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94 Glebelands 
Pulborough 

West Sussex RH20 2JJ 
 
9 June 2016 
 
To: Horsham District Council 
Email: planning@horsham.gov.uk 
 
RE: Letter of Objection to Outline Planning for Land North East of Glebelands - Application 
DC/16/0731 (the “Application”) 
 
Please find below our Objections to the Application referenced above. 
 
In summary our objections pertain to: 
 

- Design, appearance, materials, character 
- Highway access, traffic, fumes and parking  
- Loss of general amenity 
- Overdevelopment 
- Privacy, disturbance, light and noise 
- Trees and landscaping 
- Lack of supported infrastructure, impact on transport, schools, medical centre and sewerage 

system 
- Loss of Greenbelt land and associated wildlife 
- Impact on local employer and local jobs  
- Precedents being set for future development 
- Flooding and drainage  
- Classification of the land 
- Relevant and correct surveys and reports having not been carried out 
- The views of the general public following a recent survey that preceded the draft Pulborough 

Neighbourhood Plan being ignored 
 
The Application is misleading to everyone in the village as it only covers the land at Policy 2 (SA445) in 
the draft Pulborough Parish Council Neighborhood Plan (the “NP”).  The land subject to the Application 
is a Greenfield site.   A planning application has not yet been made to build in any of the fields next to 
the land subject to the Application, however that is the intention since an additional access road is 
included in the current Application to allow access into the other fields, eg. land at Policy 3 in the NP 
(Land off Glebelands, SA588) “for future development”, the land at Policy 3 backs right onto our 
property.   
 
Any Application should disclose details of related future development in the vicinity.  Please can you 
provide more details of why an access road has been included for future development and what that 
“future development” entails? 
 
The Application has not set out where the “affordable homes” will be located and has not indicated that 
the children’s play area will be located next to the affordable homes.  Is it the intention that the quota 
for affordable homes will actually be fulfilled by this current Application or by a future application? 
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The NP has not yet been approved by Horsham District Council, it has not yet gone to the Independent 
Examination and it has not gone to public vote. 
 
Any Application should be upfront about the actual planned expansion into other connecting 
fields/areas on Greenfield sites.  We are led to believe from the Application it is for 100 houses but what 
else is planned right next to it?  If planning is allowed for these 100 houses then a precedent is set and 
there is nothing to stop further planning being granted to expand and thereby further ruining our 
countryside.  It is obviously the intention to continue to expand above the 100 houses due to the access 
road being included in the plans into the southern fields located below the land subject to the current 
Application. 
 
Greenfield Sites 
 
The land subject to the Application is referred to as a Greenfield site and so is the land at Policy 3 in the 
NP. The land subject to the Application is not Brownfield.  Within the survey that preceded the 
Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan, 94% of respondents stated they wanted no further housing 
development and that if any took place it should be smaller developments on Brownfield sites only. 
Building on this land would directly go against the wishes of Pulborough residents.  It seems there was 
little point in carrying out the survey if it is totally ignored. 
 
We strongly object to any houses being built whatsoever at the land referred to as Policy 2 (the subject 
of the current Application) or Policy 3 (related to Policy 2) in the draft NP and will rigorously continue to 
object to any building on this land. 
 
The basis of our objections are set out below, referring where relevant to supporting documentation: 
 
The Application is not in accordance with the NP since there are ongoing unresolved issues in relation to 
the NP.  The NP has not even been finalised is currently sitting with Horsham District Council and has not 
been agreed or approved, it also still has to go to independent examination and a public community 
referendum.  Therefore, any planning applications should be rejected until this has been resolved 
otherwise approval for building on land outside of the NP would take place which makes no sense 
whatsoever of having spent so much of tax payers money on putting together a NP.  It would seem 
there is no point having a NP at all if it is not even adhered to and planning applications can go ahead 
despite the fact the NP is still being progressed.   
 
Notice of Application for Planning Permission 
 
Contains the following statement: “The proposed development does not accord with the provisions of 
the development plan in force in the area in which the land to which the application relates is situated.” 
 
The above is a statement in the Notice of Application – on what basis would development be allowed in 
light of these facts? 
 
Design 
 
Catesby Estates (the Applicant) have made numerous mentions of a Quality Development with small 
pockets of housing however as they will not be ultimately delivering the houses and will sell the land 
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with outline planning permission they cannot offer any guarantees of the final quality.   It is also not 
clear from their plan where the affordable homes will be located and what they will look like.  It is also 
not clear if Catesby Estates will be the company who will make in the future the application for planning 
in the land at Policy 3 to build the additional 20+ affordable self build homes.  As above, any application 
should be upfront and include details of the entire plan for the area, we should not have to suffer 
piecemeal applications and have to keep going through the stress of going through the process of having 
to consider objecting and putting together objections to plans. 
 
The use of the area at the front of the development as a ‘ditch’ to capture surface flooding will not only 
be unattractive (especially if not maintained) but will potentially propose a risk to small children (cited 
next to a play area), people walking their dogs and possibly wildlife/animals during wet weather when 
water will accumulate.  Where does the “ditch” run to – our property is at the bottom of the hill and we 
are seriously concerned we are going to be flooded by water. 
 
Removal of mature trees as part of the development which currently enhance the natural habitat for 
wildlife and are a positive feature at the North of the village absorbing noise and providing a positive 
addition to the landscape.  What reassurances do we have as to which trees are remaining? 
 
Highway Access and Parking 
 
The proposal raises serious concerns over both accessibility to the sites and more detrimentally the 
serious compounding of the already undesirable level of traffic and parking on Glebelands, Spinney 
North, Link Lane etc. The additional and inevitable disruption to roads, transport, proximate residents, 
and community as a whole as a result of the building works themselves.  The proposed road access will 
have a serious detrimental effect on our property as the new entrance road will be very close to our 
property.  Besides the difficulty of getting on and off our driveway in the first place we are seriously 
concerned about our health with all these cars and the fumes driving right past our house.  We bought a 
house in the countryside where we thought we would have a healthy lifestyle not a place where we 
have to live next to a main road into an estate where hundreds of people live driving cars past at all 
hours of the day and night. 
 
The design states that two parking spaces will be provided per home however if this includes garage 
space it should be noted that hardly any modern cars fit into modern garages and even when people 
have a garage they hardly ever use them for cars but for tins of paint and rubbish.  This will result in 
many cars parking on the roadside and verges. It has already been noted the detrimental effect on the 
environment of the total chaos down the Spinney where people have to park on and ruin the verges. 
 
Loss of General Amenity 
 
The field area to the South West of the site is open to the public and used every day by dog walkers 
effectively making it a well used communal green space. This area is also used by a number of elderly 
dog walkers who will find it a challenge to locate alternative facilities that are both safe (fenced and 
away from main roads) and proximate at the North side of the village.  The village recreation ground is 
not the solution for dog walkers as it is often in use for matches and games and it is next to a road 
where there are cars parked all over the place and it is not fenced off and is therefore not safe. 
 
The general countryside walks that are immediately accessible across and via these locations will be 
removed or compromised. 
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Over Development 
 
This site has previously been subject to numerous planning applications (PL/37/00 and PL/125/02), all of 
which have been declined apart from the recent development of Drovers Lane which allowed the 
building of 13 houses, as stated the maximum allowable on the site. The remaining site has up to now 
been classified as Greenfield and undevelopable, so how is this site now suddenly being classed as 
developable given no change in its status or use? 
 
Development of this land will inevitably lead to further building across the nursery as indicated by 
Catesby and the land owner.  Approval of this development will set a precedent which will have a 
significant negative impact on the future of Pulborough as a village. 
 
Horsham District Local Development Framework to 2016 – Preliminary Consultation: Issues and Options 
July 2004 
 
E: Land North of Glebelands 
 
“The Parish Council agrees with the proposal to delete this area from the built-up area. This Greenfield 
site is unsuitable for development. It is inaccessible and subject to flooding. Any significant development 
would have an adverse effect on traffic conditions on an already congested road.” 
 
Land North of Glebelands 
 
“The site is not needed and is outside the proposed built-up area boundary. 
 
More important, it is unsuitable in terms of access via the existing road network and the nature of the 
land and scale of the site would create unsustainable demands on existing drainage. It could not be 
contemplated without a massive investment in infrastructure development.” 
 
Land North of Glebelands (New Place Farm) 
 
“As above.” 
 
What “massive investment in infrastructure development” is taking place?  Who is paying for this?  How 
much is this going to cost the taxpayer?  How has the mentioned flooding issue been addressed? 
 
The proposed site occupies an increasingly elevated position across the North Eastern border of the 
village which when viewed would dominate and ruin the skyline of this area and negatively impact on 
Pulborough’s designation as a rural village which the majority of residents cite as a major importance to 
them. 
 
Pulborough and this site in particular is extremely susceptible to flooding (despite not being on the flood 
risk register). The drainage issues experienced by this land that cause southwards flooding will be made 
significantly worse if this land were to be developed for housing and will significantly impact on our 
property as we are at the bottom of both hills where all the water goes to. 
 
Please explain what assurances we have that our property and others around it will not be flooded? 
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Pulborough’s general infrastructure is completely insufficient to support its current level of residents let 
alone that number being significantly increased. If anything our village services seem to be diminishing 
rather than improving having recently lost both our village Post Office and Bank. Despite apparent 
research and assurances to the contrary our primary school is already full and our health centre is 
already overstretched. Further burdens on these services will almost certainly reduce the quality of life 
for the existing Pulborough community.  It appears that no research has been completed as to the 
impact of the current development of 103 houses on Stane Street and 28 houses by the station will have 
on these already overstretched resources. These ongoing developments will bring around 300-400+ 
additional residents (possibly half of which will be children) and must be taken into account when 
making these decisions.  

Pulborough’s sewerage already experiences overloading. There is no planned investment in any 
additional infrastructure to support this development meaning this problem will only increase. Although 
Southern Water have commented on the system being able to meet the requirements we are aware of 
existing sewerage overload at Tescos and we are adding another approx. 130 houses to the system in 
the next couple of years which are not being taken into account. The system cannot cope without 
significant investment in its improvement. 
 
Please consider if there is going to be any significant investment in its improvement? 
 
Horsham District Local Development Framework to 2016, Preliminary Consultation, Issues and Options 
 
Other infrastructure development. There is no reference in the Consultative Document to surface and 
wastewater drainage. Southern Water has admitted that Pulborough has insufficient drainage capacity. 
Any further significant development will demand an increase in drainage facilities. 
 
Pre-Submission Plan June 2015 
 
3.28 The Transport and Infrastructure working group recommend that infrastructure planning 
conditions on new developments should be rigorously enforced and that the NP should include policies 
to require this. The Transport and Infrastructure working group report that Pulborough's network of 
sewerage and drainage pipes is generally old and in need of upgrade, with significant amounts of surface 
and ground water entering the sewerage system without adequate monitoring/reporting to allow the 
planning authorities to accurately assess the impact of further development.  Estimates of demand on 
water, sewerage and drainage and its impact on current provision should be examined before any new 
development and the NP should include policies to require this. 

What action has been taken in respect of infrastructure planning? 

Pulborough has no secondary school meaning an inevitable increase on the environmental impact of the 
additional transport requirements to ferry pupils to schools outside the village on an already 
unacceptably busy road network in the area. This will be even more difficult with the possible closure of 
the school at Storrington. The nearest secondary school is then Billingshurst at over 8 miles away?  
Traffic through our village is already cited as a major irritant.  There is a bus stop right next to my house 
and right next to the planned new road.   
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What is the plan for this bus stop?  Will there be additional services resulting in longer running hours, 
more noise and more pollution?  Will the buses run in the evening? 

Pulborough offers little in the way of permanent employment. This will again impact the environment in 
terms of additional travelling outside of the village for work meaning having to drive (increase pressure 
on our roads), use an infrequent and expensive bus service or commute by train where we have issues 
with parking (space and cost) compounded by a very unreliable train service into London.   
 
We are not convinced that the Transport Assessment carried out in April 2016 has given enough 
consideration to how the bus and train services can cope with additional passengers and how that will 
be achieved in reality. 
 
The site in question is current utilised by one of Pulborough’s largest employers and given that the 
proposed development removes a significant amount or horticultural land from this business can only 
put at risk local jobs rather than create them. Focus should be put on developing this business to further 
grow employment opportunities within the village.   
 
Privacy Lighting and Noise: 
 
A significant antisocial noise pollution increase to what is currently a peaceful area of countryside, both 
due to building works and also the subsequent natural noise increase as a result of the additional 
residential volume in the immediate community.  Our property currently overlooks trees and fields so all 
we hear are birds and wild animals and the farmer’s animals.  We do not want to listen to the noise from 
100+ additional households, we should be reducing noise pollution in the rural countryside, not 
increasing it. 
 
This will have a SERIOUS impact on the privacy of all proximate residents in Glebelands and Drovers Lane 
and in particular if the road access for “future development” is allowed and Policy 3 in the NP 
development goes ahead our property would be directly overlooked by the 20+ houses – every single 
one of them would look into our garden and home without exception. 
 
The children’s Playground is on the plan to be right opposite the bungalows on Drovers Lane. The noise 
from this being used and the potential for it to be a hangout for older children in the evening is 
concerning. There is already a large and very well used playground on the playing fields.  Wherever it is 
requested to put a children’s playground on this site we strongly object to it being anywhere near our 
property whatsoever for fear of the noise and potential criminal activity and anti social behavior 
especially in the summer months and the evenings and people drinking alcohol, smoking and causing 
chaos.  This is a country village where we have wide open spaces and country walks – we live in the 
open countryside and want it to remain this way. 
 
Trees and Landscaping: 
 
The site in question supports an abundance of wildlife due to its Greenfield nature. We have foxes, barn 
owls, bats, nightingales, birds of prey and a host of general birdlife supported by this land. We have at 
least 10 different types of birds living in the trees that are in the farmer’s field next to our patio.  Some 
of this wildlife such as nightingales and bats are protected species. We can see no evidence of a full 
environmental survey being conducted, specifically on the Birch trees which are proposed to be 
removed. These are most certainly a flight path and highly likely to be a roosting area for the bats.  We 
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have also seen red kites over the trees as recently as Monday 23rd May, how anyone can contemplate 
destroying this natural habitat for such an abundance of wildlife is beyond us. 

Has an environmental survey been conducted? 

In addition there are a significant number of mature trees on the site which serves to enhance it as an 
attractive rural landscape and assist with the aforementioned drainage issues. This cannot be allowed to 
be destroyed in spite of the comments that they have not been maintained and are not worth saving 
(the trees are thriving with wildlife and are stunningly beautiful). The photograph taken over winter 
does not accurately reflect the size and impact these trees have on the surrounding landscape and it 
would be detrimental to the surrounding area and wildlife if they were to be removed. 

3.16 The overwhelming majority of survey respondents, when asked, favoured housing development 
using in-fill or brownfield development in the existing built-up area (74%) or in-fill/brownfield outside of 
the existing built-up area (47%). There was a marked aversion to development of Greenfield sites, with 
only 6% of survey respondents supporting such development. 

The planning application implies support from the NP. The NP is being robustly challenged in the 
community and is due to be challenged further. The plan has not yet progressed to independent 
examination or indeed community referendum where we believe it will meet significant resistance.  We 
would hope that a District Council would challenge any approval of such a planning application outside 
of a recently submitted, yet to be approved by the community, Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Catesby Estates held a public consultation on 16th March in Pulborough around the development 
proposals. This was well attended and overwhelmingly and without exception attendees were in 
objection to the development. 
 
Horsham District Council – Pulborough Design Statement – Supplementary Planning Document – May 
2013 
 
Having read the above we have set out below some quotes – it seems these have not been taken into 
consideration when the Application was put in: 
 
Public Footpaths – “there are many public rights of way throughout Pulborough and these and their 
subsequent views all play a vital role in the character of Pulborough”  
 
Pulborough-wide Design Principles: 
 

(A) “Pulborough is defined from many aspects by its views and footpaths.  They create its unique 
setting through access to public areas and the views and vistas the access provides.  Any 
development must always consider the impact it could have on these views and access to the 
views” 
(1) “Small scale development should respond to nearby historic settlement pattern and form” 
(2) “Small scale development within rural areas should be well integrated into the existing 

landscape contours and pattern of small woodlands plus hedgerows” 
(3) “The density and height of any development must be sensitive to its surroundings as well as 

adjacent buildings” 



 

8 
 
 

(4) “Tall vertical structures should be of appropriate size and scale in relation to their 
surroundings to help preserve important skyline features and views” 

(5) “New developments must conserve and manage habitats and biodiversity and it should 
conserve the rural undeveloped character of the hamlets” 

(9) “Promote natural floodplain management…to increase wildlife diversity as part of any 
related development” 

(11) “All new builds should include modern broadband connectivity…without impacting other 
existing broadband services.  All new developments should show their impact on services 
that exist (sewage, water, power, healthcare, schooling etc) and where 
necessary/appropriate include solutions that resolve any related issue).” 

(12) “The environmental impact of all new developments should be defined and include 
measures to mitigate or minimize any related damage.  Parts of Pulborough are located 
within designated Floodzone areas, therefore the use of design techniques to ensure 
development is less vulnerable to the impact of floods should be incorporated wherever 
applicable.” 

 
(B) The Street Scene & Garden Frontages, Entrances and Drives 

(6) “Kerbing and pavements are obvious forms of suburbanization which should be avoided in 
truly rural locations” 

(7) “Urbanisation of frontages in the village, and more so in the hamlets and isolated properties 
of the parish should be avoided” 

(8) “Access and parking are issues that must be addressed by unobtrusive entrances and 
driveways…” 

(9) “Open plan frontages should be avoided in future development…” 
(13) “Retention of ancient hedgerow trees is vital and the planting of further native trees is 

very desirable.  Existing native species and tree cover should be preserved where 
possible…” 

 
CHARACTER AREA DESIGN GUILDELINES: “The Character Area Design Guidelines offer more locally 
distinct guidance in relation to the Character Areas, they highlight important local concerns and provide 
guidance to help developers or individuals when formulating proposals:” 
 
Character Area 3 “Downlands and Glebelands”  

- “Infilling, if appropriate, must be carefully planned and designed to be sympathetic and 
respectful of the character of the area, this area was developed as a single stand-alone 
development and should be preserved as this” 

 
How have the above Design Principles been addressed in the Application? 
 
From the Pulborough Parish Council minutes from 5 May 2016 
 
The below is a summary of the minutes which are relevant in terms of the actual classification of the 
land subject to the Application and the land next to it at Policy 3 in the NP.  We rigorously dispute the 
classification, the way it has been done and amended and we challenge this here and will continue to do 
so separately.   
 
215 SHLAA Call for Sites 2016 – it is stated “there seems to be some inconsistencies between the SHLAA 
and Neighbourhood Plan. Our SHLAA needs to be amended in line with our draft Neighbourhood Plan” 
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Item 4 – SA588 “Land off Glebelands” – this is a Greenfield site – “not included in the draft NP… and 
should be reclassified as red.  Cllr Tilbrook commented that Richard Keatley correctly advised that 
developers had given this land should a Community Land Trust be set up for self build.  Therefore this 
land should retain its yellow classification.  Members agreed to this.” 
 
Note this land is Greenfield and it is in the draft NP as Policy 3.  This land was not however included in 
the sites submitted to the SHLAA in 2015 and does not have a SHLAA report.  It should therefore not 
have been included in the NP in the first place especially as it is a Greenfield site.  In any event, there is 
no explanation as to why the land was classified as yellow and suitable for development from red – not 
currently developable.  It is also unacceptable as the NP should have been based on SHLAA reports 
carried out.  It is unacceptable that SHLAA reports are later amended or created to fit in with the NP.  
The NP should have been based on the SHLAA reports and not SHLAA reports “amended in line with our 
draft NP”. This is all totally relevant to the current planning application as the plan appears to be to 
extend beyond the 100 houses proposed in the Application as the Application includes “an access road 
for future development” (as per my comments above).  It is unfair to expect anyone to agree to half a 
planning application when the rest of the plan for development in the immediate area has not been 
disclosed.  It is obvious future houses are planned to be built right next door as otherwise the 
Application would not have included an access road into that land. 
 
At the same meeting the land SA112 “Land N of Stane St Nurseries, East of Sainsburys” – it was stated 
“this site is not in the Neigbourhood Plan and is an area that suffers from sewerage and drainage issues  
This site needs to be reclassified as red, not suitable for development.  All members agreed”.  Note this 
land has been classified as yellow (ie. developable) since at least 2014.  On what basis was it decided this 
land is not now developable and classified as red (undevelopable) whilst sites SA588 and SA445 are now 
developable?  We and the community would appreciate an explanation so we can understand the 
process.  This is relevant because the land at SA112 is a Brownfield site and yet the land at the sites 
SA588 and SA445 are Greenfield sites and are also subject to suffering from sewerage and drainage 
issues which have clearly not been addressed. 
 
Pulborough Parish August 2014 SHLAA Assessment 
 
SA445 (ie. the land subject to this Application and Policy 2 in the NP) – “This site is unrelated to any 
built up area boundary.  Development would consolidate an undesirable element of sporadic 
development.  Therefore it has been assessed as not currently developable.” And it is stated as 
GREENFIELD.   
 
What has changed since between August 2014 and now to turn it from red (undevelopable) to yellow 
(developable) and on what basis was this decision made? 
 
Pulborough Parish November 2015 SHLAA Assessment 
 
SA445 (ie. the land subject to this Application and Policy 2 in the NP)– “..whilst in a countryside location, 
the site is contiguous with the settlement edge of Pulborough and has relatively few constraints, 
meaning the principle of development is acceptable.  Development of the whole site would have an 
adverse impact on the established landscape character of the area, however a small amount of 
development may be possible on the southern portion of the site if considered as part of the emerging 



 

10 
 
 

Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan.  A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment would be a mandatory 
requirement for development on this site.” 
 
Why would planning for 100 houses be allowed in light of the above SHLAA remarks?  In relation to the 
Landscape and Visual Appraisal carried out dated April 2016 we disagree with the conclusions of the 
Assessment and would argue that the plans do not accord with the policies of local plans, they do not 
confirm with the characteristic nature of the surrounding area and are not respectful of the local 
landscape and they would have an adverse impact on the established landscape character of the area.  
The words “..and would form a modest scale, logical, extension to the town” are incorrect as this is not a 
town it is a VILLAGE although if we keep building then it will end up a as a town which is not what local 
people want. 
 
SA112 – “this site is suitable for development as it is brownfield land which adjoins the edge of the built 
form of Pulborough.  It is available because the land owner has expressed an intention to develop the 
land.  The site is considered a long term prospect for development factoring in the time it would take for 
the site to become available as it is still used for business purposes which would need to be relocated”.  
This land is marked as yellow (currently developable) but in the Parish Council meeting on the 5th May it 
was decided it should be red (not currently developable) without explanation. 
 
Can you please explain the rationale for the above decision? 
 
Why are we planning on building on Greenfield sites when Brownfield sites are available? 
 
SA445 (land off Glebelands and Policy 3 in the NP) – this is Greenfield land and is not included in the 
November 2015 SHLAA, it is located in the field next to the land subject to the Application.  Pulborough 
Parish Council said in a meeting on 5 May 2016 this land was red (not developable) but in the same 
sentence changed it to yellow (developable) with no explanation – even though this land is not included 
in the November 2015 SHLAA so should not be land considered to develop on at all.  However, the 
current Application contains a statement of “opportunity for future access to southern land parcel” 
which leads into this field – we would like further explanation as to what development is included in this 
as it all relates to the Application. 
 
Please explain and provide evidence of the process of how this land was classified from red to yellow? 
 
PPC – Basic Conditions Statement (to the NP): 
 
In respect of SA445 it states “..redefined built up area boundary of Pulborough, the largest settlement 
in the Parish..” – this is totally contradictory to the 2014 SHLAA Assessment (see above).   
 
The current Application includes an access road (item 5 on the Application) into the land at Policy 3 (land 
off Glebelands) – details as I have said have not been provided so everyone can make a true assessment 
of the extent of the development overall and how far it really expands out – does all this development 
overall “maintain the quality and character of the area”.  “The Policy requires a development scheme to 
be of high quality and to contribute to the sense of place through providing an attractive, accessible, 
safe and adaptable environment in line with Policy 2.”  “Policy 16 requires an appropriate mix of 
different housing types and sizes for each allocated site depending on the established character and 
density of the neighbourhood and the viability of the scheme.  In this specific case, the land at Policy 3 
provides for a housing scheme particularly suited to local control of housing type and tenure.  The policy 
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sets out key development principles, which will mitigate any negative effects on landscape character 
and biodiversity to protect the area from inappropriate development.”  Please explain any conclusion 
that building 100+ homes in one field and another 20+ additional homes in the field next to it will not 
have a negative effect on the landscape character and biodiversity especially when they are all to be 
built on Greenfield sites? 
 
15 “Design” “This Policy requires development proposals to deliver high quality schemes that reflect the 
distinct character of the Parish” – building 100+ houses and then another 20 plus affordable self build 
homes in one field next to it does not reflect the distinct character of the Parish especially when they 
are built right next to already existing houses of established character.   
 
In addition, the current Application lacks the ability to make the above statements since the applicant is 
not the actual company building the houses so how can they state and ensure the houses to be built will 
be in character with the other houses? 
 
6. Compatibility with EU Legislation – please provide the Strategic Environmental Assessment which is 
required to be carried out in accordance with EU Directive 2001/42 or if one has not been carried out 
please confirm on what criteria the decision was made not to request this? 
 
6.2 On what basis was it decided not to carry out a Habitats Regulations Assessment (under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, as amended)?  It states that this information has 
been shared with Natural England and that a reply has not been received – has anyone chased them for 
a response and can we see the information given to them and their reply? 
 
6.3 “NP has regard to fundamental rights and freedoms guaranteed by the European Convention on 
Human Rights and complies with the Human Rights Act.”  Actually it does not since under Article 8 there 
is a right to a private and family life, right to privacy when one has a reasonable expectation of privacy, a 
right to have one’s home life not interfered with.  The Application which includes an access road for 
“future development” into the land at Policy 3 of the NP has not had any regard to the impact on our 
home as the result would be houses directly overlooking our home in its entirety resulting in a lack of 
any privacy in our home whatsoever – it would not be like a couple of houses looking in – the design of 
our house and garden is such that it would be totally overlooked by every single house. 
 
Pulborough Parish Neigbourhood Plan 2015-2031 – dated October 2015 – Submission Plan (the “NP”) 
 
Page 6 – 1.5 “The PPNP must be able to show that it has properly consulted local people and other 
relevant organisations during the process of making the Plan and has followed Regulations.” 
 
Comment:  the public were consulted and have been ignored as 94% of people did not want building on 
Greenfield sites. 
 
page 6 - 1.7 “This submission plan follows the Regulations 14 period of statutory consultation on the Pre 
Submission of the Plan and the Parish Council’s  considerations that were made on its proposals.  Some 
minor modifications have been made to improve the clarity of some policies but there have been no 
significant changes necessary.” 
 
Comment: It is clear that consideration of representations that were made on the proposals have NOT 
been taken into account since 94% of residents did NOT want property built on Greenfield land.   
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Page 13, 2.16 “The Pulborough Design Statement 2013 was adopted…this document is a material 
consideration when considering planning applications and has been produced to guide development to 
uphold the local character of the area in questions.” 
 
Comment:  How will the Pulborough Design Statement be adhered to if this Application is allowed to go 
ahead? 
 
Other highlights from the NP which the Application has not addressed: 
 
Page 17 3.11 “An overwhelming majority of survey respondents (94%) agreed or strongly agreed with 
the proposition that “A rural feel and access to the countryside is fundamental not only to our quality of 
life and community identity, but also to many aspects of our economy.  Dislikes: “that recent 
development has brought too many houses and people without sufficient investment in infrastructure 
or community cohesion” 
3.13 Top five concerns – increased traffic (69%), loss of countryside and/or green space between 
existing settlements (60%), oversubscribed medical and care facilities (50%), increase in crime and anti-
social behavior (45%), overloaded sewerage and drainage system (37%) 
3.14 “comments on housing featured strongly; the design, position, numbers and the people who live in 
them”. 
Page 18: Housing Issues: 
3.16 “..there was a marked aversion to development of Greenfield sites, with only 6% of survey 
respondents supporting such development 
3.33 “…prior to the introduction of any new housing development the impact on educational provision 
should be determined and plans put in place to meet that demand.” 
3.43 “Pulborough residents value and appreciate the beauty of their surrounding landscape with its 
access via public pathways.  The landscaped downs around Pulborough are as much part of 
Pulborough’s heritage as the listed buildings and should be protected.  This view is supported by the 
survey, where 53% of respondents said that protection of the countryside was the most important 
benefit that sustainable development could bring to Pulborough.  Similarly, when asked about what 
most concerned them about further development, 60% responded that the loss of countryside and/or 
green space between existing settlements was their greatest worry…”  
 
Please explain how allowing this Application is in line with the views of the public as highlighted above 
and as set out in the NP? 
 
South Downs National Park Local Plan 
 
What information has been provided to the South Downs National Park in respect of Pulborough to 
assist them with their Local Plan which they are currently working on? Are they aware of this proposed 
development? 
 
Environmental Health & licensing – Memorandum dated 26 May 2016 to Horsham District Council 
 

1. Noise – it has been pointed out that the “…environmental noise assessment monitoring 
was taken out in January and therefore there is a concern that seasonal activity at the 
nursery would have been much reduced.  Further information should be provided which 
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clarifies if variation in the seasonal activities of the nursery could affect the outcome of 
the noise survey.” 
 
When will the additional monitoring take place, what day of the week, what time of the 
day and what month and when will further information be provided? 
 

2. Land Contamination – “The contaminated land reports submitted with the application 
have identified some minor contamination risks at the site. The sampling strategy 
adopted in the report has not provided complete coverage of the development site and 
therefore additional investigations are required.  The Memorandum requires a 
Preliminary Risk Assessment to be undertaken.   
Why did the sampling strategy not cover the whole of the development site and when 
will the resampling and complete sampling take place?  When will the Preliminary Risk 
Assessment take place? 
 

3. A Construction Environmental Management Plan needs to be approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. 
 
When will this Plan be submitted? 
 

Ecology – email to Horsham District Council dated 6 June 2016 
 
“We welcome the ecological information and recommendations provided, as well as the retention of the 
majority of the hedgerows and mature trees within the masterplan.” 
 
What assurances are to be made that the majority of the hedgerows and mature trees will be retained, 
the edge of the plan cuts right through the trees?  If the access road for future development, which is 
part of the Application, goes ahead will this cut into more trees and hedgerows?  
 
An Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan should be submitted and agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Has this been done? 
 
A detailed lighting strategy should be prepared and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  We have 
serious concerns about the affect of the additional light pollution in a countryside setting.  A Lighting 
Impact Assessment was carried out in April 2016.  Table 10.1 in that Assessment indicates that every 
potential effect is “minor” but “adverse” as opposed to “beneficial” or “negligible”.  In particular the 
increase in light “glare” to local residences and is “permanent” and “moderate” as opposed to 
“beneficial” or “negligible”.  The increase in sky glow, site aura and light presence is “permanent” and 
“major”.   
 
Archaeological and Heritage Assessment – April 2016 
 
The Assessment confirms that in terms of the Roman period there is one non-designated heritage asset 
recorded within the boundary of the application site.  This relates to the finding of tegulae and imbricies 
and the footings of walls some 18-24” wide and 9-10” in height and has been interpreted as evidence for 
a Roman building.  The precise location of the building is unclear but it is “within about 115m” of the 
coordinates of the record and this does place the building within the proposed development site.  
Despite the limited available information the existing record clearly indicates the presence of a Roman 



 

14 
 
 

building within the site.  The site is located within the boundary of a wider Archaeological Notification 
Area (“ANA”) identified due to the potential for Roman settlement.  The guidance notes for ANA 
indicate that as a minimum an archaeological desk-based assessment should be submitted with a 
planning application within the ANA area and that fieldwork may also be required.  It is recommended 
that geophysical survey of the available areas of the site is undertaken to clarify, as far as possible, the 
nature of the archaeological resource within the site and to inform the determination of the planning 
application. 
 
What further action is expected to be taken in respect of this? 
 
Drainage Engineer – email to Horsham District Council – 7 June 2016 
 
The Flood Risk Assessment carried out referred to out of date and revised Horsham and District Planning 
Documents in various places.   
 
Is it the case that the correct procedures were not followed when carrying out the Flood Risk 
Assessment according to up to date policies? 
 
“The surface water storage and Greenfield runoff estimations are based on the IH124 Method.  It would 
be more appropriate if the FEH method is used and compared with the IH124.”  It then goes on to refer 
to various documents that advise that the FEH methods are preferred.   
 
Why was this not done in the first place and old methods are being used to determine something so 
important as flood risk? 
 
“…upon resolving the above revisions to the surface water design strategy and detailed design 
information being submitted…suitable draining conditions should be applied that also include securing 
the implementation and maintenance of the SuDS features to ensure they remain effective for the 
lifetime of the development.”   
 
Will this be addressed prior to any outline planning application being granted? 
 
It is slightly concerning that the FEH methods were not used – do we have an explanation as to why 
other methods used were chosen and is it expected the results could be different if the recommended 
FEH methods had been used?  What assurances can be made that our property will be protected and 
not flooded?  Who will be liable if our property does get flooded? 
 
Email from Samantha Gibbs at Savills (who are acting on behalf of the developer, Catesby Estates) dated 
27 May 2016 and response from Lesley Westphal at Horsham District Council dated 3 June 2016 
 
Savills: “Although I appreciate it is early days for the application, I would also be grateful for any initial 
comments or thoughts you have on the proposals” 
 
Horsham District Council’s response: “I haven’t really looked at the application in any details as yet so 
my views are unlikely to have changed since my pre-app response.” 
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We would like to see the “pre-app response” so we can see the view of Horsham District Council prior to 
the Application being submitted as from this email it appears there was a view.  Will a copy of this be 
made available to the public? 
 
We sold our house to move to a country village and live in the countryside.  It is unfair it could be 
decided by persons (who are NOT affected by these plans) that they don’t want Pulborough to be a 
village any more but a cumbersome sight of bricks and mortar, against the clear wishes of Pulborough 
residents, destroying our wonderful countryside, the wildlife habitat and the clean fresh air we moved 
here to get.  This is a rural country village and not a town, we don’t want it to be a town, the villagers 
reserve their right to remain able to enjoy this beautiful countryside and wildlife that we are blessed to 
live in the heart of.  We should be making every effort to save our village status, not destroying it. 
 
This objection is sent to you via email since the planning portal did not seem to work. 
  
Kind Regards 
 
(redacted) 
(redacted) 


