
 

 

Representation Form  

 
Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031 

 
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as 

amended) - Regulation 16 

 
Pulborough Neighbourhood Development Plan 
 
In light of recent announcements regarding COVID-19, Horsham District Council has reviewed its 
protocols regarding the consultation process for neighbourhood plans, a number of which were 
published for public consultation shortly before the government imposed the nationwide lockdown. 
 
In order to continue to progress neighbourhood plans, we have made a decision to continue with 
the consultation process with measures we feel are in accordance to the government guidelines.  
 
Pulborough Parish Council has prepared a Neighbourhood Development Plan (PNP). The Plan sets 
out a vision for the future of the parish and planning policies which will be used to determine planning 
applications locally. In accordance with Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 
2012 (as amended), the PNP and associated documents will go out to consultation: 
 
18 November 5pm to midnight on 13 January 2021 for 8 weeks inviting representations on the 
draft submission plan, basic conditions statement, consultation statement and the full Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA).  
 
Copies of the PNP Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the 
Horsham District Council’s website: 
 
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/currentconsultations 
 
Documents will not be made available in deposit locations due to the current COVID-19 pandemic. 
If local residents have difficulty in engaging online we have provided a telephone number and email 
address below. Members of the public are encouraged to leave their details for an officer to contact 
them back if they need further information.  
 
Email: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk – SAS@southdowns.gov.uk  
 
Telephone: 01403 215398 

 
All comments must be received by Midnight on 13 January 2021 

 
There are a number of ways to make your comments: 
 

1. Please use the above web address to view the documents; 
 

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

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

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

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


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

PART A Your Details 

Full Name Susan sjuve 

Address 4 drovers lane  

Postcode Rh20 2gn 

Telephone 01798 669072 

Email Sue_ sjuve@yahoo.co.uk  
droverslaneresidents@gmail.com 
 

Organisation (if applicable) Drovers Lane Residents Association Ltd 

Position (if applicable) Director 

Date  29/12/2020 

 

PART B 

 
To which part in the plan does your representation relate? 
 

Paragraph Number: 
4:11 – 4:16 

 Policy Reference:  
2 and 3 

 
 
 
Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this plan? (Please tick one answer) 
 
 
 
Support   
 
 
Support with Modifications 
 
 
Object 
 
 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 

 

x 

 

x 

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/privacy-policy
mailto:sjuve@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:droverslaneresidents@gmail.com


 

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here: 

 
1. These proposals need to be modified to provide much stronger guarantees of mitigation (rather than vague intentions 

of support) of the harms that may be caused by the proposed development. 
 
Nowhere against any of the nine Policies that recommend sites for development, is the reader informed of the current 
status of the site as regards Brownfield or Greenfield. This is a serious omission given the community’s strength of 
feeling against building on Greenfield sites as evidenced within the plan, where the most clear-cut statistic of the 2014 
household survey was 94% of residents opposing it. It is therefore not only reasonable but important that the reader is 
informed of the current nature of each site. 
 
It is clear that the sites under Policies 4 & 5 are Brownfield, but the sites under Policies 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11 are 100% 
Greenfield.  
 
Policy 2 is mostly Greenfield but I see my point on this below. What this means is that 220 of the 262 dwellings afforded 
by the overall plan are proposed to be built on Greenfield sites – some 84% of the allocation. Is it not reasonable and 
important to acknowledge this in the plan, or at the very least make a basic statement at the preface to each of the 
Policy outlines as to whether it is currently Brownfield or Greenfield? 
 
The plan needs to be transparent about this. If the position is genuinely that Pulborough has an unavoidable housing 
target for the plan and that the site assessment adequately demonstrates that this cannot be fulfilled by brownfield 
sites then outline and acknowledge this at the outset in the plan.  
 
Many readers may then be more accepting of what follows, it would avoid any potential impression to those readers 
that the plan is side-stepping the Greenfield building aspect, and go some way to assuaging any potential challenges to 
the process. 
 
Policy 2 classification. Under Policy 1, section 4.10 it states “Most of the land at New Place Farm is brownfield”. This is 
factually incorrect, actively misinforming and misleading to the reader and is subject to challenge. The land under Policy 
2 comprises mostly green fields, horticultural planting and temporary horticultural structures (polytunnel type 
greenhouses) which come under the definition of Greenfield.  
Site references SA445 and SA558 which comprise the bulk of Policies 2 and 3 in the 2020 plan were discussed as part of 
the 2015 plan and eventually confirmed to be Greenfield, and indeed the 2018 HDC SHELAA report lists these as 
Greenfield. 
I note that Policy 2 in the 2020 plan includes an increased allocation of land at New Place Farm represented by site 
reference SA641 and that the SHELAA classification for this is mixed, however the presence of developed structures on 
SA641 is minimal and limited to a couple of workshop type structures and hardstandings. I have included below a 
satellite picture of the site, where Policies 2/3 in the plan are outlined in blue, temporary horticultural structures are 
outlined in yellow and developed areas that could constitute brownfield in red. The remainder of the site designated 
for Policies 2/3 is pure Greenfield. 
 



 
 
On this basis the brownfield elements of this site can count for no more than 5% of the total area and as such the 
statement that most of the site is Brownfield cannot be deemed correct or credible.  
I suggest again, in the interest of avoiding lengthy challenges, that in the preface to Policy 2 the classification is given 
more factually as 95% Greenfield. 
 

a) Many of the maps included in the plan are of low quality in their reproduction with some of the detail almost illegible. 
The Policy site maps are of particular importance and the Inset 1 map on page 44 appears to have some inconsistencies 
for which I would appreciate an explanation and correction if necessary: 
 
 



 
The portion I have outlined in yellow is currently part of New Place Nurseries, and yet it is shown here as part of 
Cousins Way recreation ground – does this mean the nursery portion is to be given up as an extension to this green 
space? 
 
The portion I have outlined in red is currently shown as part of Policy 2, but our understanding is that this small piece of 
land was not owned by the same landowner and could not be included. Can you please clarify this? 
 
In addition Policy 9 does not appear on any of the policy maps and as such affords the reader no ability to consider or 
comment. 

 
2) Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment – point 1.13 on pages 7/8 of the plan. 

 
a) Bullets 1 & 2 – without investment in supporting local infrastructure the plan will have a detrimental affect on the 

availability of services to the community. The plan however includes no detail as to how this investment will be 
achieved. It makes a simple statement that developers will be expected to contribute but almost without exception 
experience on other developments indicates that this just won’t happen and that promises are never kept. The plan 
must include proposals to ensure such investment 
 

b) Bullets 3 & 4 – given the predominantly Greenfield nature of the Policies within the plan the site allocations are in 
direct contradiction to these objectives. How is the quality and level of biodiversity and natural habitats enhanced by 
removing several acres of it? To make any logical sense the plan should therefore either: 
- Remove all Greenfield sites from the policies, or, 
- Remove bullets 3 & 4 as objectives under this section, or, 
- Include a suitable explanation as to why the evident conflict remains within the plan. 
 
 

3) I am supportive of Polices 9,10,11,12,13,14 & 15. 
 

4) I am supportive of Policy 1 with the exception of the following elements: 
 



a) 4.7/4.8 – the village boundary has been established for a reason and adjusting it purely to accommodate greenfield 
building that fits in with the desired Neighbourhood Plan and so that it then fits in with the principles under 4.6 cannot 
be deemed a valid pretext. 
 

b) 4.8 – states that development at both the north of the main village and at Codmore Hill would result in 650 new homes 
and that the community would not be supportive. It is however popular opinion, supported by some speculative 
planning proposals, that granting the development proposed under policy 2 is simply opening the floodgate to then 
build all the way to Codmore Hill and effectively fill in the current green gap in between. Policy 2 encourages this, 
rather than prevents it. 
 

c) 4.9 – States that development cannot take place in an area of flood risk, which as such should rule out Policy 2 which is 
subject to flooding. Also the last line citing “significant weight has been given to the enabling the re-use of brownfield 
land” - this clearly does not ring true given the comments under 1 above. With 84% of the proposed building is to be on 
Greenfield sites then this line should be removed as it is contradictory to the Policy proposals. 
 

d) 4.10 – for the reasons given elsewhere. 
 
5) I would object to Policies 2,3,4,5a,5b & 6 on the following grounds: 

 
a) Pulborough’s general infrastructure is completely insufficient to support its current level of population let alone the 

increased number being proposed within the plan by way of an additional 262 houses. The plan includes no material or 
sufficient proposals for an increase in key supporting services, and if anything our village services have diminished over 
the last five years. Our primary school is already full and our health centre is already overstretched – further burdens 
on these and other services will almost certainly reduce the quality of life for the existing Pulborough community. 
 

b) Pulborough has no secondary school and very limited employment meaning an inevitable increase on the 
environmental impact of the additional transport requirements of school and work commuting outside the village on an 
already unacceptably busy road network in the area. Traffic through our village is already cited as a major irritant. 
 

c) The additional and inevitable disruption to roads, transport, proximate residents, and community as a whole as a result 
of construction works. 
 

6) I would further object to Polices 2,3,6,7 & 8 on the following grounds: 
 
a) These are Greenfield sites and therefore contradict both the plan’s own underlying principles under the sustainability 

appraisal and the well-known opinions of the community against development of such sites. 
 

b) Pulborough has historically had a positive identity as an attractive small rural Sussex village. Further development, 
especially to the scale of 262 houses built on an expansion to the current village border causes Pulborough to lose this 
identity to its overall detriment.  
 

c) The sites in question support an abundance of wildlife including foxes, barn owls, bats, nightingales, birds of prey and a 
host of general birdlife. Some of this wildlife such as nightingales and bats are protected species. It is well recognised 
that our wildlife is in serious decline, and the removal of several acres more of natural habitat seriously exacerbates this 
crisis. These Policies include principle clauses relating to enhancing natural habitats to bring about a net increase in 
biodiversity, and to the protection of bats. Again, how is this achieved by removing those habitats and replacing them 
with bricks and mortar? Such principle clauses should be removed from these policies as they make no credible sense. 
 

d) There are a significant number of mature trees on the sites which serve to enhance them as an attractive rural 
landscape and assist with natural drainage. We are all aware of the climate crisis and the need to save and increase 
numbers of trees and natural flora, and yet we have a plan that is poised to destroy large numbers and no plans to 
offset the increase in Pulborough’s carbon footprint that this will bring. 
 

e) Significant antisocial noise pollution increase to what are currently peaceful areas of countryside, both due to 
construction works and also the subsequent natural noise increase as a result of the additional residential volume in 
the immediate community.  
 

f) Serious impact on the privacy of any proximate residents and the inevitable negative effect it will have on existing 
property values. 
 

7) I would further object to Policies 2 & 3 on the following grounds: 
 



a) 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 of the and negatively impact Pulborough’s designation as a 
rural village which the majority of residents cite as a major importance to them. 
 

b) It is well known that Pulborough is a flood risk area and that drainage problems are prevalent. Surprisingly however the 
drainage report supporting the plan makes no mention that this site in particular has a history of drainage issues even 
in its current rural undeveloped form. We already regularly experience accumulated flood water at the western end of 
the Drovers Lane residence. This level of flooding will inevitably and unacceptably increase by the concreting over of 
several acres of land to the north. 
 

c) The field area to the South West of the site identified under Policy 2, although private property, 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 and 
proximate. It would be far more beneficial to the wider community to add this area to the list of protected green 
spaces. 
 

d) The general countryside walks that are immediately accessible across and via these locations will be removed or 
compromised. 
 

e) Per the Pulborough Parish Council Report (Local Development framework to 2016), Issue 11E states that for the Land 
North of Pulborough the Parish council agrees with the proposal to delete this area for the built up area. This greenfield 
site is unsuitable for development. It is inaccessible and subject to flooding and any significant development would 
have an adverse effect on traffic conditions on an already congested road. 
 

f) The proposals raise 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. 
 

g) Prior to 2012 there have existed previous planning applications made in connection with this land for 130 then 40 
homes. Both applications were denied and a maximum of 13 homes allowed – the limit of acceptable development for 
the area has already therefore been reached. Permission for larger development was clearly declined for good reasons.  
 

h) A further planning application was made in 2016 for a 120 home development off the back of the draft Neighbourhood 
Plan at that time. This was again denied for various reasons amongst which it was cited that this land could not support 
a unit level of this magnitude. Why then are we now seeing a plan that proposes an increased proposed allocation of 
194 houses? 
 

i) One of the underlying principles of then plan is to encourage increased commercial enterprise within Pulborough with 
the potential to create additional employment opportunity. New Place Nursery is one of the key existing commercial 
employers in the village and yet Policy 2 will serve to remove them and the employment they currently bring to the 
village. The plan therefore removes an area that supplies employment and replaces it with several hundred more 
people who will require employment. This is totally counter-productive to the plan’s employment philosophy. 
 

8) The overall plan, with particular regard to those policies proposed for Greenfield sites, appears to be in contradiction to the 
published community views, the more pertinent of which are restated below: 
 
- 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.” 
- Protection of the countryside and local assets (53%) 
- 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 behaviour (45%)   Overloaded sewage 
and drainage system (37%)  
- The overwhelming majority of survey respondents 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. 
 

9) Site Assessment Report 
 
a) The conclusions of the site assessment report does not make clear to the reader the actual reasons for site selection. 

Again it is not indicated whether the contending sites are currently Brownfield or Greenfield and this is key missing 
information for the reader to understand why Greenfield sites have been selected over potentially viable Brownfield 



sites. 
 

b) The report states that there are several sites (which appear at face value to be Brownfield) that are available but have 
been discounted simply because each offers space for 6 houses or less. Why have these been discounted when it is 
evident from the community that they would rather take 40 Brownfield sites of 6 houses to fulfil the allocation 
requirement than eating up larger Greenfield sites? 
 

c) The additional housing target allocation for the Pulborough plan is stated as being 294, of which 48 have already been 
fulfilled resulting in a net requirement for the plan of 246. Why then does the plan afford recommended development 
for 262 houses? 
 

 

What improvements or modifications would you suggest? 

 
 

(1) These proposals need to be modified to provide much stronger guarantees of 
mitigation (rather than vague intentions of support) of the harms that may be 
caused by the proposed development.  
(a) I.e. school places , transport, sewage, drainage, medical facilities.  
(b) West Sussex has a comparatively elderly population with a high proportion 

of over 85s – failure to increase school and nursery places will exacerbate 
this and insufficient medical facilities will create risks to life. 

(2) The number of houses in total to be built should be reduced to the 242 
required by the plan 

(3) All brown field sites available should be exhausted before the village sees new 
building on green field sites 

 
 
                                                                                        (Continue on separate sheet if necessary) 

 
 
 

 

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

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


