
 

 

Representation Form  

 
Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031 

 
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as 

amended) - Regulation 16 

 
Pulborough Neighbourhood Development Plan 
 
In light of recent announcements regarding COVID-19, Horsham District Council has reviewed its 
protocols regarding the consultation process for neighbourhood plans, a number of which were 
published for public consultation shortly before the government imposed the nationwide lockdown. 
 
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.  
 
Pulborough Parish Council has prepared a Neighbourhood Development Plan (PNP). 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 PNP and associated documents will go out to consultation: 
 
18 November 5pm to midnight on 13 January 2021 for 8 weeks inviting representations on the 
draft submission plan, basic conditions statement, consultation statement and the full Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA).  
 
Copies of the PNP 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 13 January 2021 

 
There are a number of ways to make your comments: 
 

1. Please use the above web address to view the 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 

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/currentconsultations
mailto:neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk
mailto:SAS@southdowns.gov.uk
mailto:neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk


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 Derrick Simpson 

Address 1 Drovers Lane, Pulborough 

Postcode RH20 2GN 

Telephone 01798368428 

Email derrickjsimpson@hotmail.com 

Organisation (if applicable)  

Position (if applicable)  

Date  12/01/2021 

 

PART B 

 
To which part in the plan does your representation relate? 
 

Paragraph Number: 
General Comments 

Pages 26,28,29 Policy Reference: 
Policy 2& 3 

PPNP09,PPNP10, 
PPNP11 

 
 
 
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: 

 

x 

 

 

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


 
Response to Pulborough Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Reg 16 Consultation 

 
The following is my response to the above document: 
These comments are supplemental to my previous comments on the Pre-Submission Plan, issued to 
Pulborough Parish Council (PPC) dated 29/08/20; to which no response has been received, nor consideration 
in the above documents. 
Summary of general comments: 

• Validity – does this public consultation have any when held in a countrywide ‘lockdown’? 

• Saville/Gatsby – land promotors, whose aim is to obtain planning consent and the highest return 

for the landowner.  They are not a developer, nor could their proposals be considered impartial. 

(page 3, Consultation Statement App 29) 

• There have been some positive changes (Cycle & pedestrian paths, etc) but “….there are no funds 

and no formal plans (page 43)) in this edition of the NDP since the previous ‘consultation’. Addition 

of BREEM requirement on house construction, an improvement (page 41) 

• Existing facilities, overstretched, but no effective resolution 

• A number of aspirations, but will they be implemented if there are “no funds and no formal plans”? 

And dependant on: “…..future developers might take them into consideration for their 

proposals.”(page 46) 

• The fundamental problems of the A29, a major trunk road, bisecting the village, and the associated 

‘Swan’ Corner roundabout, both a long standing problems, do not appear to be included. (page 18) 

• The only development from the previous NDP, that is likely to occur because of the financial profit 

potential for the land speculators, is the increase in the number of properties in Policy 2, to 

170/174 (previously was 100, but rejected and decreased to 50). 

  
Public Consultation? 
Has this public consultation (PC) on such an important issue of a Final Submission of a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (NDP) have any validity, legally, morally or practically?  For the last ten months the country 
has effectively been in various levels of lockdown with a general ‘stay at home’ message.  We are now in a 
level 4/5 lockdown.  How can a public consultation, let alone PPC/HDC meetings realistically be held in these 
restrictive conditions.   Government guidelines have previously stated “all elections and referendums due to 
be held from April 2020 have been postponed until May 2021.” (Our District – Summer 2020, page 24). There 
is now speculation that these elections could be further postponed.  Is not a NDP more important, from an 
overall and long term perspective for the residents, than an election for a Crime Commissioner? 
 
Further, is displaying the NDP in a vacant shop window a credible public consultation?  Even more so, when 
that vacant shop is no longer vacant and the NP not on display?  This so called public consultation should 
have been/and still should be postponed until practicable public consultations, and engagements can take 
place later in the year; hopefully! 
 
Doubtfully, the PPC/HDC will not heed this concern, and plod on regardless.  Maybe, in the future, this 
restrictive public consultation could be challenged and potentially declared null and void? 
 
Final v Pre-Submission 
What has changed from Reg. 14 (Pre-Submission) to Reg. 16, (Submission) document, as a result of the 
previous consultation? The following illustrates some examples: 
 

• Appropriate Contributions 

“Appropriate contributions to local community facilities is made to make the proposal acceptable in 
planning terms;” which was item ix on page 27, Pre-Submission July 20doc) has been removed.  But 



then, in Section 6.5 (page 42), there is what could be described as a general plea: “The PCC will wish  
to see sufficient infrastructure payments made by developers to fund local schools, health and utility 
services as a matter of course…..including footbridges, footpaths, cycle paths. Youth Club (lease 
reported to expire end 2020!) and Sports Pavilion faculties.  This plea is a serious and fundamental 
problem, and potential reason why most of this community facilities aspirations will not fully 
implemented, and if they are, the extent may be dependent on the provision of expensive housing.  
Such community facilities should be the fundamental role of the state and local government; with 
maybe some third party support. 

• Foot paths  

The provision of additional footpath id a welcome addition.  One of the Community Aims (page 40) 
proposes the ‘upgrading’ footpath 2330, for pushchairs and disabled people a rather proper, 
imaginative and ambitious proposal, given the topography, even moreso if to be funded by the 
subsequent developer 

• Tree Removal 

The well-established Leylandii bank of trees along the top (highest point) of Policy 2 plot, which is 
acknowledge is a windbreak, should be “removed and replaced with native trees.”  (page 28). Surely 
if these trees currently provide a ‘windbreaker’ should not they be retained to continue to provide 
that benefit?  Also, is there not a general policy preference by both the government, 
environmentalists, and the public at large, that there should be more trees, not less?  Grubbing up 
an established and beneficial bank of trees and being replaced (by whom?) with, saplings, which will 
take 10 to 20 years to become established and provide the same resemblance of wind protection, 
seem rather detrimental. 

• Cycle paths 

Cycle pathways – New policy.  A valid and useful addition and update, but the last sentence in this 
section is most telling – “no funding”.  Thus, though in the NP, most likely nothing will happen due to 
lack of finance.  Thus, it could be considered an “aspiration” rather than a true plan. 

• Brownfield site 

Land at New Place Farm was previously classified as a “brownfield” (section 4.10, page 26 of Pre-
Submission doc), to justify being proposed conversion building homes on it. This mis-leading 
classification corrects this previous error and false justification to use this sapling and shrub nursey 
for property development; ie: only brownfield sites to be built on.  It is now described as: 
“…intensively used with numerous structures including polytunnels….”  (Page 26).  An inspection of 
the proposed area for Policy 2 and 3 will clearly correct this statement.  The majority of NP Farm is 
not covered in ‘structures’ and polytunnels (which are only temporary plastic tents on tubular 
frames) but is also occupied by potted young trees and shrubs, awaiting despatch to retailers, and 
open grasslands, bushes, and various trees etc. 
 

• Number of houses in Policy 2 & 3 

Section 4.11 (page28) appears to reduce the number of houses from: 174 to 170?  It is not clear 
whether this is a PPC/HDC/Town & Country Planning practicable estimate, or as a ‘hope’ from the 
land speculators/promotors (Savills/Catsby) who’s declared corporate aim is “once planning 
permission has been secured, the site is then sold for the highest possible return”.  How can a 
company, whose avowed aim is to obtain the: “highest return” be given a prominent/influential role 
in determining how many houses can be squeezed into a plot of land? 
Does stating a specific number of houses to fit onto a particular plot, become the firm/definite 
quantity for the future developer, or just a potential aspiration?  Surely it would be better to say 
something along the line of: Savills have proposed that up to 170 homes could be built on this 
particular plot, plus all the other community facilities, but will be subject to final confirmation by the 
relevant Planning Authority, once firm and realistic plans are submitted by the actual developer. 
 



Furthermore, 170 houses on a 5.3 Ha (14.33 acres) site equates to 12 houses and garages?/acre, but 
that excludes roads, pavements, street parking, green community spaces, SuDs, children’s’ play area, 
and of course the ‘country park’.  Apart from retention of the existing mature trees and hedgerows 
in and around the two areas. A potentially highly congested piece of land.  Has anyone really 
challenged this proposal? 
 
Does this high density housing meet Section 2.4 (page 2.4) which states: “Whilst the total number of 
new homes ….. will have to increase, their spatial distribution is not likely to change.”? 
 
Also, as there is a possibility that more people may work from home in the future, and thus need 
more space, both internal and externally, be accommodated in such high density housing? 

• Road Access off Glebeland 

The same applies to the road access to Policy 2/3 areas, though a small caveat has been added ie: a 
reference to Community Aims on page 44/45, re: road access consideration of some sort into New 
Place Farm, but nothing firm. 
The Consultation Statement App 29, page 3, states:   “Savills, on behalf of the land owners (a 
company, or an individual?) have undertaken an assessment of the road access with West Sussex 
Highways, who have shown that roads in the area have ample capacity to take the Phase 1 
development on the south of the site.”   
Similarly, page 41 states: the main access (there only appears to be one) to Policy 2 plot “….proposed 
by the ‘developer’, and approved in principle by West Sussex Highways is through Glebelands.” 
Any sensible person who uses Link Road, Spinney North, in particular and the roads access in the 
general area including the area around the school road and its access, would dispute this statement.  
Although most of the roads to the A29 though are nominally designed as ‘two-way’ traffic, in practice 
they are narrow one-way roads, due to the numerous of parked cars and vans along the roadside.  As 
well as cars parked for access to the school. Of course any traffic assessment by Savills/Gatsby will 
determine the most beneficial (ie: Less cost option) for road access, so as to obtain the highest return 
to the landowner, that is their raison d etre.  
Interesting, reference here is made for Phase 1.  Surely a NP, extending to 2031 should include any 
Phase 2, or future proposal etc?  And thus the traffic plan for that.   Otherwise, any road works 
implemented now may be superfluous in the future. 
Page 41 refers to the ‘developers’ proposal to use the existing access to NP farm “… use of emergency 
vehicles.’  Perhaps, this should be upgraded to general vehicle access  
 
Contrary to the above assessment, Section 3.25 (page 19) states: “West Sussex Highways…reported 
that the surveys failed to gain sufficient results to be any any useful meaning.” 

• Developers 

Also, can Savills and Catsby be described as ‘Developers’, (the term used in various places in the NDP) 
or even ‘consultants and advisers’?  Catsby’s  aim (legitimate) is to “….obtain outline planning consent 
and then market the land to house builders or developers securing the highest possible financial 
return for the landowners…..” (qv Catesby Estate plc publicity literature).  Thus, the actual 
‘developers’ will be the subsequent house building companies, who will have paid the highest price 
for these agricultural lands, and then in turn try to maximise their own ‘investment’ and attempt to 
build sufficient houses at the highest price to achieve the ambitious ‘Indicative proposal’ illustrated 
by Savills/Catsby! 

• A29 and Swan Corner 

A29 – no serious consideration appears to have been given to the current, let alone the future impact 
on Pulborough Village, of the current and increasing traffic along this recently “….. re-designated….as 
part of the Major Road Network.” which is really only in its present construction, in particular in the 
Pulborough neighbourhood, a two-way minor road, with continuing housing and commercial 
development close to and feeding on to it.  Surely a NP of this magnitude should have had this 



significant problem of concern both to Pulborough residents and the wider travelling public resolved?  
But it does not appear to have done so. 

 
The NP has been seven years in the making.  Apart from increasing the number of houses (previous NP had 
100 in Policy 2, and previously reduced by the PPC by half) and having a number of aspirations (sports facility, 
foot and cycle routes etc), there is very little actual planning.  At this stage, surely there should be firm plans 
to whether  ‘X’ number of houses can be practically built on the various plots of land, which have endorsed 
by HDC, as both practicable and achievable, rather than rely on land speculators/land promotors 
guestimates.  The aspirational, indicative picture entitled: ‘Indicative Proposal’ prepared by Catesby Estate, 
whose motives are potentially biased for ‘circa 170 homes’ in Policy 2, indicates the level of detail presented 
at this final stage 
Similarly, there should be a actual, considered, functioning and developed traffic management plan, rather 
than the statement: A comprehensive transport statement must be submitted… and implements in full.”   
 
This NDP, like its predecessors, does not appear to adequately resolve the current under capacity of the 
existing public and community services; ie: schools medical, dental, youth facilities.  “Just managing” is not 
a long term solution in a NDP!  Comments like “…infrastructure planning ….. remains insufficient…” does not 
inspire confidence. 
  
Most of NDP is aspirational, hope, wishes, words, but minimum definitive!  The main problem is illustrated 
by the statements “No funds and no formal plans…. and the “…costs of the redesign are likely to be beyond 
the finances and remit of the PPC….” (page 45) 
This NDP, most critically of all, after seven years in the making should have firm and realistic infrastructure 
plans in place, along with committed/available finance available other than that which may be extracted 
from the land speculator and subsequently the housing developers. 
 
In summary: 

• The current public consultation should be postponed until public meetings can occur; 

• Reliance on housing volumes and traffic management proposals (page 45) should not be based on 

assessment by the landowner/land promotion companies, but on independent, impartial 

assessments and definite plans; 

• Funding should be in place, along with agreements with landowners, (Consultation Statement App 

29, page 2) otherwise parts of the NP may not actually occur, except for where existing ‘agricultural’ 

type land is privately sold with planning permission; 

• This NP, like its predecessors does not appear to adequately resolve the under capacity of the existing 

public services, ie: sewers and drainage (“…failing when under stress….”);  schools, (page 28, “…can 

just about accommodated…);  medical, dental etc.  “just managing” is not a long term solution; and 

• The previous applications for planning permission to build on the Policy 2 and 3 plots have all been 

rejected!  The proposal in this NDP should be equally doomed 

 
Finally. A lot of effort, work, time and costs has been expended, by the hard pressed PPC (mainly volunteers) 
and the cash strapped HDC, to progress the NDP to this level of submission, but lack of funding, no  formal 
plans, only aspirations rather than firm reliable requirements, hopes that future developers might action 
them, and an overreliance on non-partial indicative proposals and assessments from well-funded land 
developers, whose main aim is to maximise  (legitimately) the financial returns for the landowners, are not 
particularly reassuring  in a NDP that has taken seven year to get to this stage. 
 
Note: 5 pages in ‘Word’ 
 
D J Simpson,  
12/01/2021 



 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
  

What improvements or modifications would you suggest? 

 
 
Contained in above 
 
 
                                                                                       (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 West Grinstead Neighbourhood 
Development plan?  
 

Please tick here if you wish to be to be notifiexd YES 
: derrickjsimpso@hotmail.com 

XX
XX
Xx
xx 


