
02 June 2021 

Our Ref: NM/13.103 

Neighbourhood Planning Officer 
Horsham District Council 
Parkside 
Chart Way 
North Street 
Horsham 
RH12 1RL 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 Consultation on New Evidence 

I write on behalf of W.T. Lamb Holdings Ltd (WTL), in relation to the second Regulation 16 Pulborough 
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation. As you are aware, WTL own both Broomers Hill Industrial Estate and 
land immediately to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate on a freehold basis. Land to the south of 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate continues to be proposed for allocation within the Pulborough 
Neighbourhood Plan at Policy 7 (site PPNP24). The site is also proposed for allocation in the emerging 
Horsham District Local Plan. 

Having reviewed the revised Regulation 16 version of the Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan and its 
accompanying evidence, we understand that the current consultation relates only to the areas of land 
proposed for allocation under Policies 2 and 3. As my Client’s interest relates to land proposed for 
allocation at Policy 7, it follows that we do not have any specific comments to make about the proposed 
changes.  

However, as set out in their response to the first Regulation 16 Consultation, whilst WTL were generally 
supportive of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, they raised a number of substantive points in relation 
to Policies 1 and 7. Those points have not been resolved through this latest consultation. It follows that 
their concerns and objections to the Plan remain. I attach a copy of the representations submitted on 
behalf of WTL in January 2021 to assist.  

If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Your sincerely, 

Neil Mantell  
Director 
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Appendix 1 – WTL’s Representations to the First Regulation 16 Consultation 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan 
Regulation 16 Consultation 
W.T. Lamb Holdings Ltd 
 

Introduction 

This response to the Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16 consultation is submitted on 
behalf of W.T. Lamb Holdings Ltd (hereafter WTL). WTL own both Broomers Hill Industrial Estate and 
land immediately to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate on a freehold basis. Land to the south 
of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate is proposed for allocation within the Regulation 16 Consultation 
Neighbourhood Plan at Policy 7 (site PPNP24). The site is also proposed for allocation in the emerging 
Horsham District Local Plan. 
 
WTL have, for a number of years, taken an active role in reviewing and responding to emerging 
planning policy as it relates to Pulborough and the surrounding areas, including the Neighbourhood 
Plan. They submitted detailed representations and masterplan proposals for land to the south of 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate in 2016, to the previous Submission Version of the Neighbourhood 
Plan and most recently to the Regulation 14 version of the Neighbourhood Plan (August 2020).  
 
Given their continued interest in reviewing and responding to planning policy as it relates to 
Pulborough and the proposed allocation of land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate, it 
follows that WTL are pleased that the Parish Council have moved at pace to publish the Regulation 16 
version of the Plan and are broadly supportive of its content. 
 
However, in their most recent representations to the Neighbourhood Plan, whilst supportive of its 
allocation, WTL raised a number of concerns relating to the proposed planning policy framework for 
land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate and other policies within the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan, as well as its evidence base.  
 
Whilst WTL are pleased to note that a number of the points raised in their previous representation 
have been addressed in the Regulation 16 Plan, there still remain a number of minor alterations 
required to the Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that the allocation at the subject site is deliverable and 
makes its envisaged contribution to the emerging Plan’s outcomes over the Plan period.  
 
Accordingly, WTL’s representations continue to focus on: (1) the emerging Policy context provided for 
land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate; (2) concerns and inconsistencies with other 
policies within the emerging Neighbourhood Plan; and (3) deficiencies in the evidence base on which 
the emerging Neighbourhood Plan is based.  
 
To aid with the progression of the Neighbourhood Plan, these representations comprise the following: 
 

• A description of the site and its context, as well as outlining the development opportunity 
presented by land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate;  
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• A specific response to Policy 7 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, including any changes 
sought by WTL; 

• An assessment of the proposed allocation at land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial 
Estate’s compliance with the ‘Basic Conditions’;  

• Identifies a number of minor concerns with other policies proposed within the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan; and 

• Outlines several deficiencies with the evidence base supporting the emerging Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

 
Each issue is addressed in the sections below. 
 
It should be noted that this written representation is also supported by an updated Development 
Framework Document (hereafter DFD), which summarises the significant quantum of technical 
information that has been prepared on behalf of WTL. The document outlines how that evidence has 
been used to form a masterplan that responds to the site’s opportunities and constraints. It concludes 
that land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate (site PPNP24) can be developed in a 
sustainable manner.  
 
1. Land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate 

 
Site Context   
Land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate, which is known by the landowner as the third 
phase of the Broomers Hill Industrial Estate, is shown on the site location plan provided at Appendix 1. 
It measures 2.76ha in size. Its most recent use was as equestrian land, but it is currently vacant. Its 
boundaries are defined by: 
 

• To the north – Broomers Hill Industrial Estate. The first phase of the Industrial Estate was 
granted planning permission in 1996 (ref: PL/2/96) and comprises 3,485sq.m (37,510 sq.ft) of 
Class E/B8 uses. Phase 1 of the Business Park is fully occupied. Detailed planning approval for 
the second phase of the Industrial Estate has been granted for a further 1,650 sq.m of Class 
E/B8 uses (refs: DC13/1048 and DC/16/2006). Whilst the permissions for Phase 2 have been 
implemented and are extant, WTL intends to submit a fresh planning application in the next 
few months so that the proposed development responds to existing market demands. Access 
to Phases 1 and 2 is provided from Broomers Hill Lane. A substantial landscape buffer is 
included within the site’s north western corner;  

• To the east - The Arun Valley Railway Line, which is located on an artificially raised 
embankment. Isolated residential properties are located beyond;  

• To the west – A rectangular field parcel and Stane Street (A29); and  
• To the south – Cray Lane. A cluster of residential properties is located around the junction of 

Cray Lane and Stane Street.   
 
The site’s boundaries are defined by mature tree-lined field boundary hedgerows, trees and the raised 
railway embankment. It is therefore visually enclosed. A section of densely overgrown woodland is 
located in the northern part of the site and a water course separates Phase 3 from Phases 1 and 2. The 
proposed third phase of development comprises three field parcels; one large central rectangular 
field, with two triangular fields located either side of it. The field parcels are defined by tree-lined 
hedgerows of varying quality. 
 
The site slopes gently downwards to its northern boundary, from the south. The highest point of the 
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site is located in its south-west corner, where it is approximately 38m AOD, compared to its lowest 
point in the north-west corner of the site, where it is 26m AOD. Consequently, there is a drop of 
around 12m between the site’s southern and northern boundaries. 
 
No public rights of way cross the site. A central ditch runs across the site from south to north, the 
route of which an overhead powerline follows, before crossing Stane Street.   
 
The site is not located within a landscape or ecological designated area, including local landscape 
designations, AONBs, or National Parks. However, at its closest point, the site is located 600m to the 
south east of the South Downs National Park, but no publicly accessible views of the subject site have 
been recorded of the site from the National Park.  
 
Wider Context and Accessibility  
Land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate is located immediately to the north of Codmore 
Hill, which itself is located between Pulborough (1.5km to the south) and Billingshurst (8.5km to the 
north). The site is located immediately adjacent to the existing built-up area boundary.  
 
Codmore Hill and Pulborough, which are within walking distance of the site, house a range of services 
and facilities, including: a supermarket; other shops; public houses and a railway station. Footways 
connect the site to both settlements. The roads between the site, Codmore Hill and Pulborough are 
generally low trafficked and therefore cycling to and from the site to both settlements is a viable 
option.  
 
The closest bus stops to the subject site which are located on Stane Street are within a 3.5-minute 
walk. The bus stops are served by bus services 69 and 100. The 100 service provides a connection to 
Burgess Hill and Horsham every hour between Monday and Saturday. The services also connect to 
other settlements including Codmore Hill, Pulborough, Billingshurst and Steyning.  
 
The nearest railway station is Pulborough Railway Station. Bus service 100 connects the subject site 
with the Railway Station. Regular services to a number of destinations, including London Victoria and 
Bognor Regis, are provided from the Station.   
 
Development Proposals  
As outlined in the accompanying DFD, the landowner’s aspiration is to develop the third phase of the 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate for: 
 

• 7,000sq.m of Class E, B2 and B8 uses. The buildings shown on the masterplan have been 
designed so that they can be expanded or sub-divided as demand dictates; 

• Vehicular access via Phase 1 to connect to Broomers Hill Lane (an alternative site access 
arrangement is shown on the masterplan directly onto Stane Street); 

• Cycle and pedestrian links to Stane Street and Cray Lane; 
• Vehicle and cycle parking provision; 
• The retention of the existing area of vegetation in the north west corner of the site, which will 

be enhanced with local native tree and planting species; 
• Green space, including a picnic area;  
• SuDs;  
• Ecological habitat mitigation and creation, including bat roosting and bird nesting 

opportunities in the existing agricultural buildings located in the southern area of the site and 
a reptile receptor site along the site’s eastern boundary;  
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• The provision of landscape buffers to the south and south west; and 
• New landscape planting, including along the site’s boundaries.  

 
Further detail on the masterplanning exercise that has been undertaken by the landowner, together 
with an explanation of how the proposed development shown on the indicative masterplan 
constitutes sustainable development, is included within the accompanying DFD. 
 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate – The Case for Additional Employment Land  
 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate is a key element of Pulborough and Codmore Hill’s employment land 
provision. It has a similar role within the southern area of Horsham District. The site houses key 
employment opportunities and therefore forms part of the justification and rationale for Pulborough 
and Codmore Hill’s identification within the emerging Local Plan as a second-tier settlement.    
 
There continues to be a strong demand for office, storage and distribution uses at Broomers Hill 
Industrial Estate. The first phase of the Industrial Estate is fully occupied and has been for over 3 years. 
The strong demand for employment space at the existing Industrial Estate was confirmed in two 
reports prepared on behalf of the District Council1. It has also been confirmed in a letter provided by 
the landowner’s property agents, Henry Adams, which is provided at Appendix 2 of this 
representation. The employment site has therefore been successful at attracting and retaining 
occupiers. The work undertaken by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners attributes the existing site’s 
success to its “good strategic access” and the quality of the premises provided by the landowner. 
Additional provision in a proven, successful and a sustainable employment location is entirely 
appropriate.  

Additional provision would also help to ensure that Pulborough and Codmore Hill made a 
commensurate contribution to the District’s employment floorspace provision. At 2011, the Parish 
housed around 4% of the District’s population2, but research has indicated that it only accounted for 
2% of employment within the District and 0.9% of the District’s employment floorspace3.  Additional 
provision could ensure that the employment land provision within the Parish more closely mirrored its 
proportional share of the District’s population. It may also help address the “high levels of out 
commuting” identified in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan,4 the Pulborough Economic Vision5 and 
the Community Action Plan 2012-156.  

Looking forward, the subject site would help meet identified needs for new commercial space in 
Pulborough Parish and the wider environs. As outlined within the evidence base prepared in support 
of the Horsham District Local Plan, there is a limited supply of office, industrial and warehousing space 
across the District which is due to an increase in the demand for such space, the loss of existing stock 

 
1 Page 17, Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners, ‘North West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Appendices,’ April 2014 and Page 
19, Crick May, ‘Assessment of the Commercial Property Market,’ June 2016.  
2 The Census data indicated that there was a population of 131,301 residents in Horsham District and 5,206 residents in 
Pulborough Parish.  
3 Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners, Table 4.5 and Table 6.1 ‘North West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Update Final 
Report,’ January 2020.  
4 Pulborough Parish Council, para. 4.25, ‘Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan,’ October 2020.  
5 Pulborough Parish Council, para. 3.39, ‘Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan,’ October 2020. 
6 Pulborough Parish Council, para. 3.21, ‘Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan,’ October 2020. 
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and the lack of new development coming forward7. The need for new employment space in the Parish 
was also recognised in the resident’s survey8. 

 
As indicated in the landowner’s agents’ letter, which is provided at Appendix 2 of this representation, 
the proposed development has the “potential to provide a range of unit sizes that will be suitable 
for both new and established businesses in the area”. As described in the accompanying DFD, the 
units will be designed in a manner that ensures flexibility; they will be able to be sub-divided to 
provide smaller space for start-up businesses, but also converted into larger premises. In doing so, the 
scheme and indeed the wider Industrial Estate will provide a range of unit sizes suitable for all 
companies from ‘cradle to grave.’ The provision of employment floorspace for local start-ups and 
small businesses was particularly supported in the resident’s survey9. 

Whilst the second phase of development at the site has not come forward (although the planning 
permission has been implemented), it is because that part of the site is currently being used by the 
Industrial Estate’s major tenant (Spellman High Voltage Electronics Ltd) as an overspill car park. 
Spellman’s currently occupy 2,355 sq.m (25,349 sq.ft) of employment space within the first phase of 
the development, but have outgrown their existing premises and ancillary infrastructure, including 
their car parking provision. They have indicated that they would like to occupy the vast majority, if not 
all of the existing commercial space within Phase 1, which totals 3,367sq.m (36,245 sq.ft). This would 
provide them with an adequate quantum of employment space and parking and reduce their 
dependence on the overspill car park currently preventing the second phase of the development from 
coming forwards. In order to ‘free-up’ existing space within Phase 1, there is a need to develop new 
employment floorspace so that existing tenants can be relocated. In addition, WTL are also seeking to 
relocate from their Billingshurst headquarters to either Phase 2 or 3. Their requirement is for up to 
278sq.m (3,000 sq.ft) of Class E floorspace.   
 
Consequently, it can be concluded that without additional provision from either Phase 2 or 3, both 
WTL and Spellman High Voltage Electronics, who are both significant employers within Horsham 
District and the wider County, could be lost to other areas within the South East. Instead, the 
additional employment floorspace proposed will allow for both companies to expand in the local area. 
 
After the development of all three phases, the expansion of Spellman High Voltage Electronics and 
the relocation of other tenants and WTL, there would be a residual supply of 7,360 sq.m available to 
new and existing businesses over the Plan period from all phases of the Industrial Estate. This equates 
to an annual average take-up rate of only 736 sq.m. The length of the Neighbourhood Plan (10 years 
to run) ensures that this take-up rate is entirely achievable (it is noted that the letter provided at 
Appendix 2 confirms that demand remains strong for additional employment land provision in 
Pulborough Parish, despite the economic implications of the global pandemic).  
 
In addition, it is highly likely that there will be economic growth in the period between now and the 
end of the Plan period (2031) and therefore it is entirely appropriate for the Parish Council to plan for 
such an eventuality and not on the basis of an economic depression, for the latter approach would be 
a self-fulfilling prophecy. The planning system, of which this Neighbourhood Plan forms a key part, 
needs to be sufficiently flexible to ensure that sufficient employment land and premises is available in 

 
7 Page 16, Crick May, ‘Assessment of the Commercial Property Market,’ June 2016. 
8 Pulborough Parish Council, para. 3.40, ‘Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan,’ October 2020. 
9 Pulborough Parish Council, para. 3.41, ‘Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan,’ July 2020. 
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the right locations at the time that it is required, to aid the recovery. Indeed, this receives support in 
national planning policy10.  
 
Given the strong historic and emerging demand for employment space at the site, it is entirely 
appropriate that the emerging Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan and the emerging Horsham District 
Local Plan support its expansion and propose to allocate land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial 
Estate for commercial uses.  
 
2. Specific Response to Policy 7 

 
The following section of this representation provides WTL’s specific response to Policy 7 (Site PPNP24 
– land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate) of the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
In their previous representation to the Regulation 14 version of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, 
WTL provided a response to each of the proposed tests contained within emerging Policy 7. However, 
for simplicity, in this latest representation, WTL only focuses on (1) the policy tests that have not been 
altered despite WTL’s concerns raised at the Regulation 14 stage; (2) where the policy test has been 
included within the Regulation 16 version for the first time; or (3) the policy test has been substantially 
amended.  
 
It follows that where a response has not been provided within this Representation, WTL are content 
with the proposed policy test. Their full responses concerning the policy tests that are not included 
within this latest representation are provided within their Regulation 14 consultation response. This 
consultation response should therefore be read alongside their previous Regulation 14 response.   
 
Again, to assist, any suggested alterations to emerging Policy 7 are clearly identified where they are 
required (where text is proposed for deletion, the proposed changes are shown in strikethrough text 
and where new text is proposed, the text is underlined). Comments have been limited to those that 
are necessary to ensure the emerging Policy satisfies the Basic Conditions.  
 
Policies Map: Land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate 
 
The Policies Map provided within the Regulation 14 version of the Neighbourhood Plan did not reflect 
the full extent of WTL’s landownership. The plan excluded a significant area of land located on the 
western edge of the site. The failure to include this area of land meant that the total allocation would 
not deliver the quantum of employment land identified in Policy 7 (3ha).  
 
However, having reviewed the Regulation 16 version of the Plan, WTL are pleased to note that the 
Parish Council have revised the Policy Map and it now includes all the land within WTL’s ownership 
that falls within the third phase of development at the Broomers Hill Industrial Estate. The Policies 
Map is now consistent with Policy 7 of the Plan in terms of the area of land identified.  
 
In addition, this alteration is also consistent with the extent of the site’s proposed allocation as 
illustrated within the Regulation 18 version of the Horsham District Local Plan 2019-2036 (please refer 
to Inset Map 16 and Strategic Policy 7). This is particularly important as Basic Condition (e) requires a 
Neighbourhood Plan to be in general conformity with the strategic policies contained within the 
Development Plan.  

 
10 MHCLG, para. 81(d), ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
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Whilst it is acknowledged that the emerging Local Plan does not form part of the Development Plan 
at the present time, it is advancing and could be adopted during the course of 2021. Whilst on paper 
it would appear that the Neighbourhood Plan is being advanced at a faster rate, the Government has 
announced that all neighbourhood planning referendums are delayed until at least 6th May 2021. With 
the announcement of the third national lockdown, this could well be delayed further. Should the Local 
Plan be adopted in advance of the Neighbourhood Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan would be required 
to identify the full extent of the site’s allocation, as the site is allocated under a strategic policy. 
Conversely, in the event that the Neighbourhood Plan was adopted in advance of the Local Plan then 
in accordance with planning law, any conflict between Plans forming part of a Development Plan 
would be resolved in favour of the more recently adopted Plan, which would be the Local Plan. 
 
Consequently, so as to avoid any future policy conflict and so the site’s anticipated role in providing 
3ha of employment land is properly articulated, it is right and proper that the full extent of the site has 
been identified in the latest version of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
It follows that WTL supports this change.   
  
However, notwithstanding the above, whilst the detailed planning permission for the second phase of 
development at Broomers Hill Industrial Estate has been implemented (and it therefore forms a 
commitment), it has yet to come forward. So as to protect the long-term use of this part of the 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate, the Parish Council may wish to consider extending the allocation to 
include both Phases 2 and 3. This is an alteration that would receive support from WTL. The alterations 
to the Neighbourhood Plan required to facilitate this change is provided below (see Policy Test 1).  
 
Policy Test 1: Broomers Hill Industrial Estate – An Employment Location  
 
As indicated in the preceding Section, there is a strong demand for commercial space at Broomers Hill 
Industrial Estate. Accordingly, it is entirely appropriate for the emerging Neighbourhood Plan to 
allocate the subject site for such uses. Indeed, given the site is also proposed for allocation through 
the emerging Horsham District Local Plan, it follows that this must also be a view shared by the Local 
Planning Authority.  
 
Given their development intentions for the site, it follows that WTL are supportive of the site’s 
allocation at Policy 7 of the Regulation 16 Neighbourhood Plan, as well as the proposed uses 
envisaged (Class E, B2 and B8).  
 
As indicated above, whilst Phase 2 is a commitment (the detailed planning permission has been 
implemented), it has not yet come forward for development. Accordingly, in order to ensure the long-
term protection of the site for commercial uses, the Parish Council should consider allocating the 
second phase of development alongside the third phase of development.  
 
If the Parish Council were minded to include Phase 2 as part of the allocation, the wording of Policy 7 
would need to be amended to: 
 
“Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan allocates commercial uses at Land South of Broomers Hill 
Industrial Estate as shown on the Policies Map (3 Ha) (3.61ha) for commercial uses only.” 
 
The Plan provided at Page 50 would need to also be amended.  
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Policy Test 2 – Vehicular Access 
 
The Regulation 14 version of the Local Plan previously limited vehicular access for Phase 3 to “off the 
A29.” 
 
Technical work undertaken by WTL’s highways consultant, Miles White Transport, which was provided 
within the DFD submitted at the Regulation 14 stage, indicated that two vehicular access options 
existed; the first from the A29 on the subject site’s western boundary and the second through the 
existing Industrial Estate to the north. The DFD confirmed that the landowner’s preference was for an 
access to be provided through the existing Industrial Estate, utilising the existing access onto 
Broomers Hill Lane. The technical work demonstrated that the existing access could accommodate the 
additional increase in traffic levels entering and exiting the site.  
 
It remains the case that an access through the existing Industrial Estate is the landowners’ preferred 
vehicular access arrangement and that is continued to be shown on the masterplan provided in the 
accompanying DFD. A Transport Assessment will be prepared in due course to understand what 
mitigation would be required to facilitate this access strategy.  
 
Given their preference for a vehicular access to be provided from the existing Industrial Estate to the 
north, WTL are pleased to note that policy test 2 now supports an access from either the A29 or 
Broomers Hill Lane. It follows that they are entirely supportive of this alteration.  
 
Policy Test 3 – Non-Vehicular Links  
 
The third test of emerging Policy 7 is new. It seeks the provision of a footway/cycleway in the south 
eastern corner of Phase 3 to link to Cray Lane.  
 
The enhancement of the subject site’s connectivity and the promotion of sustainable modes of travel 
is something WTL are committed to and therefore it follows that they support the new policy test. The 
accompanying DFD has been updated and now shows a potential footway/cycleway connection to 
Cray Lane.   
 
It is understood that the footway/cycleway from the subject site would link with the Parish Council’s 
proposal to create a new cycleway from Pulborough to Billingshurst (Cycleway 2). This would involve 
the development of a footway/cycleway in third party land, as well as enhancing Footway 2330.  
 
Whilst the aspiration for the new link is understood, the development proposals at the subject site are 
not dependent upon it and therefore it would not be an element of infrastructure that is necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms.  
 
Moreover, as indicated on page 43 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, the development of the 
route “… would need negotiation with some landowners and upgrading of footpaths to 
bridleways and improvement of surfaces” and that “at the time of writing there are no funds 
and no formal plans for any of these works.” 
 
Consequently, the delivery of the proposed footway/cycleway is extremely uncertain. Test 3 of Policy 7 
of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan should therefore not be used to require the delivery of 
Cycleway 2 alongside the second or third phases of development at Broomers Hill Industrial Estate. 
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Given its uncertainty, it would in all likelihood adversely affect the deliverability of the proposed 
allocation made at Policy 7. 
 
Indeed, if the intention of the policy test is to link the delivery of employment land at the subject site 
with the delivery of Cycleway 2, then such an approach would conflict with national planning policy 
guidance. The Planning Practice Guidance is clear that whilst neighbourhood plans can contain 
policies on the contributions required from development, that such contributions and any other 
requirements should inter alia “not undermine the deliverability of the neighbourhood plan, local 
plan or the spatial development strategy.” 11 
 
Given the above, the Policy and any supporting text should make it absolutely clear that the proposed 
development at land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate is only required to deliver a 
pedestrian/cycleway connection from the site to Cray Lane and that its delivery is not dependant on 
the Parish Council’s aspiration to develop a new footway/cycleway from Pulborough to Billingshurst.  
 
Policy Test 4 – Field Boundaries  
 
No changes are proposed to this policy test. Therefore, please refer to our previous Regulation 14 
response regarding this policy test.   
 
Policy Test 5 – Ecology and Biodiversity  
 
This policy test is largely unaltered, aside from the recommendation that the scheme delivers a net 
gain in biodiversity. As such, the majority of our comments made at the Regulation 14 stage remain 
valid and should be read alongside this representation.  
 
In terms of the addition of the net gain in biodiversity, this is consistent with national planning policy. 
Para. 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework confirms that both planning policies and 
decisions should, amongst other things, minimise impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity. 
As indicated in Basic Condition (a), having regard to national planning policy and advice is a 
requirement of a Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
As outlined in the accompanying DFD, WTL have already fully considered the need to provide net 
gains and enhancements for biodiversity. The masterplan set out in the DFD demonstrates that the 
scheme could provide the following enhancements for biodiversity: 
 

• A soft landscaping scheme that includes a high proportion of native and non-native species 
that are known to benefit wildlife;  

• Immature tree planting in the north-western corner of the site should be managed to improve 
its condition. Specimens in poor condition will be removed; 

• A wetland feature (SuDs) will be created in the northern part of the site;  
• Ecological habitat creation through the re-use of the existing agricultural structures in the 

southern area of the site, adjacent to Cray Lane; and 
• Timber resulting in the removal of scrub/trees should be relocated to piles in the margins of 

the site for use as refugia/hibernacula.  
 
Given the above, WTL supports the alterations proposed within test 5 of Policy 7.  

 
11 MHCLG, NPPG, Neighbourhood Planning, para. 005 Reference ID: 41-005-20190509, May 2019. 
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Policy Test 6 – Surface Water Run Off 
 
Policy Test 6 is a new policy test that has been introduced at the Regulation 16 stage. It requires that 
any development of Phase 3 of the Broomers Hill Industrial Estate be designed so as to ensure that 
there is no net increase in surface water run-off, including making an allowance for climate change.  
 
As indicated in the accompanying DFD, WTL’s appointed engineers have undertaken an initial 
assessment of the hydrological conditions at the subject site. The work concludes that at the planning 
application stage the drainage strategy for the site should be designed to restrict the discharge to the 
calculated QBAR greenfield runoff rate. This would ensure that during rainfall events greater than the 
predicted 1 in 2-year event, discharge from the site post development would be reduced. The 
masterplan provides sufficient space in the north western corner of Phase 3 to accommodate an 
attenuation basin. It has been sized to accommodate the 1 in 100-year event, plus an allowance for 
climate change (40%).  A freeboard of 300mm will also be provided for exceedance.   
 
Consequently, the masterplan provided in the DFD already conforms with this policy test and 
therefore it is supported by WTL.  
 
Policy Test 7 – Broadband  
 
Policy Test 7 is also a new inclusion into the Regulation 16 Plan. It requires the provision of good 
broadband infrastructure. This is an essential item of infrastructure for the undeveloped areas of the 
Broomers Hill Industrial Estate and it follows that WTL are supportive of the need for good broadband 
infrastructure to be provided at the site. 
 
That said, we are aware that Building Regulations already requires the provision of in-building physical 
infrastructure which enables copper or fibre-optic cables or wireless devices capable of delivering 
broadband speeds of greater than 30Mbps. Accordingly, another regulatory regime, Building 
Regulations, already requires this policy test to be met. 
 
The NPPF is clear that Plans should, amongst other things avoid “unnecessary duplication of 
policies.12” As a Neighbourhood Plan is required to have regard to national planning policy13 it is 
suggested that this policy test, which duplicates Building Regulations, is removed from future versions 
of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Policy Test 8 - BREEAM 
 
The proposed eighth policy test requires any development proposals over 1,000 square metres to 
meet BREEAM Excellent standards. In effect, this policy test replaces policy test 8 from the Regulation 
14 version of the Neighbourhood Plan, which required proposals to “meet and implement the 
highest energy efficiency standards.”  
 
However, rather than focusing solely on matters relating to energy efficiency, the revised policy test 
requires any development above the threshold to comply with a number of other standards, in 
addition to energy. The BREEAM assessment tool, which only concerns non-domestic buildings, covers 

 
12 MHCLG, NPPF, para. 16, February 2019.  
13 Basic Condition (a) refers.  
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nine categories of sustainable design, including management; health and wellbeing; energy; transport; 
water; materials; waste; land use and ecology and pollution. The ‘excellent’ standard is also reserved 
for buildings that are within the top 10% of new non-domestic buildings and in that regard would be 
considered as being best practice.  It follows that this new policy test is far more onerous than the 
previous policy test. It also follows that as WTL had significant concerns with the previous policy test 
as outlined in the Regulation 14 version of the Plan, they also have concerns about the revised version 
of the policy test. Indeed, this aspiration could have a number of unintended consequences on the 
delivery of the allocation.  
 
The requirement for BREEAM excellent will add to the complexity of any development that exceeds 
the threshold. WTL’s sustainability consultant has indicated that in comparison to Building 
Regulations, constructing to BREEAM excellent standards will also add to the costs of construction. 
This could have significant viability consequences, possibly rendering the scheme unviable and 
undeliverable, particularly as Pulborough does not command the highest commercial values; the 
Industrial Estate’s success in attracting and obtaining occupiers has in part been fuelled by the lower 
prices quoted by WTL in comparison to other areas of the District. 
 
The national planning guidance is clear that strategic policies in a local plan should set out the 
contributions expected from development. Whilst Neighbourhood Plans may also contain policies on 
the contributions expected from development, “these and any other requirements placed on 
development should accord with relevant strategic policies and not undermine the deliverability 
of the neighbourhood plan or spatial development strategy.14”  
 
Land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate is a strategic site within the emerging Horsham 
District Plan and therefore given this status at a District level, it follows that the site’s allocation within 
the emerging Neighbourhood Plan must also be central to its delivery.  
 
Accordingly, absent a proportionate viability assessment to consider the implications of such 
standards (which is a requirement in national planning guidance15), there is a genuine concern that 
the requested standards could render the scheme undeliverable and in doing so, the Plan as a whole. 
As currently evidenced, the policy test is therefore too aspirational, at the expense of being 
deliverable. It therefore fails to meet Basic Condition (a), for it conflicts with national planning 
guidance.  
 
Suggested Change: WTL remain concerned that this policy test will have significant implications for 
the deliverability of their development proposals. The viability implications of this policy test have not 
been assessed and are therefore uncertain.  
 
WTL considers that the most appropriate solution is for the Parish Council to conform to Policy 39 of 
the emerging Local Plan, which requires new non-domestic floorspace to achieve a minimum standard 
of BREEAM ‘very good’.   
 
Accordingly, the following amendment is proposed: 
 
“Any development proposal of over 1000 square metres should meet Building Research 
Establishment Environmental Assessment Method (BREEAM) Excellent Very Good standards.” 

 
14 MHCLG, Para. 005 Ref ID: 41-005-20190509, PPG, Neighbourhood Planning, Updated May 2020. 
15 MHCLG, Para. 045 Ref ID: 41-045-20190509, PPG, Neighbourhood Planning, Updated May 2020.  
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Policy Test 9 – Design, Height, Massing and Materials  
 
A minor, but significant alteration has been proposed for Policy Test 9. Reference has now been 
included to the Pulborough Design Statement.  
 
The Pulborough Design Statement, which was Adopted in May 2013, is a Supplementary Planning 
Document. Supplementary Planning Documents do not form part of the Development Plan. Instead, 
they are capable of being a material consideration in planning decisions.  
  
Consequently, the alteration sought by the Parish Council concerning policy test 9 (the inclusion of a 
reference to the Pulborough Design Statement) would inadvertently afford statutory weight to a 
document that rightfully lies outside the Development Plan. This is potentially unlawful.  
 
Suggested Change: The policy test should be amended as follows: 
 
“Any proposal should demonstrate it is appropriate to the local context. Particular regard 
should be given to design, height, massing and use of materials appropriate to the local context 
in line with the Pulborough Design Statement.” 
 
The Parish Council may wish to refer to the SPD within the emerging Neighbourhood Plan’s 
supporting text.  
 
Policy Test 10 – External Lighting  
 
Whilst in principle WTL do not have specific concerns with the aspirations of policy test 10, they are 
concerned with its legality. 
 
The subject site is located within Horsham District and the principal development plan document is 
the Horsham District Planning Framework (2015). The South Downs National Park Local Plan (2019) is 
not a relevant consideration for a site that is located in Horsham District.  
 
As currently worded the policy test affords statutory weight to a policy contained within a Local Plan 
that does not concern the subject site (Policy SD8 of the South Downs National Park Local Plan).  
 
In addition, the policy test also refers to a Technical Advice Note. Again, that Technical Advice Note, 
which was produced to support a Development Plan policy that does not concern the subject site, 
does not constitute a development plan document even within the areas that it applies to. That is 
reflected in the manner in which the document is referred to in the South Downs National Park Local 
Plan, wherein it is only referred to in the Plan’s supporting text and not the policy itself.  
 
Consequently, as written, the emerging Neighbourhood Plan affords statutory weight to a technical 
note that (1) was never intended to be a Development Plan Document; and (2) is not applicable to the 
subject site. 
 
Suggested Change: The policy test should be amended as follows: 
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“All external lighting shall be designed and laid out to minimise light pollution and support the 
dark skies policy of the South Downs National Park; SDNPA Technical Advice Note for Dark 
Skies can be found here: https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/TLL-10-
SDNPA-Dark-Skies-Technical-Advice-Note-2018.pdf”. 
 
Policy Test 11 – Listed Buildings 
 
The policy test has been amended to include reference to ensuring that development proposals 
“conserve and enhance” the setting of existing listed buildings adjacent to the site.  
 
WTL are concerned that as drafted the change is not consistent with legislation, national planning 
policy and the Basic Conditions.  
 
Firstly, Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 confirms that in 
considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its 
setting, the decision maker shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its 
setting, or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. It does not outline 
any specific requirement for a development proposal to enhance a listed building or its setting.  
 
Secondly, whilst it is correct to indicate that the NPPF does refer to the desirability of sustaining and 
enhancing the significance of historic assets1617 the section is only applicable to schemes that have an 
effect on the historic environment. This will be established, as outlined in national planning policy, via an 
assessment of an assets significance, including any contribution made by its setting18 followed by an 
assessment of a development proposal’s impact on those features. In addition, national planning policy 
concerns itself with the significance of an asset, not just the narrow focus adopted in the Neighbourhood 
Plan, which only relates to settings.  
 
No historic environment assessment has been produced to inform the emerging Neighbourhood Plan 
and therefore it cannot be concluded that: (1) a setting contributes to an asset’s significance (and 
therefore whether enhancement is necessary); (2) a proposal will have an impact on a setting and 
therefore the significance of a historic asset, or (3) whether it is indeed possible for any measures to 
genuinely enhance the setting of an asset - if the proposal is not located within the setting of a listed 
building, it could be impossible for any measures to be included within the development proposal to 
enhance a historic asset’s setting.   
 
Moreover, and in any event, whilst national planning policy does refer to the desirability of sustaining 
and enhancing the significance of a historic asset, it does not preclude developments that will cause 
harm. Indeed, national planning policy describes the process in which a development proposal could 
proceed in a scenario where there was a total loss to an historic asset, a substantial harm or loss, or less 
than substantial harm. Under each scenario, national planning policy requires justification and an 
assessment to be made in the ‘planning balance.’ In contrast, any development proposal at the subject 
site that caused even a marginal less than substantial harm to a historic asset by virtue of having an 
adverse effect on its setting, would, as currently worded, fail policy test 11.  
 
Lastly, we note the wording of Basic Condition (b), which largely mirrors the wording of Section 66 of 
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. It certainly does not require any 
enhancement measures to inform a proposal.  
 

 
16 MHCLG, NPPF, paras. 185 and 192, February 2019. 
17 MHCLG, NPPF, para. 192, February 2019. 
18MHCLG, NPPF, paras. 187, 189, 190, February 2019. 
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Consequently, it can be seen that: 
 

• The policy wording goes beyond the legislative framework for listed buildings;  
• It conflicts with national planning policy. In doing so it fails Basic Condition (a); and 
• It goes beyond and therefore conflicts with Basic Condition (b).  

 
The above is important given the conclusions presented within the accompanying DFD regarding the 
proposed development’s impact on the historic environment. Even at this early stage, the historic 
environment consultant has indicated that due to the limited intervisibility between the site and the 
historic assets found in the surrounding area, the majority have already been screened out from 
further consideration. It is quite possible that as further assessment work proceeds, it will be 
concluded that the proposed development does not have any impact on the significance of any 
historic assets, including the contribution made by their setting. In such a scenario, given the limited 
relationship between the site and any asset, it is possible that no enhancement measures to a historic 
asset’s setting could be included within the development proposals for the subject site, resulting in a 
conflict with the policy test.  
 
Consequently, for the reasons set out above, there is a need to alter the policy test.  
 
Suggested Change: The policy test should be amended as follows: 
 
“Any development should be sympathetic to existing listed buildings adjacent to the site.”  
 
Policy Test 12 – Bats 
 
Limited changes are proposed to this policy test. Therefore, please refer to our previous Regulation 14 
response regarding this policy test.   
 
Policy Test 13 – Lighting 
 
No changes are proposed to this policy test. Therefore, please refer to our previous Regulation 14 
response regarding this policy test.   
 
Policy 14 – CEMP  
 
This new policy test seeks to ensure that any development is accompanied by a Construction 
Environment Management Plan (hereafter CEMP), The CEMP should demonstrate how a scheme will 
avoid damaging local water quality by preventing water runoff from the site. 
 
WTL are conscious of ensuring the impact on any development proposal during the construction 
phase is limited and controlled. A CEMP is an effective way of ensuring that. Accordingly, they are 
supportive of the inclusion of this policy test.  
 

4. The Basic Conditions  

As outlined in Planning Law, only a draft neighbourhood plan that meets the Basic Conditions, which 
themselves are defined in law19, can proceed to referendum stage and be made. Given the pivotal role 
that the Basic Conditions play in establishing whether a neighbourhood plan is appropriate or not, an 

 
19 Para. 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  
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assessment of how draft Policy 7 complies with the Basic Conditions is provided below: 

a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary 
of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan). 

As outlined above, the only potential conflicts with national planning policy and guidance are in 
relation to tests 7, 8 and 11 of emerging Policy 7. The conflicts, which are identified in Section 3 
above, are for brevity, not repeated in this Section.  

In terms of the allocation’s wider compliance with national planning policy and guidance, the NPPF 
confirms that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development20. The planning system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent. The 
objectives are: economic; social and environmental21.  These objectives should be delivered through 
the preparation and the implementation of plans, including neighbourhood plans22. 

As reflected within the accompanying DFD, the proposed development does constitute sustainable 
development through incorporating the following measures (please note that this list is not 
exhaustive):  

Economic Objective: The provision of additional employment floorspace in a proven location, will 
help to build a strong, responsive and competitive economy. As demonstrated within the emerging 
Local Plan, the site is required to help meet the identified needs for new employment land and 
premises within the District. The scheme will provide flexible office accommodation, from small start-
up units, through to expansion space, including for existing and important employers within the Parish 
and the surrounding area. Para. 80 of the NPPF confirms that significant weight should be placed on 
this benefit. The site will provide local employment opportunities that could assist Pulborough and 
Codmore Hill to become more self-contained and deliver a more commensurate quantum of 
employment space when compared to the Parish’s resident population. An economic impact 
assessment of the proposed development will be provided in due course.   

Social Objective: As demonstrated within the accompanying DFD, the subject site is located within 
walking and cycling distance of a range of services, facilities and residential properties. It benefits from 
access to public transport provision (both bus and railway).  The site’s accessibility from non-vehicle 
modes will be improved with the delivery of the pedestrian/cycle link to Stane Street and to the Parish 
Council’s proposed footway/cycleway. Improved connectivity for sustainable modes of transport 
receives support in the NPPF23. 

The provision of additional employment land and premises in such an accessible location is an 
eminently sustainable proposition and accords with the NPPF24. As shown on the indicative 
masterplan, recreational green space25 will be provided to ensure that the scheme delivers social 
benefits, alongside the obvious economic benefits.  

Environmental Objective: The indicative masterplan has evolved having strong regard to the 
technical work undertaken to date in respect of ecology, landscape, heritage and drainage. Ecological 

 
20 MHCLG, para. 7, ‘NPPF’, February 2019.  
21 MHCLG, para. 8, ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
22 MHCLG, para. 9, ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
23 MHCLG, paras. 91(a) and 102(c), ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
24 MHCLG, para. 103, ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
25 MHCLG, paras. 91(c) and 92, ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
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mitigation and net gain are inherent within the masterplan, through the retention and enhancement 
of key features and the establishment of new habitat creation, including bat, bird and reptile 
habitats26. The scheme responds to the landscape and visual opportunities and constraints and to the 
historic environment. It balances these environmental considerations alongside the need to make 
effective use of the site27. A climate change and low carbon strategy will be formed at the application 
stage.  

Given the above, the allocation of the proposed site has a strong fit with national planning policy and 
guidance.  

b) having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to 
make the order. 

As indicated above, a heritage assessment of the proposed masterplan has been undertaken by Orion 
Heritage, on behalf of the landowner. The work concludes that there is only one listed building, Forge 
Cottage the Old Forge (Grade II listed) that could be impacted by the proposed development. As the 
scheme evolves (which will be developed having strong regard to the design advice provided by the 
heritage consultant), a further assessment will be undertaken to assess the historic asset’s significance 
(including any contribution made by its setting), and to assess what impact, if any, the proposed 
development will have on the significance of the asset.  

Given the above, it can be concluded that in allocating the subject site, special regard to the 
preservation of listed buildings and their setting has been made and will, as the scheme evolves, 
continue to be made and therefore it accords with Basic Condition (b).  

c) having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order.  

The historic environment work prepared by Orion Heritage also considered the proposed 
development’s impact on any Conservation Areas. The work concludes that there are no Conservation 
Areas within 1km of the site. Consequently, the development of the subject site will not have any 
impact on the preservation, the character, or the appearance of any Conservation Area.  

The site’s allocation therefore accords with Basic Condition (c).  

d) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of 
sustainable development. 

As well as demonstrating that the proposed allocation of the subject site for employment purposes 
accords with national planning policy and guidance, the assessment provided under Basic Condition (a) 
above also demonstrates that the allocation constitutes sustainable development. It therefore satisfies 
Basic Condition (d).   

e) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic 
policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that 
area). 

 
26 MHCLG, para. 174, ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
27 MHCLG, paras. 117 and 127, ‘NPPF’, February 2019. 
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The strategic policies contained within the Horsham District Planning Framework (2015) are clearly 
identifiable. Key strategic policies relevant to this Neighbourhood Plan and how the Neighbourhood 
Plan is considered to be in general conformity with each, is set out below: 

• Policy 2 – The focus of development is to be at Horsham, with growth envisaged for the rest 
of the District to be distributed in accordance with the settlement hierarchy and at an 
appropriate scale. As second tier settlements, the expansion of Pulborough and Codmore Hill 
and the provision of new employment floorspace in the manner proposed within the 
Neighbourhood Plan is consistent with the Policy. The principle of providing employment land 
close to where people live is also supported, which is also a key theme of the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

• Policy 3 - Pulborough and Codmore Hill are identified as small towns and larger villages and 
therefore second tier settlements. Development is permitted within the defined area 
boundary. WTL have raised a concern about the proposed built-up area boundary for 
Codmore Hill (please see Section 5 below), which appears to exclude the allocation made at 
Policy 7 of the emerging Plan. 

• Policy 4 – The growth of settlements is supported in order to meet inter alia, employment 
needs. The outward expansion of settlements is supported in certain circumstances. The 
allocation of the subject site is therefore generally consistent with this policy.  

• Policy 7 – The allocation of land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate would assist 
meet the identified demand for smaller units and new business activity, whilst also 
encouraging sustainable local employment growth.  

Whilst not being identified as being Strategic Policies, Policies 9 and 10 are also relevant:  

• Policy 9 – The expansion of existing employment sites and premises within the built-up area 
boundary will be supported.  

• Policy 10 – Sustainable rural economic development is supported in order to generate local 
employment opportunities.   

The allocation of land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate accords with both non-strategic 
policies.  

In addition, Policy 7 of the Neighbourhood Plan also accords with the policy framework within the 
emerging Local Plan, which also seeks to allocate the subject site within a strategic policy (Strategic 
Policy 6).  

Given the above, the allocation of land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate is consistent 
with the strategic policies of the existing and emerging Local Plans. As such, the allocation would 
satisfy Basic Condition (e).  

f) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is otherwise 
compatible with, EU obligations. 

The possible technical work required to support this Basic Condition is outlined in national planning 
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guidance28. It is assumed that having had regard to these obligations that the Parish Council have 
correctly identified that an SEA/SA was required, alongside a HRA. It is assumed that both documents 
are legally robust.  

Whilst WTL are broadly pleased with the conclusions presented within the SEA/SA regarding land to 
the south of Broomers Hill Lane, they note that the planning judgements formed for some of the 
assessment criteria are overly pessimistic and conflict with the technical work that has been prepared 
on their behalf, which has been summarised in the accompanying DFD. In the main this is due to the 
larger assessment parcels used in the technical evidence, in comparison with the site-specific technical 
work undertaken by the landowner. Their main areas of concern are as follows: 

• Water Body and Surface Water Flood Risk – The assessment work scores the subject site as 
a negative, as a small area of land within the northern section of the site is identified as being 
at high risk of surface water flooding, with the rest of the site being identified as being a 
medium risk. However, as set out in the accompanying DFD, no commercial development will 
be located within, or immediately adjacent to the waterbody that is located between Phases 1 
and 2 and Phase 3. Moreover, the surface water flooding maps provided on-line by the 
Environment Agency show the majority of the site to have a low risk of flooding, with only 
small areas of medium to high risk.  Any risk associated with surface water flooding is 
principally contained within depressions within the site, including a ditch running south to 
north from Cray Lane.  A positive drainage strategy, as is required with any development 
proposal, will ensure that either the depressions are retained and converted into drainage 
features, or that the risk associated with these areas would be removed. Accordingly, both 
effects as identified in Table 5.8.4 of the SEA/SA should be lessened.  We note that work 
undertaken by AECOM reached similar conclusions as follows “…according to the EA’s flood 
map parts of the site are at low risk of surface water flooding, and there is a strip of 
land at high risk of flooding. It is likely that issues of surface water flooding could be 
mitigated should the site be developed; suggest that this row is re-categorised as 
green29.” 

• Rail Noise – If necessary, a noise impact assessment will be undertaken at the planning 
application stage. However, it is considered that a suitable noise environment can be created 
for the proposed employment units by, if required, providing acoustic mitigation within the 
envelope of the building, whilst ensuring a suitable internal thermal environment. Noise 
associated with the railway line was not identified as being an issue during the determination 
of the Phase 2 hybrid permission (ref: DC/13/1048) and it therefore follows that it should not 
be for the third phase of the development either. Accordingly, noise associated with the 
railway line should not be considered as being a ‘negative’ effect as outlined in Table 5.8.4 of 
the SEA/SA.  

• Landscape Capacity – The work undertaken by Pegasus Group does not support the 
conclusion within Horsham District Council’s Landscape Character Assessment that the subject 
site has no/low and low/moderate capacity to accommodate employment development. 
Whilst a further rebuttal will be provided in due course, the evidence presented within the 
DFD demonstrates that commercial development in the manner proposed can be 
accommodated without any significant landscape or visual effects. Accordingly, the site’s 
landscape capacity is better than outlined within Table 5.8.4 of the SEA/SA and therefore it 

 
28 28 MHCLG, Para. 078 Ref ID: 41-078-2010306, PPG, Neighbourhood Planning, Updated May 2020. 
29 AECOM, para. 2.36 ‘Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment,’ February 2019.  
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should not be considered as being a negative effect. 

These points should be taken forward in the assessment presented in Table 14, Table 26 and para. 
7.2.18 of the SEA/SA.  

The finer grain technical work undertaken by the landowner will deliver a far more robust and correct 
technical understanding of the site. It is strongly suggested that future versions of the Parish Council’s 
evidence base acknowledge the conclusions of the landowner’s technical work and use it within its 
own technical assessment to form more robust and favourable planning judgements concerning the 
site.  

g) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed matters have 
been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan). 

The Neighbourhood Plan is supported by a Habitats Regulation Assessment. Accordingly, Basic 
Condition (g) is satisfied.  

5. Comments on Other Policies in the Plan 

Policy 1 makes it clear that the Neighbourhood Plan defines the built-up area boundary of 
Pulborough as being that shown on the Horsham District Planning Framework Proposals Map. An 
excerpt of the Local Plan Proposals Map for Pulborough is provided at Figure C on page 11 of the 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan (although please note that an extract of the Proposed Submission Plan 
has been included and not the Map that accompanies the Adopted Local Plan). The Policy also 
confirms that development proposals outside this boundary will be required to conform to 
development plan policies in respect of the control of development within the countryside.  

Consequently, although the Neighbourhood Plan allocates land outside the development boundaries 
defined by the 2015 Horsham District Planning Framework, any application on them, including on land 
to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate would need to conform with development plan policies 
in respect of the control of development within the countryside.  

The purpose of the allocations made within the Neighbourhood Plan is to ensure the development 
required by the Parish over the plan period is delivered in a planned manner. As currently drafted, any 
application on an allocation outside the Adopted Local Plan’s settlement boundary would need to 
overcome the unnecessary policy obstacle provided by Policy 1. It is possible that for some sites this 
policy obstacle (having to demonstrate that they are suitable forms of development within the 
countryside) could not be overcome and therefore they will not deliver. In such a scenario, this would 
risk the delivery of the expected outcomes of the Neighbourhood Plan. This cannot be right and it is 
assumed that it is a drafting error.  

This seems to be the case as para. 7 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan states that: 

“the boundary defined on the Policies Map (Fig C, page 11) has amended that shown on the 
HDPF Proposals Map to allow for the allocation of land in policies 2, 3 and 6 of the PPNP. 
Otherwise, the boundary remains consistent with the HDPF.” 

Whilst para. 4.7 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan also does not refer to the allocation made at 
Policy 7, it does suggest that the intention is for the settlement boundary as defined in the 2015 
Horsham District Planning Framework to be amended to account for the allocations in the 
Neighbourhood Plan, which would be a sound and correct proposition.  
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Suggested Change: The policy should be amended as follows: 
 
“The Neighbourhood Plan defines the Built-up Area Boundary of Pulborough, as shown on 
pages 48 to 51. Development proposals located inside this boundary will be supported provided 
they accord with the other provisions of the development plan. Development proposals outside 
of this boundary will be required to conform to development plan policies in respect of the 
control of development in the countryside.” 
 
A settlement boundary should be drawn on the plans provided at pages 48 to 51. It should include 
land at Broomers Hill Industrial Estate.  
 
Para. 4.7 should be reworded to include reference to Policy 7.  
 
6. Technical Evidence  

As indicated in Section 4 above, in comparison with the site-specific technical work prepared on 
behalf of WTL, the SEA/SA supporting the emerging Neighbourhood Plan presents overly pessimistic 
and cautious conclusions in respect of flood risk and drainage, heritage and landscape (please refer to 
our response regarding Basic Condition (f).   

These planning judgements made in respect of the site are based on the conclusions of other 
evidence base work supporting the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, including the Site Assessment 
Report (April 2019) and the Pulborough Site Assessment (February 2019). In light of the finer grain 
and more robust technical work undertaken on behalf of the landowner, both documents should be 
altered. This may improve the ratings for site PPNP24. 

7. Summary  

As stated within these representations, WTL is pleased to see the Pulborough Parish Neighbourhood 
Plan proceed to the Regulation 16 stage.  
 
They are also supportive of land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate being allocated for 
commercial purposes in the manner proposed. The allocation: 
 

• Recognises the strong historic demand for commercial uses within Pulborough and the 
success that Phase 1 of the Broomers Hill Industrial Estate has had in attracting and retaining 
occupiers;  

• Recognises that there remains, despite the current global pandemic, a strong demand for 
commercial uses at the Industrial Estate; 

• Additional provision would help the Parish make a more commensurate contribution to the 
District’s employment floorspace provision in comparison to its population. It could also help 
address significant levels of out-commuting for employment purposes from the Parish; 

• Provides an opportunity for new flexible commercial space to be delivered, from smaller units 
suitable for start-up businesses, through to expansion space for businesses looking to expand 
into larger units; and 

• Reflects that there is no technical impediment, or conflict with the Basic Conditions that would 
preclude development at the site. It is eminently suitable for new employment land and 
premises, as it is located within a proven and successful location.  

 
Notwithstanding their general support for the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, given their interest in 
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the proposed allocation on land to the south of Broomers Hill Industrial Estate, WTL have a number of 
comments on the proposed policy tests included at draft Policy 7. Their comments to this Regulation 
16 consultation have been limited to where WTL have concerns about the proposed policy tests, or 
where new or substantially altered policy tests have been included. Given the tight focus of these 
representations, they should be read alongside WTL’s previous consultation response to the 
Regulation 14 version of the Plan.  
 
WTL’s comments on the Regulation 16 version of the Plan are summarised below:  
 

• WTL are pleased to note that the Policies Map has been altered in respect of Policy 7. It now 
includes all the development land within the third phase of the Broomers Hill Industrial Estate. 
Accordingly, it accords with the quantum of employment land anticipated to be delivered 
from the site as outlined in Policy 7 (3ha) and the emerging Local Plan; 

• Notwithstanding the above, the Parish Council should consider whether future versions of the 
Neighbourhood Plan should also allocate land within the second phase of the Industrial 
Estate. Whilst permission for commercial uses has been granted on the second phase and it 
has been implemented, it has not been delivered. An allocation for commercial uses would 
protect this committed development from being lost to alternative uses;  

• WTL are supportive of the alteration to test 2 of emerging Policy 7. Access through the 
existing Industrial Estate to the north remains their preferred access strategy for the site. The 
flexibility introduced by the policy (two access options) is welcomed however;  

• The masterplan shown in the accompanying DFD has been altered to show a 
footway/cycleway connection to Cray Lane in the site’s south east corner. WTL are supportive 
of improving the site’s accessibility to sustainable modes of transport and therefore this 
suggestion is welcomed. However, they would object to any suggestion of the delivery of the 
subject site being predicated on the delivery of all or part of Cycleway 2. It is not necessary for 
the proposed development to contribute financially to the proposed link’s construction. 
Moreover, as the Cycleway will cross third-party land and there is no funding in place to 
deliver it, its delivery is far from certain. Any tie between the Cycleway and the delivery of the 
subject site could therefore risk the delivery of the proposed commercial uses at the third 
phase of the Broomers Hill Industrial Estate. Given the central role the site plays in the delivery 
of the emerging Neighbourhood and Local Plan, it could also risk their delivery. The NPPF is 
clear that policy requirements should not undermine the delivery of a Neighbourhood Plan or 
a Local Plan;   

• Reference to ensuring the proposed development delivers net gains in biodiversity in test 4 of 
Policy 7 is welcomed and is consistent with national planning policy. As shown in the 
accompanying DFD, the masterplan has been designed to deliver net gains in biodiversity; 

• New test 6 of Policy 7, which relates to surface water run off is again supported by WTL. The 
requirements of the policy test have already been included within their development 
proposals;  

• Whilst in principle WTL do not object to test 7 of Policy 7, broadband infrastructure is already 
required by Building Regulations. The NPPF states that Plans should avoid unnecessary 
duplication of policies and as broadband infrastructure is already a matter for Building 
Regulations, consideration should be given to deleting this policy test;  

• Test 8 of Policy 7 is far more onerous than the previous version provided at the Regulation 14 
stage, which only concerned energy standards. The new version will, for any development 
above the threshold, require a detailed consideration of nine different technical areas. It will 
lead to the construction of ‘best practice’ buildings, which in turn will lead to higher 
construction costs. These additional costs have not been assessed in a viability appraisal 
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(which is required by national planning policy) and could render the scheme unviable and 
undeliverable. Given the central role that the site plays in both the emerging Neighbourhood 
and Local Plans, it could also undermine the delivery of the outcomes identified in both;  

• Altered test 9 of Policy 7 is potentially unlawful as it includes reference to the Pulborough 
Design Statement in the policy text. In doing so, it gives statutory weight to a document that 
was only ever, as an SPD, intended to be a material planning consideration. Reference to the 
document should at most be relegated to the supporting text of Policy 7;  

• Again, altered test 10 of Policy 7 is potentially unlawful. It includes reference to (1) a 
development plan policy in an adjacent Local Planning Authority; and (2) includes reference to 
an SPD, which is itself supplementary to a Development Plan policy from an adjacent Local 
Planning Authority. This policy test needs to be revised;  

• Test 11 of Policy 7 requires any proposed development to both conserve and enhance the 
setting of any listed building adjacent to the site. This goes beyond the legislative framework 
for both listed buildings and the Basic Conditions. Moreover, it assumes that the development 
proposals are within the sphere of a setting of a listed building. If the site, which as described 
in the accompanying DFD could well be, is not located within the setting of a listed building it 
will not have any effect on its setting and therefore its significance. In such a scenario, it is 
likely to be impossible, given the relationship between the proposed development and the 
listed building (including its setting), to deliver an enhancement, which is required by the 
policy. In addition, the wording of the policy oddly focuses in on the setting of a listed 
building and not how the development will impact on the significance of the asset. It may well 
be that the asset’s setting makes no contribution to its significance, rendering any 
conserving/enhancement measures to the asset’s setting irrelevant, for they will not have any 
effect on its significance.  In any event, national planning policy also outlines a clear 
methodology for undertaking a ‘planning balance’ judgement where a proposal harms a 
heritage assets significance. Consequently, the policy test should be re-worded for it goes 
beyond legislative requirements, including the Basic Conditions and conflicts with national 
planning policy;  

• WTL are supportive of the inclusion of new test 14 to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. This 
will limit the impact of the proposed development in its construction phase;   

• Given the status of the site within the emerging Neighbourhood Plan and the emerging Local 
Plan, the site should be included within the built-up area boundary. The wording of Policy 1 
and para. 4.7 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan suggests that it is not at present. This will 
mean that any application will need to grapple unnecessarily with other policies within the 
Development Plan, including the control of development within the Countryside. This may 
affect the delivery of the allocation (and therefore the emerging Neighbourhood and Local 
Plan); and 

• The finer grain and more robust site-specific technical evidence prepared by WTL should be 
used by the Parish Council in their evidence base work. By utilising this work the planning 
judgements made in respect of the site would improve to more realistic levels.  

 
 
 
LRM Planning 
January 2021 
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Appendix 1 – Site Location Plan 
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Appendix 2 – Commercial Property Advice 



 

                                                     

 
Mr C Rayner  
WT Lamb Properties Ltd  
Nyewood Court 
Brookers Road 
Billingshurst 
West Sussex 
RH14 9RZ 

 
 

25/08/2020 
 

 
Dear Colin 
 
The proposed scheme has potential to provide a range of Unit sizes, that will be suitable for 
both new and established businesses in the local area. 
 
It is appreciated that it is currently schematic in nature and it will be important to give further 
consideration to internal fit out and use of materials when designing the detail.  Loading, 
parking and circulation space are also important considerations that should not be 
compromised. 
 
The phased format of the development will also require consideration, it being your aspiration 
to build the scheme out over the duration of the neighbourhood plan period. 
 
Whilst it is difficult to predict future demand for the space, the market for industrial property 
currently remains buoyant, despite the current Covid pandemic, and there is no reason why 
this shouldn’t continue into the future. 
 
This scheme offers accommodation that is different to other schemes in the area and builds 
upon the success of the existing adjacent Estate and the demand that exists for the consented 
but as yet undeveloped second phase. 
 

Kind regards  

 

AAlgar   
 

Andrew Algar – Head of Commercial Property   
 

01403 282 519 

07868 434 449 

andrew.algar@henryadams.co.uk 
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