
 

 

Representation Form  

 
Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031 

 
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as 

amended) - Regulation 16 

 
Pulborough Parish Council has been preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. We have updated the evidence base 
regarding heritage issues to support the submission draft Pulborough Neighbourhood plan. It was considered 
appropriate to go out to consultation on new evidence to ensure stakeholders had an opportunity to 
comment on it.  If you have made previous comments to the last Regulation 16 consultation (18 November 
2020 to midnight 13 January 2021) please note your comments will still be considered and will be passed 
onto the examiner in full. There is no requirement to send in your previous comments. This consultation is 
for 6 weeks from 5pm 26 April 2021 to midnight 7 June 2021. There are a number of ways to make your 
comments: 
 
1. If you would like to make a representation on the new evidence to support Pulborough Neighbourhood 

Development Plan or make general comments on the plan, please use the weblink below to access the 
documents and download the comment form to make your representation.   

2. Complete the comment form (available to download) and email it 
to: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk; or  

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

 
To view the plan and supporting documents please use the weblink below: 
 

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. 
This will be on a message service where 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 will be publicly available, and identifiable by name and (where applicable) organisation. Please 
note that any other personal information provided will be processed by Horsham District Council in line the 
Data Protection Act 1998 and General Data Protection Regulations. Horsham District Council will process 
your details in relation to this preparation of this document only. For further information please see the 
Council’s privacy policy: https://www.horsham.gov.uk/privacy-policy   
 
How to use this form 
 
Please complete Part A in full, in order for your representation to be taken into account at the 
Neighbourhood Plan examination. Please complete Part B, identifying which paragraph your comment 
relates to by completing the appropriate box. 
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PART A Your Details 

Full Name Derrick John Simpson 

Address 1, Drovers Lane, Pulborough 

Postcode RH20 2 GN 

Telephone 01798 368 428 

Email Derrickjsimpson@hotmail.com 

Organisation (if applicable) n/a 

Position (if applicable) n/a 

Date  03/06/2021 

 

PART B 

 
To which part in the plan does your representation relate? 
 

Paragraph Number: 
various 

 Policy Reference: Policy 2 & 3 

 
Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this plan? (Please tick one answer) 
 
Support Support with modifications Oppose Have Comments  

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

I have previously submitted comments on the last two public consultations on the earlier versions of the 
PPNP.  The following are my comments on the current April 2021 version: 
 

• Is a ‘Public Consultation’: legally/morally/viable/practicable a consultation with the publicunder the 
Covid 19 restrictions? 

• Considering that this ‘consultation has been ongoing since 2015, with various re-iterations/revisions 
of the PPNP would it have not been more helpful/beneficial if the current PPNP Submission Plan – 
April 2021 had used either ‘tracked changes’ or identified the current changes.  Thus saving the need 
of all to re-read the whole document(s). 

• Will this Consultation make any difference? The Pulborough Village Transport plan (February 2010) 
listed a series of “Deliverable Short Term Improvements” (section 11), and “Potential Longer Term 
Improvements” (section 12).  Particular reference is made to a foot bridge adjacent to the A29, which 
11 years later is still included in the current PPNP (qv Section 5, Community Aims).  Is it because it is 
dependent on “contributions from development” (ie: developers)?  Is this a fit and proper way to 
finance our area’s infrastructure? 

•  Policy 2 (page 26) “The PPNP supports the development ……. for approx. 170 dwellings.”  And §4.11 
(page 28) “…housing scheme that may comprise 170 dwellings.” There does not appear to be any 
demonstrable proof that this can be achieved.  The 2016 PPNP included a site plan produced by 
Catesby Estates plc (a land promotion business who advertised aim being to: “Maximising Land Value 
for Landowners”), and thus a vested party with partisan intentions.  This layout plan indicated 43 
individual ‘blocks’ which could be proposed dwellings?  Thus not sure if these equate to 170 dwelling 
of 2/3 bedrooms.  Since the inclusion of that site plan and stated provision of 170/174 dwellings, 
there have been potentially additional restraints which could impact the viability to provide 170 
dwellings.  This includes: (qv: PPNP 2015-2031 - Background Study – Paper 3; and the PPNP April 
2021) the layout to be “……appropriate scale and massing in keeping with character of surroundings; 
retention of existing field boundaries; SUDs; play area, retention of existing trees; a ANA; 
archaeological remains (the impact of which appears to be dismissed by the Parish Council!).  The 
local Snr Neighbourhood Planning Officer (personal email dated: 03/06/21, enquiring if this was a 

   X 



layout plan of the 170 dwellings) advised that “….purpose of plan making we are only looking at 
principles… and Planning Application will be expected to adhere to the principle of the Development 
Plan.”.  Thus, after six years of planning/discussions/consultations we are in a situation whereby the 
PPNP ‘supports 170 dwellings’ but there does not appear to be a feasible layout plan demonstrating 
that the same can be achieved within the constraints. 
By pre-determining the number of dwellings that could be accommodated, within the parameters of 
the developing restraints, and with no practical master layout plan of the site, is not the PPNP fixing 
in the future housing developers’ a dwelling estimate that may not practically be achieved? 

• Policy 3.  The same comments applies. 

• In addition, as a potential impact of Covid 19, there appears to be media reports that people want 
more space.  Not just internal space (to accommodate home working), but also more open space.  
Should not therefore this be a further consideration and its impact on the PPNP? 

• Policy 2 and 3 both have ‘primary access’ (Policy 2, § v) off Glebelands. These two developments will 
effectively become cul-de-sacs feeding on to an already congested area! The only time any 
consideration appears to be undertaken is at some future stage when a ‘comprehensive transport 
statement….. with the application.’ Will be provided.  Surely a little late? There is a Pulborough Village 
Transport Plan, which is dated Feb 2010; ie: 11 years old!  Section 3.5 refers to traffic problems in 
Spinnery North/The Spinney.  These have not improved, quite the reverse.  Not to mention the 
problem outside the Primary school.  The residents, and their cars from 190 dwellings (this could 
easily be over 400 cars on the two sites, based on current car density in the existing area) effectively 
funnelling into these already restricted areas will make matters worse.  And there appears to have 
been no fore-thought to this matter by the ‘authorises’ or inclusion in the PPNP. 

• Policy 2, § vi, requires “A comprehensive transport statement…..”, but the §V has stated that 
“Primary access……off Glebelands…….” How can one have a comprehensive transport statement, 
which has been predetermined? 

• Policy 2, § vi refers to: “Community Aims page 44”.  The April 2012 amendment of the PPNP has the 
section commencing at page 46?  Further to access to Glebelands has been proposed by the 
‘developer’.  Who will not be such but a company who maximises land value!  Hardly the appropriate 
organisation to provide a comprehensive and non-biased access proposal? 

• Policy 2, § xiv requires a “public display of the archaeological investigations.  Who provides, maintains 
and where? 

• Policy2, § 4.13 states: “…this scale of housing development can just about be accommodated in 
capacity of the nearby primary school.  If this is the case, should not this incapacity be resolved before 
any future housing development? 

• Policy 2, § 4.15 stated that “The NPSG…… would be pleased if these (large Leylandii trees in the 
nursey) are removed and replaced by native trees.”  An admirable idea, but, (a) there is a cost 
involved, which ultimately will be borne by the initial purchasers of the properties, thus increasing 
their price; (b) this line of trees act as windbreakers, (along a highpoint protecting the nursery and 
subsequently any future housing development) which would take time to replica; and (c), as it is 
government, and worldwide, policy to increase tree planting is removing these well established and 
beneficial trees appropriate, sensible and cost effective? 

• Policy 2, § 4.18 states that the site “… falls within the red category.” of an ANA.  Then in following 
section (§ 4.19, it states “the Parish Council is of the view they will not have a major impact…….”   Is 
the PC an appropriate and qualified body to make this comment?  The Strategic Environmental – 
Assessment & Heritage Impacts Policy 2 & 3 Paper 2 in §8.4 (page 17) refers to a site survey that “…it 
was hampered by operational requirements of the nursey…….which may have masked the 
results….are inconclusive.  New survey work proposed.  Surely this should have alerted the PC to their 
potentially pre-mature  

• Conclusions on PPNP; 
A lot of commendable work and consideration has gone into producing the PPNP, along with a huge 
amount of supporting documentation from various concerned organisation/parties.  However, after 
six years of such deliberations, there are still too many serious known unknowns, let alone 



unknown unknowns, which surely after six years should have been resolved by this stage, in 
particular concerning Policy 2 and 3; ie: traffic access onto and from the area, whether the  hoped 
for housing density can be achieved, the historical/archaeological significance of the site, the 
financial funding of the ‘wish lists’ and community aims, which appear to be dependant and 
determined by the various future building developers, rather than the current land 
developer/speculator; capacity at the local primary school; who amongst the authorities has the 
ultimate responsibility for enforcing all the restraints and conditions in the various Policy 
statements 
 
AECOM Site Assessment doc §2.20 page 11 refers to PPNP11 (Land off Glebelands) states: “The 
note about legal ownership issues may be true but PPC are advised to examine the covenant 
themselves or ask HDC to review….”.  Are there queries/concern about the ownership of this land?  
If so is this not a matter of urgent concern? 
 
D J Simpson 
06/06/2021  

 
 

What improvements or modifications would you suggest? 

 

• A layout plan demonstrating how many dwellings can actually be provided within the various Policy 
restraints; 

• An actual traffic survey and functioning  plan demonstrating not only can the 190 dwellings, and their 
potential 400 cars can be accommodated, but traffic flow can be improved. 

• Resolution of the historical and archaeological significance of the site and area.  

• Financing and funding in place/available to ensure that the requirements to improve Pulborough’s 
environment, infrastructure and facilities are achieved. 

• Local facilities/infrastructure (eg: local school) have capacity to accommodate increase in population. 

• Land ownership and covenants to be resolved. 
 
 
(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 Pulborough Neighbourhood Development 
plan?  
 
Please tick here if you wish to be to be notified:  

X 

norman.kwan
Highlight


