
Examination Ref 4: Resident 
 
From: Richard Lee <richleehome@yahoo.co.uk>  

Sent: 05 August 2021 17:05 

To: neighbourhood.planning <neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk> 

Subject: Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan - NPPF Changes 2021 

  

Dear Sirs, 

  

I am responding to the invite made by the Independent Examiner of the draft 

Pulborough Neighbourhood Plan to previous regulation 16 consultees, to make 

additional comments relating to the recent changes to the NPPF and how they 

may additionally affect the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

  

Whilst I am no expert in planning guidance and government policy 

documentation relating to it, having read the up to date July 2021 version 

of the NPPF it occurs to me that there is much more focus on design code 

being sympathetic to natural beauty, to sustainability, and to climate 

change, with some key emphasis on things like tree preservation and 

supporting a net increase in biodiversity. 

  

I believe the draft Neighbourhood Plan fails the spirit of these NPPF 

evolutions in a number of ways: 

  

1) Specific changes to paragraph 11a) now state: 

a) The need for housing growth to align with infrastructure. In the case of 

the Pulborough plan the underlying proposal is to increase overall housing 

growth by around 10%, with no plans whatsoever for any increase in 

supporting infrastructure. Our already overstretched services will quite 

simply break. 

b) Mitigation of climate change. The policies within the Pulborough plan 

clearly represent a net increase in Pulborough's carbon footprint, not a 

mitigation or reduction. They involve the mass concreting over of 

greenfield sites and the removal of established mature trees and other 

significant areas of plantation. There is no obvious or credible 

consideration in the plan to the subject of climate change. 

c) Making effective use of land in urban areas. i.e. use of Brownfield over 

Greenfield for development. In the case of the Pulborough plan some 85% of 

proposed housing allocation is on Greenfield policy sites, despite 

Brownfield opportunities existing. I would cite the example of the 

redundant property on Swan Corner (twin roundabout junction of A29 and 

A283) which is ready-made for housing development but has stood derelict 

for some years. 

  

2) Paragraph 131 gives firm emphasis for the need of both tree preservation 

and indeed net increase in the number of trees within any development 

plans. Again the proposals in the Pulborough plan are the removal of 

greenfield sites and the multitude of mature trees on those sites without 

any mitigation plans. 

  

3) Paragraph 161 has been enhanced to talk about avoiding an increase in 

flood risk. 

- Sub paragraph C encourages the use of green infrastructure to reduce the 

cause and impact of flooding. The greenfield policies in the Pulborough 

plan will result in a net reduction of such natural green defensive 

infrastructure (trees, natural drainage etc). Policy 2 in particular is 

well known as a significant huge water runoff site and already causes 

rivers of flood water to cascade southwards through Drovers Lane and 

Glebelands. There is a genuine and significant concern that if this land is 

developed then these flood experiences will actually become catastrophic 

for residences south of this site, and residents are seriously worried. 



- Sub paragraph C talks about the increased risk of flooding due to climate 

change, which again raises the same point that the Pulborough plans 

proposals do not address climate change in any meaningful way and promote a 

net increase in Pulborough's carbon emissions. 

  

4) Section 15 has a far ranging commentary on conserving and enhancing the 

natural environment and goes on to outline issues more specifically on 

habitats and biodiversity with the aim of preserving and increasing such 

biodiversity. I am still struggling to understand how a plan that is 

promoting the loss of key greenfield sites that quite evidently support a 

host of important wildlife (long list available) that will very clearly be 

destroyed, can reconcile itself with the statement that it is increasing 

biodiversity without any degree of credible explanation. Some specifics: 

- Paragraph 179a) mentions wildlife corridors etc - many of these will be 

lost by the development of some of the key greenfield sites in the 

Pulborough plan. 

- Paragraph 180a) specifically states: "if significant harm to biodiversity 

resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, 

as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 

refused". 

  

Other observations where the Pulborough plan conflicts with the existing 

NPPF in brief: 

- Strategic Policies, para 20. The plan does not meet any of conditions a, 

b, c, d. 

- Development conditions, para 34. The plan outlines no contribution to 

infrastructure. 

- Para 95. There is no capacity at the Pulborough primary school for the 

growth of housing and resulting population increase that will result. 

- Sustainable transport, para 111. Policy 2/3 proposed access is simply not 

workable. Glebelands was not built or designed to handle another 200 

households and in excess of another 300 vehicles, not to mention the 

unsustainable level of heavy construction traffic during any development 

the build itself. The assumption that the access roads to the west (Spinney 

North, Link Lane, New Place Road) can also cope makes it evident that no 

survey or common sense element of research has taken place on this. Anyone 

who lives in the area will categorically tell you that these roads are 

already inadequate to handle current traffic volumes - the number of parked 

cars on these streets already cause dangerous levels of congestion and 

clashes which create a clear and present danger to safety around the 

primary school. 

- Para 185 a & c. Policy 2/3 is sited at one of the most elevated parts of 

the village - exacerbating the level of both noise and light pollution. 

  

Regards, 

Mr R Lee 

 


