Sustainability Appraisal 
(incorporating Strategic Environmental 
Assessment) July 2020 for the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16, 
Appendix 1 does not correctly show sites location in relation to objective 8.   



The Sustainability Appraisal, the associated site assessments and resultant 
decisions require correction to reflect the fact that sites LBP17 Trinity Cottage and 
LBP19 Glayde Farm are not located within a 10 minute walk (approximately 800m) 
of a bus stop with a frequency of more than 1 per hour during the working day and 
so can only be assessed to be negative for objective 8. 
 

 Appendix 1 of the Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic 
Environmental Assessment) July 2020 is not included in the documents on Horsham 
District Council Website for Regulation 16 but is included in the documents shown on 
the Lower Beeding Parish Council Website, I have included a weblink below to enable 
you to read Appendix 1 of this Sustainability Appraisal to verify my objections and 
comments: 
http://www.lowerbeeding.com/_UserFiles/Files/LB%20Submission%20SA_July%202020
_FINAL.pdf 

 
I have also included an exert to show the incorrect assessment of sites in this report in 
Appendix 1 and request that the Inspector examines these findings as presented and 
established which are fact and which are not.  This document has been key in deciding 
which sites to allocate housing to and yet it is flawed and needs to be corrected and 
decision re housing allocations accordingly reviewed. 

 

 
 



  
 



The PHLAA details the distance to the closest bus stop to the site but does not detail 
the service available from this bus stop or within 800m of the site.  The assessment 
of sites should include this level of detail or the plan can never measure and monitor 
its progress against Social Objective 8 of the Sustainability Assessment. 
 
To provide a snapshot of the bus services available from bus stops within 800m of 
the sites I have included the table below: 
  

Site 
Reference 
in LBNP 
and 
evidence 
base 

Bus service from 
PHLAA detailed Bus 
stop with reference 
to bus service 
detailed in table 
above: 

Comments on bus service from bus stops within 
800m of the site: 

LBP03 – 
Cyder 
Farm 

Bus stop on A281: 
17  
634 

 From the PHLAA nominated bus stop, this site meets 
the objective 8 metric of “minimum of 1 per hour 
during working day” 
 

 This site has a very frequent bus service from a bus 
stop within 800m of the site. 
 

LBP16 – 
Land North 
of 
Sandygate 
Lane 

Bus stop on 
Sandygate Lane 
1 
4 
89 
633 

 From the PHLAA nominated bus stop, this site does 
not meet objective 8 metric of “minimum of 1 per 
hour during working day” the service is a maximum 
of 1 every 3 hours Monday to Friday only  
 

 But access to the Prongers Corner bus stop is within 
800m of the site and so it can access bus routes 17 
and 634 which provide a very frequent service and 
enable it to meet objective 8. 
 

LBP17 – 
Land at 
Trinity 
Cottage 

Bus stop on 
Handcross Road: 
1 
4 
89 
633 

 From the PHLAA nominated bus stop, this site does 
not meet objective 8 metric of “minimum of 1 per 
hour during working day” the service is a maximum 
of 1 every 3 hours Monday to Friday only. 
 

 The site cannot access bus stops that provide further 
bus services within the 800m criteria and so site 
LBP17 Trinity Cottage is not able to satisfy objective 
8 and requires correction in the Submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic 
Environmental 
Assessment) July 2020 for the Lower Beeding 
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16. 
 

LBP19 – 
Land at 
Glayde 
Farm  
(Field B) 
 

Bus stop on 
Handcross Road: 
1 
4 
89 
633 

 From the PHLAA nominated bus stop, this site does 
not meet objective 8 metric of “minimum of 1 per 
hour during working day” the service is a maximum 
of 1 every 3 hours Monday to Friday only 
 

 The site cannot access bus stops that provide further 
bus services within the 800m criteria and so LBP19 
Land at Glayde Farm (Field B) is not able to satisfy 
objective 8 and requires correction in the Submission 



Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic 
Environmental 
Assessment) July 2020 for the Lower Beeding 
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16. 

 
LBP23 Old 
Camp 
Farm  

Newells Lane Bus 
stop on Brighton 
Road: 
1 
4 
17 
89 
633 
634 

 From the PHLAA nominated bus stop, this site does 
meet objective 8 metric of “minimum of 1 per hour 
during working day” the service is a maximum of 1 
every 3 hours Monday to Friday only. LBP23 Old 
Camp Farm is a Significant positive impact on the 
sustainability objectives, yet, is currently marked as a 
Negative impact on the sustainability objective, this 
needs to be corrected. 
 

 This site has a very frequent bus service from a bus 
stop within 800m of the site, in fact it has the best 
service so it should be corrected to show a 
Significant positive impact on the sustainability 
objectives. 
The Old Camp Farm site LBP23 requires correction 
of the assessment for objective 8 to show its 
Significant positive impact on sustainability objective 
8. 
 

 
Site LBP23 Old Camp Farm is incorrectly shown to have Negative impact on the sustainability 
objective 8 and this is not correct since this site is within 68m of the Newells Lane Bus stop that 
has a frequency of more than 1 per hour during the working day and actually approximately 3 
services and hour for 6 days of the week and a slight reduction for the Sunday service.   Appendix 
1 of the Sustainability Appraisal as found on the following link, since Appendix 1 is not shown on 
the HDC website but is included in the LBNP evidence base as shown on LBPC website, 
http://www.lowerbeeding.com/_UserFiles/Files/LB%20Submission%20SA_July%202020_FINAL.p
df 
and used as a basis to determine sites suitability for housing allocations is not correct for the Old 
Camp Farm site and I would request it be corrected to accurately show the Old Camp Farm site 
has ready access close to the site, to a frequent bus service to ensure resultant decisions and 
conclusions have not been made on a flawed data suite. 

 
With regards to Objective 3: Protect/ Enhance Heritage Assets, the assessment for site LBP19 
Glayde Farm (Field B) has not been updated because it still shows a neutral impact on heritage 
assets yet the Field B site has been moved significantly closer to Holy Trinity Church which is is a 
listed building as is the Graveyard. To ensure a consistent approach LBP19 Glayde Farm (Field B) 
should be allocated a Negative impact on sustainability objective 3 as has been allocated for 
LBP17 Trinity Cottage since it too borders the Church.  I request these assessments are update to 
reflect the change of site for LBP19 Glayde Farm to (Field B). 

 
With regards to Social - Objective 6 - Housing: To enable those with identified local housing needs 
to have the opportunity to live in an affordable home. The assessment for LBP03 Cyder Farm is 
not correct, the allocation of just 6 dwellings on this site will not require it to deliver any affordable 
homes.  The size of this site precludes such automatic requirement for affordable homes and so 
should be marked as Negative impact on sustainability objective 6 not positive as currently shown. 
 
With regards to Environmental - Objective 2 - Ecology: To protect and enhance the biodiversity of 
the Parish is incorrectly shown to have a Negative impact on sustainability objective 2, the Old 
Camp Farm LBP23 site promoter indicated the site could accommodate between 4 and 12 



dwellings on a site extending 2.2 hectares so that mitigating activities such as tree planting and 
habitat creation could be included within the site, in fact the assessment includes the following text 
for site LBP23: “Mitigation measures in conjunction with development could include the retention 
of mature trees and hedges”, this shows that the site is far from the Negative impact it is allocated. 
The assessment for LBP23 Old Camp Farm is not correct and should be a minimum of a positive 
impact on the sustainability objective 2 as a result of this proposal. 
 
The text for sites all of the sites, refers to both the built up area boundary of Lower Beeding and 
secondary settlement of Crabtree but fail to recognise that Monks Gate has also been allocated as 
a secondary settlement.  Site LBP23 may not join the Secondary Settlement of Crabtree but it 
does the Secondary Settlement of Monks Gate.  The assessments for all sites need to reflect both 
proposed Secondary Settlements in the Parish, to include Monks Gate and not just Crabtree. 
 
It is to be noted that the LBNPWG supported both Crabtree and Monks Gate for Secondary 
Settlement status.  I have included the weblink to the response from LBNPWG to provide evidence 
for the Inspector of this support and a screen shot of the responses from the LBNP: 
 
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/70955/Summary-of-Representations-
Issues-and-Options-2018.pdf 
 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 
HDC have now made their decision re Secondary Settlements and this can be found in the 
following paper: Local Plan Review – Background Paper, Secondary Settlement Boundary Review 
February 2020.  This document is shown on the following weblink & I have also added the relevant 
findings for both Crabtree and Monks Gate so that the Inspector can verify this. 
 



https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80087/LPR-Secondary-Settlements-
Review.pdf 
 

 
 

The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 as shown on LBPC website on the following 
weblink is a complete document, (the version on HDC website does not include the 
Appendices) 
http://www.lowerbeeding.com/_UserFiles/Files/LB%20Submission%20SA_July%202020_FINA
L.pdf 
and referred to in paragraph 8.14 of the LBNP Consultation Statement has not been updated 
or corrected to show that site LBP23 Old Camp Farm is located adjacent to Monks Gate which 
LBPC and HDC have approved for Secondary Settlement Status.   
Secondary Settlement Status has been recognised to be of significant value for Crabtree but 
has yet to be recognised in the LBNP and its supporting evidence base for Monks Gate.  This 
position needs to be corrected to ensure fair and consistent assessment of all sites.   

 
 

32. Correct and then include the full version of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 
Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) 
July 2020 in the evidence base for the LBNP Submission Plan on HDC website, it is on 
LBPC website, since decisions have been based upon the data collected and assessed 
within it. 
This document, when corrected to show evidenced fact, should be core to decisions 



regarding sites sustainability and enables the plan to be monitored and progress measured 
against defined metrics as detailed in it. 
 

33. Ensure the PHLAA and The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability 
Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 and other data 
sources, used for the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan show fact and corrections are 
made, where needed or evidenced, to ensure a flawed data suite is not used when making 
decisions and conclusions regarding site allocations.   
 

34. Review decisions that have been made on what is found to be a flawed/incorrect data suite 
to ensure a resultant robust plan is developed based on fact and not miss information. The 
LBNP is a plan that is live, it reflects change and progress and is not a snap shot in time 
that cannot be changed.  
 

35. The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020, requires the following corrections to 
Appendix 1.  Decisions that have made use of this data must be reviewed to ensure they 
have been based upon true fact and flawed conclusions avoided.   

a. Reflect the frequency of the bus service that can be accessed within an 800m walk 
of the sites, sites in Lower Beeding Parish have different bus stops and access to 
bus services and this has not been correctly shown and so I request the following 
corrections:   

i. Correct the findings shown in Appendix 1 of The Lower Beeding 
Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020, for Trinity Cottage site 
because future residents cannot access a bus with a service of more than 1 
per hour within 800m of the site.  This site is shown to be positive for this 
indicator and should be negative. 

ii. Correct the findings shown in Appendix 1 of The Lower Beeding 
Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020, for the Glayde Farm site 
because future residents cannot access a bus with a service of more than 1 
per hour within 800m of the site.  This site is shown to be positive for this 
indicator and should be negative. 

iii. Correct the findings shown in Appendix 1 of The Lower Beeding 
Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020, for LBP23 Old Camp Farm 
because it has access to a bus with a service of more than 1 per hour with the 
relevant bus stop (Newells Lane bus stop) less than 100m of the site. This site 
is shown to be negative for this indicator and should be shown to be positive. 
 

36. To avoid sites having been potentially disadvantaged as a result of flawed and incorrect 
data being held and used by the LBNPWG during the development of the LBNP and to 
ensure consistent Secondary Status application to settlements with the parish I would 
request that the LBNPWG recognise that both Monks Gate and Crabtree have been 
approved by both LBPC and HDC for Secondary Settlement Status.  The sites such as 
LBP23 which is in Monks Gate does not have such status reported yet the Cyder Farm site 
in Crabtree does, this is not equal treatment of sites and the LBNPWG should correct this 
as an urgent priority.  

b. Update the PHLAA and supporting evidence base for LBP23 Old Camp Farm to 
recognise the fact Monks Gate is a Secondary Settlement. 

c. Review site LBP23 Old Camp Farm in light of the Secondary Settlement Status and 
allocate a modest amount of housing to the site as has been done for Cyder Farm. 
 
  



37. Update the assessments for LBP23 Old Camp Farm to recognise the fact Monks Gate is to 
be a Secondary Settlement.  
 

38. Review site LBP23 Old Camp Farm in light of the Secondary Settlement Status and 
allocate a modest amount of housing to the site as has been done for Cyder Farm  
 

39. Review Strategic Objectives 11, 13, 14 & 15 to ensure they are aligned to the NPPF. 
 

40. Revise the LBNP to reflect the NPPF requirement for the promotion of sustainable transport 
solutions.  
  

41. Rewrite Aim 9 to include safe bicycle storage and charging points for electric vehicles. 
 

42. Rewrite Aim 11 to widen the modes of sustainable transport to include those defined in the 
NPPF such as low and ultra-low emission vehicle. 
 

43. Ensure the assessments of sites reflect the true level of bus service accessible with 800m 
of each site in the PHLAA and the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020.  
Corrections to the PHLAA and the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 are 
required, sites that have a regular bus service, including those in Monks Gate and Crabtree 
should be marked as good and those with a poor service such as those in Lower Beeding 
and Plummers Plain should be marked as poor. 

 
 
I used to live in Monks Gate and do not feel the LBNP has correctly 
represented this sustainable settlement in the LBNP.   
Monks Gate is part of the parish of Lower Beeding, but you would not know 
this if you read the LBNP – this is not acceptable and the LBNP should be 
revised to ensure it correctly reflects the whole parish. 
   
 The LBNP Submission plan does not reflect the Neighbourhood Plan area as set out in 

paragraphs 1.2 and 1.9 & shown in Figure 1: Lower Beeding Parish Neighbourhood Plan Area. 
Part of Monk’s Gate is shown to be included in the plan area but is only mentioned once in the 
whole plan document in paragraph 1.2 yet:   

 Monks Gate has been approved as a secondary settlement (like Crabtree) by both 
LBPC and HDC.   

 Monks Gate has been found to be sustainable in the inspection of the Nuthurst 
Parish Neighbourhood Plan.   

 Recent planning appeals the Planning Inspectorate have found Monks Gate to be a 
sustainable location. 

 Monks Gate is less than 640m by paved access from Cisswood House Hotel.  The 
LBNP recognise South Lodge’s value to the Parish as a service and as an 
employment hub yet have not recognised Cisswood House Hotel’s value or equal 
contribution to the communities facilities and services. 

 The LBNP has failed to include the industrial estate located in Monks Gate, but 
within its parish, yet have noted the one at Hilliers in Pummer Plain and the other in 
Church Lane again in Plummers Plain. 

 There is no shop in Lower Beeding Parish, so I used to walk to Manning Heath to 
buy my paper and would either go by the pavement along the A281 or Bridlepath 
1707, this was a short walk.  Why has the LBNP failed to accept that Mannings 
Heath is close to Monks Gate and it may be easier for services to be accessed here 



than in Lower Beeding.  The closest shop to Lower Beeding village is in Handcross 
and it is not safe to walk there since there are no pavements linking the two villages.   

 When I wanted to do a bigger shop I would either catch the bus and go to Horsham 
or drive.  The bus is very regular in Monks Gate and I even used it when I wanted to 
go to Brighton to avoid having to drive or pay for expensive city parking. 
 

 The LBNP does not reflect the varying sustainability of its settlement or its needs for example: 
 Proximity to services and choice and availability of sustainable modes of transport 

have been negated when decisions re sites have been made. 
 Cisswood House Hotel is not located in either Lower Beeding Village or Crabtree but 

is located less than 640m of Monk’s Gate. 
 
 The LBNP does not correctly reflect that both settlements of Crabtree and Monks Gate 

have been approved by both Lower Beeding Parish Council and Horsham District 
Council to be given Secondary Settlement Status.  

 The recommendation that Crabtree be allocated Secondary Settlement status has 
been identified in the LBNP yet paragraph 5.22 of the Lower Beeding 
Neighbourhood Plan fails to recognise the settlement of Monks Gate has too.   

i. How is this reporting re Crabtree’s Secondary Settlement Status but not 
Monk’s Gate reflecting fact?   

ii. How does this enable fair and consistent allocation of housing if only Crabtree 
is identified when actually both Crabtree and Monk’s Gate were both to be 
designated as secondary settlements.  This needs to be corrected to ensure 
there is no potential for decisions being made on flawed or incomplete 
information.   

 
 The LBNP has failed to recognise Monks Gate is part of its designated Neighbourhood Plan 

area and no evidence has been given as why this is.  Crabtree has been favoured over Monks 
Gate yet both have been given Secondary Settlement Status and this is not acceptable for a 
Parish wide plan. 

 Paragraph 5.24 details how “LBPC sought advice from HDC on whether the LBNP 
should accommodate some growth in Crabtree”.   

i. Why was advice only sought re Crabtree when both Lower Beeding Parish 
Council and Horsham District Council supported Monk’s Gate be given 
Secondary Settlement Status.  

 If this secondary settlement status is the driver for allocation of sustainable growth, 
why has Monk’s Gate not been equally afforded the same treatment?  
 

 The LBNP has failed to acknowledge or record the value Cisswood House Hotel gives to the 
Parish even though this has repeatedly been evidenced in consultation events. 

 With regards to APPENDIX 14 of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 
Consultation Statement July 2020, HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE - 
FEBRUARY 2019  “In addition, at the time of the meeting it was understood that the 
site may potentially help to meet accommodation needs for staff at the nearby South 
Lodge hotel. It is recognised that this latter point may no longer be the case, but 
nevertheless it is recognised that development may help to meet wider needs and 
help to sustain the longer term vitality of the village”  
this point from HDC may support point 3 of Strategic Policy 3 for the Crabtree site 
due to its proximity to South Lodge Hotel but it negates to reflect another hotel in the 
Parish – Cisswood House Hotel.   
This same recognition would also hold true for sites close to Cisswood House Hotel 
such as LBP23 Old Camp Farm which is within 640m of the site accessed by either 
a safe paved access or a seven day a week bus with a bus stop adjacent to both at 
Newells Lane and Prongers Corner already enabling a wide choice of sustainable 
modes of transport between the two locations.   



If proximity to a service such as a hotel is acceptable for Crabtree to be considered 
acceptable then the same must be true for Monks Gate’s proximity to Cisswood 
House Hotel both hotels may have accommodation needs not just South Lodge 
Hotel. 
 

 
 The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan area has not applied Strategy Policy 3 of the 

Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 Public Consultation (Regulation 18) dated February 2020 
in a consistent manner across its designated neighbourhood plan area:  

“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:  
1. The site is allocated in the Local Plan or in a Neighbourhood Plan and adjoins an existing 
settlement edge;  
2. The level of expansion is appropriate to the scale and function of the settlement type;  
3. The development is demonstrated to meet the identified local housing needs and/or 
employment needs or will assist the retention and enhancement of community facilities and 
services;  
4. The impact of the development individually or cumulatively does not prejudice 
comprehensive long-term development, in order not to conflict with the development 
strategy; and  
5. The development is contained within an existing defensible boundary and the landscape 
and townscape character features are maintained and enhanced.” 
 
This strategic policy shows that sites can be allocated in either the Neighbourhood Plan or 
Local Plan even if they are not located in built up area boundaries so long as they adjoin 
the settlement edge and satisfy the other requirements.   
 
To accord with this strategic policy 3 Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan can allocate sites 
outside of the Built Up Area Boundary and have done so for all of the sites it has allocated 
in its plan (reference Appendix 3 (Lower Beeding: Built up area boundary) in the Lower 
Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement dated July 2020), but have used the 
location outside of a built up area boundary as a mechanism to disregard other sites.  This 
is not equitable or fair treatment especially since there is no mention of Built-Up-Area 
Boundaries (BUAB) in the NPPF and the focus should be the golden thread of 
sustainability.  Please note the wording in the first point of HDC policy 3 is “adjoin the 
settlement edge” not within or adjoining the BUAB. 

 
 
My favourite site LBP23 Old Camp Farm has been disregarded and the site not 
taken forwards even though it was exceedingly popular in the exhibition 
events in 2016 and 2018 and is to be given Secondary Settlement Status by 
HDC.  I cannot find any evidence or fact to show why this site has not been 
allocated houses: 

 The Old Camp Farm site is very popular in the Parish and I can’t understand why there is a 
block from the LBNPWG to it being allocated much needed housing.  We need more 
houses in the Parish not just in Lower Beeding.  

 The Old Camp Farm site was the only one who wanted to work with the Parish residents to 
sort out a scheme that was of benefit to us, the other schemes all told us what they were 
going to give us. 

 The Old Camp Farm site is the closest site considered in the process to shops and services 
yet the LBNPWG seem determined to ignore this fact.   



 The Old Camp Farm site is very close to a regular bus seven day a week bus service, and 
has a choice of buses routes to choose from yet LBNPWG seem determined to ignore this 
fact. 

 The Old Camp Farm site is adjacent to the Bridlepath network and enables a fantastic 
choice of routes to enjoy. 

 The Old Camp Farm site has pavement to join it to both Crabtree, the Village Hall, Manning 
Heath and on to Horsham, this gives a safe option for walking to neighbouring settlements 
for a choice of services.  The LBNP ignores the pavement and the proximity to things like 
shops, cash point facilities and a post office 

  in Mannings Heath. 
 The Old Camp Farm site adjoins Monks Gate so complies with HDC policies re site 

allocations through Neighbourhood Plans, yet LBNPWG seem determined to ignore this 
fact. 

 The Old Camp Farm site adjoins the secondary settlement boundary that Monks Gate has 
been allocated, the LBNP has ignored this. 

 The Old Camp Farm site is within 800m of one of the hotels in the Parish yet the Glayde 
Farm and Trinity Cottage site are not. 

 The Old Camp Farm site could provide much needed housing for those who work in the 
Cisswood House Hotel, the adjoining Industrial Estate and the racing yard all situated close 
to the site.  This has been left from the assessment of the site. 

 The Old Camp Farm site has access, yet LBNPWG seem determined to ignore this fact. 
And have allocated housing to sites that do not yet have access and may not be able to do 
so.  

 Cisswood House Hotel and South Lodge Hotel have a public bar, yet LBNPWG seem 
determined to ignore this fact. 

 Cisswood House Hotel has health and fitness facilities, yet LBNPWG seem determined to 
ignore this fact. 

 To use the tennis courts as detailed in the PHLAA you have to pay to be a member so I 
question if these are should be used as a metric in the LBNP.  
 

 
 
 
What improvements or modifications would you suggest? 
 

 
1. Include an additional Strategic Objective: To provide adequate and appropriate housing for 

the future needs of the parish; 
This would clearly set out the aim and objective of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

2. Revise the LBNP to reflect comments and requirements set out by HDC in their Health 
check dated August 2019. 
 

3. Increase the number of houses allocated in the LBNP to, for a minimum meet the known 
and registered needs of the Parish, as held and managed by HDC. 
 

4. Use the standard methodology to calculate housing need, the HDC Local Plan is at an 
advanced stage there is no excuse not to now. 
 

6. Reduce the Cyder Farm allocation of new dwellings as detailed in Policy 6 to avoid a high-
density development which is not in keeping with its surroundings or the policies set by the 
LBNP. 
 



7. Consider allocation of housing on the Cyder Farm site under the Windfall Policy as for other 
smaller sites in the LBNP process and remove policy 6 since this would no longer be 
required. 
 

8. Reduce the housing allocation for the Trinity Cottage site in Policy 7, to 6 dwellings in line 
with the LBNP evidence base. 
 

9. Reduce the housing allocation for the Land North of Sandygate Lane site in Policy 8, to 10 
dwellings in line with the LBNP evidence base.  
 

10. If the Inspector were minded to support a larger number of dwellings on this site (Policy 8), I 
would respectfully request this be capped at a maximum of 13 dwellings to reflect the 
consultation findings conducted in the development of the LBNP and the number of 
dwellings that was found to be acceptable to the parish during such events.  
 

11. Remove policy 9 from the LBNP and the housing allocation to Glayde Farm (Field B) to 
avoid miss leading the community with its inclusion since it was not as presented 
throughout the local consultation exhibitions and has not been subject to the rigours like the 
other sites considered within the process. 
 

12. Remove policy 9 and replace it with a new policy or policies and allocate the 14 dwellings to 
more popular sustainable sites put forwards in the LBNP development process.   
 

13. Include a new policy to allocate a modest amount of housing to site LBP23 Old Camp 
Farm, it adjoins a secondary settlement, is has a frequent bus service and is close to 
Cisswood House Hotel and an Industrial Estate, so is like the Cyder Farm site in Crabtree. 
 

15.   Policy 10 should be re-written to reflect good practice and to enable the LBNP to facilitate 
sustainable growth in its plan, to accommodate more housing should the housing needs be 
demonstrated or the HDC housing number increases.  If Policy 10 were expanded it would 
enable controlled growth without the need to rewrite the LBNP. 
 

16. A proposed wording for Policy 10 is: Other proposals for small scale housing development 
of up to 10 units, to meet identified local need will only be permitted subject to the criteria 
below and compliance with other policies within the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood plan: 
a) The proposed development contributes to sustainable development; 
b) Any application is supported by assessment of the environmental and visual impact of 
the proposal and include as necessary appropriate mitigation measures. 
c) An application is supported by a robust assessment of the impact of the proposal upon 
the local highway network. 
d) The proposal provides a mix of tenure types including private, social rented and shared 
equity (intermediate) to meet local housing need.” 
 

17. Include Rural exception sites in Policy 11 to ensure known and registered needs can be 
met through the life of the LBNP and reflect the rural nature of the Parish. 
 

18. Consider the following draft wording for Policy 11:  
Applications for new housing in Lower Beeding Parish should respond to the most up-to 
date local housing need wherever possible, including new affordable housing, contributing 
to a balanced mix of housing in the Plan area.  Subject to national thresholds for the 
provision of affordable housing, the scheme must provide the maximum viable amount of 
affordable housing.  
Rural exception sites to provide for local registered needs will be permitted where this need 
is evidenced and where the development is well related to the existing settlements and 
does not have an unacceptable impact on the visual and landscape amenity of the area. 



Any market housing within such developments must be demonstrated to be the minimum 
necessary to deliver a viable scheme. 
 

19. Remove Policy 12 from the LBNP, the NPPF contains advice and guidance re design and 
the requirement for clarity of expectations, without a Design Guide or statement to detail 
what the ‘local vernacular is’ then the LBNP is not providing sufficient clarity and 
accordingly this policy is meaningless.  
 

20. If the Inspector is minded to retain Policy 12 then include a design guide or some similar 
document be produced to detail what the local vernacular is for the Parish that reflects the 
variety of styles with each settlement and the need for higher environmental standards and 
reduced carbon footprints in modern homes. 
 

21. Include the light industrial complex in Monks Gate and Cisswood House Hotel and Stone 
House Farm Industrial complex in Plummers Plain in paragraph 7.4 of the LBNP. 
 

22. Correct paragraph 7.4 to show that the Church Lane Estate is more than 800m from the 
village of Lower Beeding and is actually located in Plummers Plain not just to the North of 
the village centre as currently shown. 
 

23. Combine policy 17 and 18 to form one simple policy to encompass all forms of business. 
 

24. Establish a baseline of businesses and home working employment to enable it confirm 
which businesses are subject to Policy 17 and which to Policy 18 to support these through 
the life of their neighbourhood plan and to enable the PC & HDC to make informed 
decisions on any future proposals. 
 

25. Require that new dwellings include a suitable dedicated home working spaces within their 
design in Policy 17 & 18. 
 

26. Include the support of ancillary buildings to accommodate office/working space in Policy 17 
& 18 of the LBNP to support home working/home based businesses. 
 

27.  Combine policy 17 and 18 to form one simple policy to encompass all forms of business. 
 

28. Remove the need for economic growth to be restricted to previously developed land in 
policy 18, this will stifle economic growth, is restrictive and against the NPPF. 
 
 

32. Correct and then include the full version of the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 
Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) 
July 2020 in the evidence base for the LBNP Submission Plan on HDC website, it is on 
LBPC website, since decisions have been based upon the data collected and assessed 
within it. 
This document, when corrected to show evidenced fact, should be core to decisions 
regarding sites sustainability and enables the plan to be monitored and progress measured 
against defined metrics as detailed in it. 
 

33. Ensure the evidence base used for the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan show fact and 
corrections are made where evidence or corrections have arisen, to ensure a flawed data 
suite is not used when making decisions and conclusions regarding site allocations.  
 

34. Review decisions that have been made on what is found to be a flawed/incorrect data suite 
to ensure a resultant robust plan is developed based on fact and not miss information.   
 



35. The Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating 
Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020, requires the following corrections to 
Appendix 1.  Decisions that have made use of this data must be reviewed to ensure they 
have been based upon true fact and flawed conclusions avoided.   

d. Reflect the frequency of the bus service that can be accessed within an 800m walk 
of the sites, sites in Lower Beeding Parish have different bus stops and access to 
bus services and this has not been correctly shown and so I request the following 
corrections:   

i. Correct the findings shown in Appendix 1 of the Regulation 14 Pre-submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) 
November 2019 for Trinity Cottage site because future residents cannot 
access a bus with a service of more than 1 per hour within 800m of the site.  
This site is shown to be positive for this indicator and should be negative. 

ii. Correct the findings shown in Appendix 1 of the Regulation 14 Pre-submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) 
November 2019 for the Glayde Farm site because future residents cannot 
access a bus with a service of more than 1 per hour within 800m of the site.  
This site is shown to be positive for this indicator and should be negative. 

iii. Correct the findings shown in Appendix 1 of the Regulation 14 Pre-submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) 
November 2019 for LBP23 Old Camp Farm because it has access to a bus 
with a service of more than 1 per hour with the relevant bus stop (Newells 
Lane bus stop) less than 100m of the site. This site is shown to be negative 
for this indicator and should be shown to be positive. 
 

36. Apply the Secondary Status of settlements in the parish correctly, recognise that both 
Monks Gate and Crabtree are to get Secondary Settlement Status, an ensure sites are 
correctly identified against both of these secondary settlements not just the Crabtree one.  
  

37. Update the assessments for LBP23 Old Camp Farm to recognise the fact Monks Gate is to 
be a Secondary Settlement. 
 

38. Review site LBP23 Old Camp Farm in light of the Secondary Settlement Status and 
allocate a modest amount of housing to the site as has been done for Cyder Farm. 

  
39. Review Strategic Objectives 11, 13, 14 & 15 to ensure they are aligned to the NPPF. 

 
40. Revise the LBNP to reflect the NPPF requirement for the promotion of sustainable transport 

solutions.  
  

41. Rewrite Aim 9 to include safe bicycle storage and charging points for electric vehicles. 
 

42. Rewrite Aim 11 to widen the modes of sustainable transport to include those defined in the 
NPPF such as low and ultra-low emission vehicle. 
 

43. Ensure the assessments of sites reflect the true level of bus service accessible with 800m 
of each site in the PHLAA, the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Submission 
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment) July 2020 and 
review site allocation based on a correct data suite.   
 

44. Correct the assessments of sites to reflect the true access to public transport, the sites in 
both Crabtree and Monks Gate have a choice of frequent bus services but the sites in 
Lower Beeding village do not.  
 



45. Correct the assessment and all reference for Site LBP23 to show it has an excellent choice 
of frequent bus services, this has yet to be correctly recorded in the LBNP process. 

 
 

                                                                            (Continue on separate sheet if necessary) 
 
 
 

 
If you have additional representations feel free to include additional pages. Please make sure any 
additional pages are clearly labelled/ addressed or attached.  
 
 

Do you wish to be notified of the local planning authority’s decision under Regulation 19 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 2012 in relation to the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood 
Development plan?  
 
Please tick here if you wish to be to be notified:   


