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 WEST CHILTINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

Report on the issues arising from the public consultation 
on the pre-submission version. The consultation ran from 

4 July to 31 August 2015. 

Introduction 

1. The public consultation carried out under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood 
Planning (General) Regulations 2012 was conducted over a period of almost 
two months with consultees being asked to respond in a common form a 
copy of which is in Appendix A. 

2. There were 12 statutory responses and 102 individual responses although not 
all of these could be processed as separate responses because of 
duplication (2 cases).  

3. This document summarises the responses with the statutory consultees’ 
representations being shown first. After that the representations are grouped 
by issue – a page, a chapter, an objective or a policy.  The full text of 
representations for any particular issue can be found in the document NP 
responses by issue. If the representations for any one individual across all 
issues needs to be consulted these can be found in the document NP 
response indexed and anonymized. There is another version held in the 
Parish Office consisting of a verbatim copy of the representations in 
alphabetical order.  

4. There is also a separate report on development issues that completes the 
analysis of the representations (see para 115) 

General reaction to the plan 

5. The level of responses was 12 statutory bodies out of 40 that were invited to 
contribute, 118 residents in 98 submissions, 4 agents on behalf of some 
residents and developers. Some respondents contributed jointly with partners 
and family. Others made individual representations 

6. The question “Overall do you support the Neighbourhood Plan?” was 
responded to positively 47 times and negatively 42 times. Some answers 
were blank. Others were equivocal. 

7. The question “Have we identified the important aspects, both good and bad, 
of living in West Chiltington?” was responded to positively 63 times and 
negatively 12 times. Some answers were blank. Others were equivocal. 

8. As is typical in such consultations the majority of representations contained 
disagreements with one or more aspects of the draft pre-submission plan. 



  3

Roughly three quarters objected to one or other of the proposed site 
allocations and almost every objection was from a resident of the locality in 
which the proposed site was situated.  Aside from the level of satisfaction 
indicated by the responses to the two principal questions there were a 
number of written comments which showed approval of the plan as a 
document. These are as follows. 
 

3 I think some impressive time and thought has been put into this document and am 
thankful to my fellow citizens for their skills and commitment. 

After all their efforts on our behalf with which I almost entirely agree I hope someone 
is going to listen and act. 

102 I approve of the plan and would like to congratulate all those that assisted 
in the preparation. 

30 This is a well thought out and prepared plan which summarises the issues 
excellently.  

85 Good presentation, a lot of hard work. One has to move forward but W 
Chilt is a residential area and the Parish Council’s duty is to try and keep it 
unique. 

100 Firstly. I wanted to thank the authors for giving up their time to produce an 
excellent document. 

29 I would like to thank the WCNP Committee for all the hard work that has 
gone into producing the Neighbourhood Plan. They have recognised the 
importance of members of the public participating in the shaping of their 
local community. 

38 We would like to congratulate the Committee who put together this 
Neighbourhood Plan for West Chiltington, and we agree with and support 
the policies it contains. 

41 I would like to commend Phil Tapsfield for all his hard work regarding the 
layout and visual aspects of the plan, as well as the other members who 
gave a lot of time and effort up in order for the Village to deliver a 
Neighbourhood Plan, to enable us to have a voice against unwanted 
development in the Village. 

81 Having studied the Plan, I can say that I think that a great deal of work has 
gone into its publication, and that the document has been produced in a 
highly professional form. It is easy to read, and gives much interesting 
information. 

S11 Thakeham Parish Council considers that this is an excellent document …
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9. It was clear that a number of respondents did not appreciate the different 
significance of the various documents that accompanied the plan. The plan 
itself is the key document that summarises the decisions made and sets out 
the agreed policies after consideration of all the evidence. A number of 
supporting documents contain the evidence on which the plan was based 
and because they are evidence are not to be changed by the consultation 
even if the evidence was not wholly accepted at different stages of the 
process. 
 
Some representations commented on a difference between the evidence and 
the Neighbourhood Plan itself. This is not surprising because 
recommendations based on the evidence were not in every instance agreed 
to be included in the plan. The fact is that the Planning & Built Environment 
Working Group’s view was modified by the Neighbourhood Plan Council and 
the parish council at different times. An explanation of the processes and the 
reasons for the choice of alternative proposals is contained in the 
Sustainability Assessment/Strategic Environmental Review (SA/SEA). This 
document also provides the environmental impact statement required by EU 
law. 

10.There is also evidence of representations from parish councillors who were 
active participants in the decision making process that produced the plan that 
appear to be contrary to the views that they expressed in the processes 
leading up to the unanimous adoption of the plan by the parish council or 
which raise issues that they failed to raise in the discussion on the plan as it 
proceeded to the unanimous vote in the parish council.  

11.Since neighbourhood planning is about the use and development of land it is 
not surprising that the vast majority of representations relate to choices of 
sites allocated for development. These include contrary views that will need 
to be reconciled in the coming process. 

Purpose and objective of this report 

12.Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 
provides for the carrying out of the consultation exercise. The purpose is to 
assess the acceptability or otherwise of the policies included in the plan and 
to suggest amendments to the plan that will improve its acceptability. 

S13 The Plan is accompanied by an SEA/SA. We consider that this document is 
thorough and is proportionate to the level of development proposed. The 
document assesses the emerging policies against objectives and determines 
whether impacts would be positive or negative. We (Horsham DC) are 
pleased to see that the appraisal considers a number of possible 
alternatives to the plan, which is often an area where neighbourhood plans 
are challenged.
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13.This report is the first stage in delivery of the objective to produce a final plan 
that can be submitted for examination. The full list of stages in the process is 
as follows: 
 
i)   Identification of the issues that need addressing 
ii)  Determination of the means by which the issues are addressed 
iii)  Resolving how the issues will impact the plan 
iv)  Agreeing revisions to the text of the plan 
v)  Completing the basic conditions and consultation statements 
vi)  Submitting the revised plan to Horsham DC with all the supporting 
documents. 

14.To summarise then – the raw representations are in the document NP 
responses indexed and anonymized, the issues to be addressed taken from 
NP responses by issue are in this report along with proposals for dealing with 
many of them. Proposals in red are believed not to have any impact on the 
plan even if they are not actually disagreed with. For example many will be 
generally supportive. Proposals in green are acceptable and will be reflected 
in amended plan. Proposals in orange require further consideration by the 
Parish Council before a decision can be made. Once decisions have been 
made they will be reflected in the document containing the raw 
representations. 

15.The statutory consultees are dealt with first as their representations tend to 
be more general in nature. Any specific relevant issues will then be 
incorporated into the detailed issues statement along with individual 
representations in the relevant location. An “NP Evidence File” accompanies 
this report and contains some of the referenced documents that consultees 
have suggested should be considered. 

 
Statutory consultees – regulatory bodies  

16.The Environment Agency (S2) has produced a checklist of issues for 
neighbourhood planning that it indicates should be consulted - http://
weba rch i ve .na t i ona la r ch i ves .gov.uk /20140328084622 /h t t p : / /
cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf. 

A copy of the checklist is in the NP Evidence File ref S2-1. It was reviewed 
when the SA/SEA was prepared and it is proposed that it has no impact on 
the plan. 

17.In relation to flood risk the Agency indicaates that it requires compliance with 
NPPF 100 and HDPF Policy 37. It also suggests that a check be made to see 
if any developments are proposed in Flood Zones 2 and 3 which we have 
done already and there are none. 

See NP Evidence File S2-2 and S2-3. No areas in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf
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HDPF Flooding Policy is now 38 - see NP Evidence File S2-4. It is proposed 
that these representations have no impact on the plan. 

18.It acknowledges that the plan directs development to areas of lowest risk but 
advises consultation with West Sussex County Council and Horsham District 
Council if any sites proposed have been affected by surface water or 
groundwater flooding. 

Surface water flooding is an issue in West Chiltington and the avoidance of 
making matters worse is a feature of planning permissions. Further 
consideration might be given to this before a final decision is made. 

19.In terms of water management it recommends consulting https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan 
 
http://www.arunwesternstreams.org.uk 
 
http://www.oart.org.uk  
 
http://www.adurandousecatchment.org.uk  
 
See S2-5 in NP Evidence File. It is not considered that these have any 
impact on the plan. 

20.It also recommends “that environmental infrastructure, including habitat 
enhancements, water storage areas, and green space is taken into account 
when looking to fund local infrastructure.” 

To the extent that any of these issues would become relevant to any site they 
will be taken into consideration. There are no plans for funding local 
infrastructure so this proposal has no impact on the plan. If the s106/CIL 
proposals, when firmed up, relate to this area then this assessment might 
need amending. 

. 
21.The Highways Agency (S3) is only concerned if the proposals impact the 

strategic roads network. Since this plan has no such impact there are no 
comments. 
 
It is proposed that there is no impact on the plan. 

22.Historic England (S4) recommends reviewing their guidance in relation to 
neighbourhood plans at  

https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-
your-neighbourhood/ 

See NP Evidence File S4-1. There are proposals later (see paras 22 and 23) 
that may require some research before a final decision is made 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan
http://www.arunwesternstreams.org.uk
https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
https://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
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23.It also recommends that a brief review is prepared of the records of previous 
archaeological finds from the area recorded in the West Sussex Historic 
Environment Record (HER) as part of the evidence base to the plan in order 
to identify the potential for Non-designated Heritage Assets including 
archaeological remains. A summary of the information held can be accessed 
online at http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/.  

HER has to be obtained via a specific enquiry of WSCC Record Office. 
Consider how this is to be done if non-designated heritage assets are to be 
identified although the Heritage Gateway (see above) does have a list of 66 
records 

24.The agency suggests that there is scope also to identify “opportunities for 
heritage to contribute further to the economy and society” by considering 
whether there is scope for “identifying development that will contribute 
towards promoting awareness of the area’s history and archaeology. This 
may be of particular interest to the local community where it can provide 
economic benefits through schemes that support local businesses, such as 
hotels and public houses by encouraging tourism, for e.g. through the 
development of themed walking or cycling trails.” 

Limited scope except for footpaths (see below) so propose no impact on plan 
otherwise. 

25.In relation to specific policies it is noted that “Policies E1, CP1 and TI2 and 
Action 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 relate to the improvement of the footpath network and 
would recommend that either Policy E1 or TI2 could include a requirement for 
development to contribute to development of a Historic West Chiltington 
walking route for the enjoyment of both residents and visitors.  An appropriate 
policy would require development proposals to include appropriate additions 
to potential routes identified within the plan (which might also serve to 
improve footpath and cycle access within the parish) including interpretation 
of local themes of historic interest through information boards, landscaping or 
public art.” 
 
These are acceptable in principle but more work needs to be done on how 
the policy E1 or more probably TI2 (para 136) might specifically be amended. 
(see also para 123). 

26.It also notes that “the pre-submission version of the plan includes Policy D1 to 
guide the protection and re-use of heritage assets and we support the 
provision of positive policy within the plan to guide development to sustain 
and enhance the significance of heritage assets. It would help to provide 
clarity to the policy to refer to paragraphs 128-131, 135, 137, 139 and 140 of 
the NPPF (possibly as a footnote) to clarify what the requisite level of 
protection would be with regard to non-designated heritage assets (we also 
recommend using this term consistently to avoid confusion).” 

http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/
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No development is proposed within or nearby heritage assets so propose no 
impact on plan generally. 

Conformity Reference on p31 already refers to NPPF Section 12. Propose 
adding “paragraphs 128-131, 135, 137, 139 and 140.” Propose amending 
“undesignated heritage assets” in the Policy text to “non-designated heritage 
assets”. (see also para 125) 

27.The Parish Council “may wish to identify the potential for non-designated 
heritage assets to be present as a part of this justification either within the 
supporting text or as an appendix to the plan” in addition to the conservation 
area and heritage assets referred to in Policy D1, e.g. “The Parish Council 
have identified a number of buildings of Local Historic Interest. Development 
proposals that provide a viable future use that sustain the significance of 
these buildings will be supported”. 
 
Non-designated heritage assets are dealt with in para 26. The reasoned 
justification refers to a list of heritage assets being included in the Appendix 
but the list is not there. Propose adding a list. 

28.Historic England also recommends making an addition to Policy D1 that 
creates a clear requirement for developers to consult the Village Design 
Statement (or any successor document) and to demonstrate within their 
applications that they have followed its guidance and protected the special 
features it identifies. It recommend using text similar to the following “In order 
to sustain and enhance the character of the parish, planning applications will 
set out how the development proposals conform with the guidance of the 
West Chiltington Village Design Statement, including the protection of the 
special features of the area’s character identified. Proposals that have clearly 
conformed with the guidance of this document, including the use of locally 
distinctive materials, scale, form and massing of buildings, layout and 
contribution to public space will be supported.” 

The problem here is that the Village Design Statement is very out of date and 
there are no plans to revive it. Propose that further discussion take place on 
this issue. (see also para 123) 

29.“With respect to the positive features identified in the plan and Village Design 
Statement, it would be helpful if the plan included a clear map of the narrow 
or sunken lanes described as important features and included instructions to 
guide development on protecting their character, including the creation of 
points of access to new developments. Managing the requirement to provide 
an appropriate view splay, whilst maintaining the sense of enclosure provided 
by the steep banks of a sunken lane may require a specific approach within 
the proposals.  Again, this could be provided as an addition to Policy D1 to 
provide clarity on how the wider requirements of the NPPF and Local Plan to 
protect heritage assets and local character should be implemented in the 
local context.” 
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The VDS is no longer a relevant document and is not planned to be updated. 
It proved impossible in the preparation of the NP to get a viable statement of 
design principles. Consider if this should be revisited or if there is another 
way of reflecting the suggestion to create a map of the characteristic lanes or 
other features and adjust Policy D1 if necessary. 

30.It recommends using text similar to the following: 
“In order to sustain and enhance the character of the parish, planning 
applications will set out how the development proposals conform with the 
guidance of the West Chiltington Village Design Statement, including the 
protection of the special features of the area’s character identified. Proposals 
that have clearly conformed with the guidance of this document, including the 
use of locally distinctive materials, scale, form and massing of buildings, 
layout and contribution to public space will be supported.” 
 
Subject to the above consideration (para 29) propose that this amendment is 
not made as it refers to an out of date document. 

31.Finally Historic England asks us to consider including “a map of key 
landscape features …. that contribute to the amenity of the Parish’s 
landscape”, particularly in view of references to the publicly accessible views 
of the South Downs. 

Consider how this might be done to advantage and propose an appropriate 
amendment. 

32.Natural England (S5) refers to para 9.1 of the Strategic Appraisal/Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and agrees with our conclusion that the 
proposals in the WCNP will not have an impact on sensitive sites. 
 
This is an important clarification but propose that it has no impact on the plan. 

33.It makes no other relevant comment. 

34.Scottish and Southern Energy (S7) - There are references to the role SSE 
can play in strategic planning of infrastructure but this is of no relevance to 
the WCNP. 
 
Propose that this representation has no impact on the plan. 

35.Sport England (S9) asks that we to ensure that we have reflected paras 73 
and 74 of the NPPF in the plan and suggests that we consult its guides: 
 
‘A Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England – Planning Policy 
Statement’. http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/
development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/, and  

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
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http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-
planning/. 
 
See S9-1 in NP Evidence File and consider any issues before making a 
decision. 

36.It goes on to suggest that “the Neighbourhood Plan reflects the 
recommendations set out in (the) document” containing the local authority’s 
Playing Pitch Strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports strategy and that any 
local investment opportunities, such as the Community Infrastructure Levy, 
are utilised to support the delivery of those recommendations referring to 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-
tools-and-guidance/. 
 
See S9-2 in NP Response Evidence File. The NP has no specific proposals 
for playing fields or sports facilities per se so propose not to have an impact 
on the plan 

37.Finally it comments “If new sports facilities are being proposed Sport England 
recommend you ensure such facilities are fit for purpose and designed in 
accordance with our design guidance notes. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-
cost-guidance/” 
 
This could be included in any further consideration of CIL money usage 
under Policy CP1.(see para 132) Subject to that this is an implementation 
issue only and propose no impact on plan. 

 
Statutory bodies – local authorities 

38.Billingshurst Parish Council (S1) has made no relevant comments. 

39.Pulborough Parish Council (S6) asks us to expand on Policy TI1 because 
of overlapping interests. 
 
Consider if any further clarification is to be given to Pulborough. 

40.South Downs National Park Authority (S8) asks that the references to its 
SDNP Local Plan be updated  
 
It is proposed that this amendment is accepted at the present time although it 
might need further updating in due course. 

41.Emerging policies in the SDNP Local Plan on a number of environmental 
issues are not thought to have any impact on the WCNP. 

42.SDNPA asks that the WCNP incorporates the protection of dark night skies, 
special qualities of the SDNP in policies relating to development proposals 
close to the National Park boundary. In particular, such development 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
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proposals should conserve and where possible enhance relative tranquility, in 
relation to light pollution and dark night skies. 

WCNP is not proposing any developments close to the SDNP so this request 
in not relevant and it is proposed that this representation has no impact on 
the plan. 

43.It supports the western boundary of the West Chiltington built up area which 
is not modified by the WCNP. 

44.It asks us to clarify the reasoned justification for policy E1 to say that 
Monkmead Woods are largely within the National Park. The Site of Special 
Scientific Interest – Hurston Warren, forms part of the woods and is also 
predominantly within the National Park. 
 
Propose amending the justification for Policy E1 on page 30 by adding after 
“…Monkmead Woods” in line 2 of paragraph 2 the words “…,which is largely 
within the South Downs National Park (see also para 122). 

45.Storrington and Sullington Parish Council (S10) questions why there is no 
policy on protecting the separation zone between West Chiltington and 
Storrington. 
 
The separation zone is a principle of strategic planning in HDPF para 27 and 
does not need to be repeated in Neighbourhood Plans. Propose that this 
representation has no impact on the plan. 

46.A question is raised about the absence of any policy relating to Air Quality 
Management even though it is referred to in WCNP. 

Policy TI1 refers to integrating the policies of neighbouring parishes and 
contributing to a solution would be part of the process of actioning the Policy 
in due course. No change to the plan is proposed at this stage. 
. 

47.In relation to Policies H1 and H2 the parish council questions whether 30 
homes is sufficient and consistent with “positive planning”. 

Consider when dealing with development strategy. 

48.Thakeham Parish Council (S11) is especially supportive of the WCNP which 
it considers to be an excellent document. It questions whether more 
designations should be made for green spaces to conform to the NPPF. 
 
Consider when dealing with policy E1 (see para 121) 

49.West Sussex County Council (S12) explains its approach to neighbourhood 
plans recognizing that it is primarily the district council’s responsibility to deal 
with planning issues. It recommends that to ensure conformity with the local 
plan to which it has contributed in preparing the evidence base reference is 
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made to specific county plans including the West Sussex Waste Local Plan, 
Minerals Local Plan and West Sussex Transport Plan. It is also 
recommended that published County Council service plans, for example 
Planning School Places, are also taken into account. 

See S12-1 to S12-3 in NP Evidence File. Propose this representation has no 
impact on plan. 

50.In relation to Issue 6 Public Rights of Way it asks that consideration be given 
to proposing the upgrading of footpaths in the area from the built up 
settlements up to Broadford Bridge in conformity with its West Sussex Rights 
of Way Improvement Plan which might also be referenced in the Action Plan. 

Consider how far it is wished to go and whether it has an impact on Policy 
TI2. (see para 136). 

51.It is suggested that additional wording is added to the fourth paragraph of 
Issue 9 Flooding as underlined here ‘Previous government policies and 
current national economic constraints have resulted in a lack of this essential 
maintenance. Also many landowners are unaware of their riparian duties to 
keep the ditches and watercourses on their land clear so that water flows 
freely.’  
 
The comments and background on surface water flooding need more 
consideration along with those of the Environment Agency (paras 17-19). 

52.WSCC supports the approach in Policies TI3 Public Transport Improvement 
and TI4 Road Infrastructure. 

This raises the question of how this support can be utilized and whether it 
merits further detail in the policies or is an issue for the Action Plan. 

The final section of Policy MIN 1 is considered to be unclear since, if minerals 
are already sterilised there would no longer be the opportunity to extract the 
material. In areas which have not been sterilised by development, the County 
Council, as the Minerals Planning Authority, may seek prior extraction of 
minerals to avoid sterilisation where practicable and environmentally feasible 
(NPPF Para 143.) 
 
It is proposed that the proposal is accepted and the fourth bullet removed. 

53. It recognizes that the Action Plan is more focused on projects than policies, 
and makes specific suggestions. 
 
Action Plan 5.2 - only improvements to the Trunk Roads in the county would 
be funded by Highways England (A27 as referred to in the action plan). There 
are no major improvements programmed to the A283. 

Consider updates to Action Plan when all other policies have been settled. 
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Action Plan 6.1 and 6.2 – encourage the Parish Council to liaise with WSCC 
Public Rights of Way (PROW) on future intentions to maintain paths and 
improve accessibility. WSCC PROW retains an interest as highway authority 
can also provide advice. 

Consider updates to Action Plan when all other policies have been settled. 
  
Action Plan 9.2 – additional wording requested to be inserted into the ‘How’ 
column of 9.2 as underlined here ‘Map problem sites, discuss options with 
landowners and highway authorities. Encourage regular landowner 
maintenance of ditches and watercourses.’ 
 
Consider updates to Action Plan when all other policies have been settled. 

54.It recommends reviewing its Development Management Guidance http://
www.wes tsussex .gov.uk / le i su re /ge t t i ng_around_wes t_sussex /
roads_and_pathways/plans_and_projects/development_control_for_roads/
pre-application_charging_guide.aspx. 
 
This is more relevant to infrastructure proposals that are not in the plan so 
propose no impact on the plan unless this situation changes. 

55.It notes CP1 - Community Infrastructure Levy - and draws attention to the 
absence of an agreed mechanism for prioritizing infrastructure projects and 
asks for the parish council’s support as part of its approach to the Community 
Infrastructure Levy. 
 
This is a matter for the Parish Council to consider as part its review of s106 
and CIL. 

56.Horsham District Council comments that “Overall the plan is well presented 
and has a clear structure. The document clearly outlines the evidence and 
issues of importance in the Parish before setting out policies to address these 
points.” 

57.Although it recognizes the existence of a clear vision and structure to the plan 
Horsham feels that some individual issues contain solutions and delivery 
mechanisms and others could usefully be grouped together. 

58.Objective 1 - increasing the supply of affordable homes is supported. 

See para 59. 

59.Objective 3 – prioritise development in favour of affordable homes is claimed 
to be similar to Objective 1 and the two are candidates for grouping. 
 
It is proposed that Objective 1 be removed from Issue 1 and a sentence 
inserted to the effect that the implications of this issue will be addressed 
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within the general housing issue. Issue 3 will then read “To prioritise 
development to increase the supply of affordable homes that meet a local 
need and which can be allocated to persons with a local connection to 
improve opportunities for them to continue to live in the parish.” 
 
If this is acceptable it will be necessary to review the overall wording and 
numbering to ensure that the final output is coherent. 

60.Objective 4 - the need to protect the character of the village is recognised and 
supported. As currently worded this objective has a high level of detail that is 
then not reflected in the planning policy section.  If addressed (eg in the 
design policy) this would help to ensure that this matter is given greater 
consideration and weight in directing development. 
 
This would appear to be a valid point and some amendment will be 
necessary. It is proposed that consideration be deferred until the 
development strategy is further discussed and settled (see para 115). 

61.Objective 5 – transport and infrastructure – Horsham recognizes the specific 
traffic issues in West Chiltington Parish and suggests amending the wording 
slightly to give it more of a development focus. This may help provide a 
mechanism to amend later policies in the plan to require transport 
enhancements, and enable the policies to be located in the ‘statutory’ section 
of the document.   This could be along the lines of “To secure improvements 
to developments, policies and practices to protect …..” 
 
Propose that Objective 5 be amended to read “To secure improvements to 
developments, policies and practices to reflect proper recognition of the 
limitations of the existing infrastructure network in order to protect the 
attractive nature and character of the Parish from damage by poor traffic 
management, rat-running, speeding, inadequate parking and poor road 
maintenance.” 

62.Objective 7 – impact of development - as currently worded this appears to 
have a very similar aim to objective five.  It would assist the flow of the 
document if these two objectives are grouped together. 

The proposed amendment to Objective 5 above adopts the suggestion to 
group the two together. 
 
If the above is agreed then the text will need to be revisited to ensure a 
logical and coherent flow. 

63.Issue 10 – natural environment – suggest removing reference to 
“international” importance in favour of “national”. 

Propose accepting the amendment 
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64.Objectives 10, 11 and 12 – conservation, sports facilities and health and 
wellbeing are seen as worded more like a planning policy. It is suggested that 
they could be reworded along the lines of “To secure through development, 
the conservation and enhancement of the local environment including 
biodiversity, rural character and habitat maintenance.”   Specific requirements 
to contribute to habitat corridors, Monkmead woods could be requirements of 
the policies themselves. 

This needs a bit of work to get them right. 

65.Objectives 14-17 – mineral extraction – are recognised as clearly non-
statutory and the fact that this has been made clear is appreciated. There 
remains some uncertainty as to whether an examiner will still allow them to 
remain. 
 
Noted but propose that this representation has no impact on the plan at this 
stage. 

66.Chapter 4 – development policies and strategy – is welcomed and supported 
but there appear to be issues that are not reflected in the policies that follow. 
It is suggested that Chapter 4 and the housing policies in Chapter 5 are 
grouped together to meet criticisms by examiners of other plans. 

Propose that this is dealt with as part of the wider discussions on 
development strategy (see para 115) 

67.To date, Examiners of Neighbourhood Plans have recommended that phasing 
elements of housing allocations are deleted. It might be worth considering 
deleting the references to phrasing, or alternatively seek to ensure that you 
have clear evidence to demonstrate why it should be retained. 

Propose that this is dealt with as part of the wider discussions on 
development strategy (see para 115) 

68.It is suggested that the type or size of property appropriate to any individual 
site is included in the allocation policy. 
 
The number and location of proposals for development are clearly critical 
issues for strategy and indeed of the plan itself. It is proposed that these are 
dealt with as part of the wider discussions on development strategy (see para 
115) 

69.In relation to Chapter 5 – Policies – it is argued that the map on page 26 
dealing with a separation zone is not reflected in a specific policy and needs 
to be. The map is in fact wrongly located and is referred to in Policy E1 on 
page 30. 
 
Propose revisiting this when the development strategies, that will include 
considerations of green space are dealt with (see para 115) 
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. 
70.Whilst Policy ED1 – supporting business – is supported it is suggested that it 

be amended to something on the lines of “Development proposals will be 
expected to provide broadband and supporting communication facilities to 
ensure that the business accommodation provided is of a high quality”.  
 
Propose to amend Policy ED1 to read “Support will be given to the 
development of small-scale light industrial/office and health therapy facilities 
on suitable sites if they become available. Development proposals will be 
expected to provide broadband and supporting communication facilities to 
ensure that the business accommodation provided is of a high quality and it 
encourages small businesses to set up and increase home working.” 

71.It is also suggested that consideration be given to identifying if there are any 
sites in the more rural parts of the parish that may be suitable for business / 
farm diversification and whether there are any specific policies that meet the 
objectives that you have identified. 

This was done as part of the site assessment process but without result. It 
should continue to be part of the discussion on development strategy (see 
para 115). 

72.On Policy H1 – development allocations - the earlier suggestion to merge with 
Section 4 is repeated.  It is also noted that the justification refers to 
downsizing requirements and it is suggested that consideration is given to a 
policy to address this need along with a justification for meeting such needs 
in the Parish. 
 
The problem with downsizing was addressed on page 24 but this appears not 
to have been recognised. It might well form part of development strategy 
discussions (see para 115) to either confirm or amend the explanation. 

73.Policy H2 – housing allocations – should be moved to the non-statutory 
section as it is outside the planning process. 

As this is definitive advice it is proposed that it be accepted in principle but all 
development issues will be subject to separate discussion (see para 115) 

74.Policy E1 – natural environment is supported and it is suggested that some 
more specific features such as biodiversity and landscape should be included 
in the policy as an enhancement. It is also suggested that the leisure 
department should be consulted with a view to designating Monkmead 
Woods as green space in accordance with NPPF para 76 and 77. 
 
This needs more detailed work before a proposal can be made. 

75.Policy D1 – heritage conservation - the Council is supportive of the desire to 
conserve and enhance the historic character of the parish. It is suggested 
that consideration be given to providing further clarity of any specific features 
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that are locally distinctive (eg building materials). The policy might also be 
strengthened if an indication is given of the undesignated heritage assets that 
might be particularly important to protect – this could perhaps be set out in an 
appendix. This policy might also be cover the issue of character of residential 
gardens to provide mechanism to protect this feature which has been 
recognised as being of particular importance to the Parish. 
 
This is similar to the proposals by Historic England (para 23) and more work 
needs to be done to get this right (see para 126) 

76.Whilst Policy CP1 – infrastructure provision – is supported and a clear steer is 
given on the type of infrastructure included it is suggested that more detail, 
perhaps in a separate document or appendix, would be helpful. It might also 
be sensible to include specific examples from the objectives such as 
rerouting the bus to the Pulborough surgery. 

This needs more detailed work before a proposal can be made 

77.Horsham recognizes that the Non Statutory Policies which are not strictly land 
use related are deliberately addressed in a separate section of this plan. It 
warns that whilst some Examiners have suggested this as an approach it is 
not universally approved of by all Examiners. Some suggestions are made 
elsewhere that might change their nature to land use policies. 
 
Propose that this representation has no impact on the plan at this stage. 
Given the warning there might be a case for making a clearer up front 
statement about this issue either in the plan itself or by ensuing it is 
addressed in any covering document sent to the examiner. 

78.It is recognised that Transport and Infrastructure policies are important and 
there is a proposal to revise Policies TI1 and TI2 on the lines of 
““Development proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated 
that they will retain the existing character of the rural road network of the 
Parish. Proposals will also be supported where they provide opportunities for 
walking and cycling, particularly where they provide contributions to the 
maintenance and enhancement of footpaths and bridleways.”  Other aspects 
of these policies ie TI3 and TI4 could remain non statutory or be incorporated 
into the supporting text of such a land use policy where it would have greater 
weight in terms of how it may influence development. 
 
It is proposed to adopt Horsham’s suggestion and amend the policy wording 
to, “Development proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated 
that they will retain the existing character of the rural road network of the 
Parish. Proposals will also be supported where they provide opportunities for 
walking and cycling, particularly where they provide contributions to the 
maintenance and enhancement of footpaths and bridleways.” 

79.Policy TI5 - broadband – as currently worded is correctly in the non-statutory 
section but it might be that an approach similar to that employed by 
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Thakeham and commented on in that parish’s health check could justify its 
inclusion as a land use policy. 

Consider how Thakeham’s approach might be adapted to be included in the 
plan. (see para 141) 

80.On Policy SRC1 – Sport Recreation and Communities – it suggested that 
whilst the infrastructure issues are addressed in Policy CP1 there might be 
benefit in adding an additional layer to the justification in that Policy by 
including more specific projects and cross referencing the two policies. 

Consider further – see para 144 

81.The SA/SEA is said to be a considered and proportionate document with 
exemplary features of evaluation of different alternative proposals. It is 
suggested that consideration be given to additional work, perhaps cross 
referenced in the SA/SEA on other site assessments treating them 
individually rather than as groups. 

This does not make sense as the site assessment report did deal with each 
site individually. A conversation with Horsham to clarify would be helpful to 
get this issue clear. 

 
THIS CONCLUDES THE ANALYSIS OF THE REPRESENTATIONS OF STATUTORY 
CONSULTEES.  THE ISSUES ARE ALSO REFLECTED IN THE FOLLOWING ANALYSIS 
OF REPRESENTATIONS FROM RESIDENTS AND AGENTS IN ORDER TO GIVE A 
COMPLETE PICTURE OF THE REPRESENTATIONS ON ANY PARTICULAR ISSUE. 

Analysis of representations from residents and agents  

82.These responses to the consultation are referenced to the issue, 
objective, policy or other feature of the WCNP or supporting document 
that the authors indicated they were addressing. All representations are 
included whether from statutory consultees, residents, agents or businesses. 
Where the target of the representation was not specifically identified by the 
respondent it has been allocated by reference to its context. Some 
representations are repeated as they relate to more than one issue. 

83.Respondents are represented by numbers rather than by name. Individuals 
are identified by the letter R and agents by the letter A. 

84.General approval - Six residents’ responses (1, 77, 82, 83, 86, 90) indicated 
a general level of support for the WCNP and did not comment on any specific 
matter. Two residents (85 and 102) expressed general approval of the plan 
and congratulated those involved in its preparation. Another resident (2) 
similarly expressed general approval and then made comments about 
specific issues.  A further resident (74) congratulated the team on the pre-
submission plan and commented that it must have been a daunting task. 
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There are many aspects that were agreed with but there are some that were 
not. One respondent (80) was supportive of the plan as a whole but 
disagreed that all the issues had been identified but did not elaborate further. 

85.Whilst again expressing general support and approval in response to the two 
general questions two resident respondents (81 and 85) commented “that a 
great deal of work has gone into its publication, and that the document has 
been produced in a highly professional form. It is easy to read, and gives 
much interesting information” and “Good presentation, a lot of hard work”. 

86.In these general comments there is a sign of some confusion over the nature 
of the documents presented with the WCNP especially in relation to the Site 
Assessment Plan. This issue has been addressed previously (see para 8) but 
the problem is added to by the comment (83) “I am concerned however that 
there is considerably more information contained in the back up documents, 
particularly as more possible development sites are mentioned in those 
papers in addition to the only two listed on pages 25 and 28. I am therefore 
worried more by what the Plan omits rather than by what it includes. Is there 
an intention to develop to a large greater extent than the Plan itself 
discloses?”  The issue is returned to again in the separate paper on 
development issues (see para 115). 

87.One resident (74) after expressing general approval but with some 
reservations argues for more photographs to be included to reflect more 
extensively the most rural parts of the parish. 

Propose that some attempt should be made to accommodate this suggestion. 

88.Structure of the plan – only Horsham District Council (para 57) commented 
specifically on the structure giving general approval with just one suggestion 
for merging Chapter 4 with elements of or the whole of Chapter 5 (pare 66). 

It is proposed that consideration of this issue be deferred until the 
development strategy and site allocation decisions have been made later in 
the process. 

89.Chapter 1 Introduction – there was a single comment from South Downs 
National Park Authority (para 40) proposing an updating of the reference to 
its Local Plan which has advanced since the WCNP was drafted. The specific 
proposal is to amend page 4 “The pre-submission version (of the National 
Park Local Plan) was published in May 2015” to add “and has consulted on 
its preferred options in September and October 2015.” 

It is proposed that this amendment is accepted at the present time although it 
might need further updating in due course. 

90.There was a comment from a resident (74) relating to page 2 and the need to 
have conformity with the local plan but complains of a lack of references to 
the local plan in the WCNP. 
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It has not been recognised that the “local plan” is the HDPF to which there 
are ample references and it is proposed that this representation has no 
impact on the plan. 

91.Chapter 2 – West Chiltington today – there was one comment from a 
resident (74) that the Village Nurseries, the Village Hall and the Conservation 
Area were not mentioned in the strengths. In relation to weaknesses the 
resident refers to the two settlements being linked which undermines the 
separateness, emphasizes the absence of a direct bus service from the 
village to Pulborough and argues that the narrow drovers roads are downright 
dangerous. He argues for traffic calming measures (see also para 133). 
 
The strengths and weaknesses were those recorded in an actual survey and 
reflect that survey. This issue was discussed in the parish council meeting 
that approved the plan. Whilst it is open to the parish council to revisit this 
issue if it wishes it is proposed that this representation has no impact on the 
plan. 

92.Chapter 3 Plan Vision and objectives – Horsham District Council (paras 
56and 57) approves of the clear vision  and supports the Objective 1 that 
aims to increase the supply of affordable homes and the prioritization of 
development to meet the affordable housing need in Objective 3 but 
suggests that they might be combined as they address similar issues. 

Issue 1 is about social and demographics whilst Issue 3 is specifically about 
housing. It could be helpful to retain the separate issues but there is no 
particular reason why there should be two similar objectives. It is proposed 
that Objective 1 be removed from Issue 1 and a sentence inserted to the 
effect that the implications of this issue will be addressed within the general 
housing issue. Issue 3 will then read “To prioritise development to increase 
the supply of affordable homes that meet a local need and which can be 
allocated to persons with a local connection to improve opportunities for them 
to continue to live in the parish.” 
 
If this is acceptable it will be necessary to review the overall wording and 
numbering to ensure that the final output is coherent. 

93.A resident (74) questions the wording of the vision statement and suggests 
rewording it to ‘To protect and enhance the special and valued characteristics 
of the Village and Parish area, notably their intrinsic rural character, historic 
buildings, low density housing, tranquillity, community areas, gardens and 
wildlife, and to support proposals for sustainable development, provided they 
do not have an overall negative impact on the Parish, as defined by this plan’. 

As this is the only comment about the vision statement other than from 
Horsham that thought it was “clear” it is proposed that this representation has 
no impact on the plan. 
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94.Objective 2 – business development – there were no comments. 

95.Objective 4 – development on garden land – Horsham District Council (para 
60) saw this as primarily concerned with protecting the nature and character 
of the village and argues that there are no policies that specifically address 
this. 

This would appear to be a valid point and some amendment will be 
necessary. It is proposed that consideration be deferred until the development 
strategy is further discussed and settled 

96.A resident (100) comments that he judges that this objective will be welcome 
to many residents in restricting infill and suggests an addition to the objective 
to read “To ensure that development in residential garden land takes place 
only if it maintains local character and distinctiveness, high standards of 
residential amenity, biodiversity and meets a local housing need. This type of 
development would not be appropriate in an area of historical local interest, 
or if accessed via a single narrow lane, and would require the approval of the 
local neighbouring properties.” 
 
It is proposed that this be deferred until the development strategy is further 
discussed and settled. 

97.He also requests that the Reginald Fairfax Wells estates covering Grove, 
Spinney , Sunset, Heather, and Westward Lanes be recognised in the West 
Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan as an ‘Area of Historical Local Interest’ as 
recommended by the respected local historian Ann Salmon. This links in with 
a suggestion by Historic England that the potential for undesignated heritage 
assets to be included in a protection policy be considered (para 26). See also 
para 126). 
 
It is proposed that this be dealt with along with the comments of Historic 
England on non-designated heritage assets (para 26) 

98.Objective 5 – transport and infrastructure – Horsham District Council (para 
61) recognizes the specific traffic issues in West Chiltington Parish and 
suggests amending the wording slightly to give it more of a development 
focus. This may help provide a mechanism to amend later policies in the plan 
to require transport enhancements, and enable the policies to be located in 
the ‘statutory’ section of the document.   This could be along the lines of “To 
secure improvements to developments, policies and practices to protect …..” 

Propose that Objective 5 be amended to read “To secure improvements to 
developments, policies and practices to reflect proper recognition of the 
limitations of the existing infrastructure network in order to protect the 
attractive nature and character of the Parish from damage by poor traffic 
management, rat-running, speeding, inadequate parking and poor road 
maintenance.” 
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99.See also para 101 in connection with Objective 7. 

100.Objective 6 – public rights of way – West Sussex County Council (para 50) 
asks that consideration be given to proposing the upgrading of footpaths in 
the area from the built up settlements up to Broadford Bridge in conformity 
with its West Sussex Rights of Way Improvement Plan which might also be 
referenced in the Action Plan. (see also para 136). 

Consider how far this might be taken. 

101.Objective 7 - Impact of development – Horsham District Council suggests 
that as currently worded this appears to have a very similar aim to Objective 
5. (see para 98)  It would assist the flow of the document if these two 
objectives are grouped together. 

The proposed amendment to Objective 5 above adopts the suggestion to 
group the two together. 
 
If the above is agreed then the text will need to be revisited to ensure a 
logical and coherent flow. 

102.Objective 8 - broadband – there were no comments. 

103.Objective 9 – flooding – The Environment Agency (S2) and West Sussex 
County Council (S12) have provided comment on this (see paras 17-19 and 
51) but there are no other representations. 

The comments and background on surface water flooding need more 
consideration. 

104.Objective 10 – natural environment – Horsham District Council (para 64) 
suggests some rewording along the lines of “To secure through development, 
the conservation and enhancement of the local environment including 
biodiversity, rural character and habitat maintenance.”  

Propose accepting the amendment 

105.Horsham (para 63) also suggests that the first paragraph of Issue 10 on 
page 20 of WCNP should be amended to change “international” to “national”. 
 
Propose accepting the proposed amendment. 

106.Objectives 11 and 12 – sport, recreation and community and health and 
wellbeing – Horsham links these to the approach to Objective 10 (see para 
64). 

These need some work to get right. 
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107. Objective 13 – environmental pollution – a resident (6) considers this 
objective to be totally unrealistic. 

The objective may be difficult to achieve and might indeed be somewhat 
unrealistic but the existence of it might have some moral influence and as this 
is the only comment propose that the representation has no impact on the 
plan. 

108.Objectives 14-17 – mineral extraction – there were no comments on the 
objectives although the Policy was questioned in part by West Sussex 
County Council (para 52) over the final para of the policy and Horsham (see 
para 65) indicates that there might still be objections to including this when 
the examiner sees it even though it is clearly non-statutory. 

Propose that Objective 17 be removed. Some additional text might ensure 
that the underlying point is still made. Horsham’s point is proposed to have 
no impact on the plan. 

109.Chapter 4 – development strategy and proposal maps – Horsham District 
Council (para 66) welcomes and supports the strategy but suggests that 
there appear to be issues that are not reflected in the policies that follow. It is 
also suggested that Chapter 4 and the housing policies are grouped together 
to meet criticisms by examiners of other plans. It also comments that to date, 
Examiners of Neighbourhood Plans have recommended that phasing 
elements of housing allocations are deleted and suggests that  it might be 
worth considering deleting the references to phasing, or alternatively seek to 
ensure that there is clear evidence to demonstrate why it should be retained. 

Propose that this is dealt with as part of the wider discussions on 
development strategy (see para 115). 

110.It is also suggested that the type or size of property appropriate to any 
individual site is included in the allocation policy a point echoed by a resident 
(46). 

The number and location of proposals for development are clearly critical 
issues for strategy and indeed of the plan itself. It is proposed that these will 
be addressed together with the relevant policies as a separate exercise and 
there will be a separate report on all development issues see para 115). 
 

111.Traffic appears to be a common theme and this might be viewed as a 
strategic issue. It is raised by a number of residents principally in relation to 
specific sites but also more generally. A resident (2) argues that any 
development beyond that in the plan would be detrimental to the local 
environment and well-being of residents. 
 
As it is not intended that developments will be undertaken outside of the plan 
it is proposed that this representation has no impact on the plan. The general 
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issue of traffic is something that should be addressed as a development 
strategy issue. (see para 115) 

112.One resident (5) questions the split of the parish into two settlements going 
slightly further than the issue raised previously in para 91 about the separate 
settlements being closely linked. 

This is a lone comment on the existence of two settlements. Treating them as 
one might have implications for the definition of the built up area boundary 
and green spaces so it is proposed that this representation has no impact on 
the plan. 

A linked comment in the balance of development between the Village and the 
Common is a matter for development strategy (see para 115) 

113.HDPF Policy 4 – settlement expansion – is argued by one resident (21) to 
support no expansion whatsoever beyond the built up area boundary. 
 
Policy 4 reads: 

Strategic Policy: Settlement Expansion 

The growth of settlements across the District will continue to be supported in 
order to meet identified local housing, employment and community needs. 
Outside built-up area boundaries, the expansion of settlements will be 
supported where; 

a. the site is allocated in the Local Plan or in a Neighbourhood Plan and 
adjoins an existing settlement edge.  
b. the level of expansion is appropriate to the scale and function of the 
settlement type.  
c. the development is demonstrated to meet the identified local housing 
needs and/or employment needs or will assist the retention and 
enhancement of community facilities and services.  
d. the impact of the development individually or cumulatively does not 
prejudice comprehensive long term development, in order not to conflict with 
the development strategy; and  
e. the development is contained within an existing defensible boundary and 
the landscape and townscape character features are maintained and 
enhanced.  

It is clear from sub para a. that the expressed view is wrong and it is proposed 
that the representation has no impact on the plan. 

114.One resident (27) makes the point that the strategy does not include 
provision for older residents through conversion of larger properties into rest 
or retirement homes. 
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There is a generally valid point here and the issue is addressed in comments 
on the cost of land. Propose that it is included in the general discussion of 
development strategy that is referred to elsewhere. 

115.As mentioned in para 109 the development strategy and the allocation of 
sites to development from Chapter 5 and Policies H1 and H2 are critical 
issues in the WCNP. It is clear from the representations that there is both 
support and opposition to the recommended sites, a rejected site is proposed 
to be reinstated and new sites have been put forward. 
 
Given the major significance of these issues it is proposed that they should 
be addressed in a separate document to cover development strategy, 
Policies H1 and H2 and any relevant general comments and the Site 
Assessment Report. 

116.Chapter 5 – Policy ED1 – supporting local businesses – the thrust of the 
policy is supported by Horsham District Council (para 70) but it suggests 
amending the wording to include “Development proposals will be expected to 
provide broadband and supporting communication facilities to ensure that the 
business accommodation provided is of a high quality”. 

Propose to amend Policy ED1 to read “Support will be given to the 
development of small-scale light industrial/office and health therapy facilities 
on suitable sites if they become available. Development proposals will be 
expected to provide broadband and supporting communication facilities to 
ensure that the business accommodation provided is of a high quality and it 
encourages small businesses to set up and increase home working.” 

117.It also suggests giving further thought to the possibility of any sites in the 
more rural parts of the parish that may be suitable for business / farm 
diversification and whether there are any specific policies that meet the 
objectives that have been identified. 

This was attempted without success in the pre=submission consultation but 
there is no reason why it should not be tried again. Defer to discussions on 
development strategy and site allocation. 

118.One resident (39) argues that the support in the Business Survey Report for 
light industrial premises is overstated and another (2) expresses concerns 
about the growth of traffic whilst supporting the policy. 

Light industrial means very light eg printing or picture framing and with only 
one comment it is proposed that this representation has no impact on the 
plan. Traffic is always a concern and NPPF refers to sustainable transport 
policies but there cannot be an overriding policy that restricts the growth of 
traffic absolutely and this Policy ED1 might reduce it if it cuts down 
commuting so it is proposed that this representation has no impact on the 
plan. 
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119.Policy E1 – natural environment – eight residents (30, 33, 39, 41, 49, 74, 
84, 95) are supportive of the policies and make the following comments. 
 
- the open green space between the two settlements is also a social space 
- preservation of Monkmead Woods and the green space is essential 
- emphasis should be given to the preservation of the green space 
- argues for other green spaces to be designated 
- this recognizes the true character of the area and aims to protect its 
integrity. 
 
These comments are largely supportive and it is proposed that they have no 
impact on the plan. The reference to designating further green space is 
picked up later. 

120.One resident (39) seeks to amend the wording to include “ …. and the open 
green space Settlement Separation Zone between the Common and the 
Village with its network of public rights of way”. Another (49) argues for 
specific protection for the space between Smock Alley and The Village and 
seeks to ban all development on green field sites. 

The addition of the words “Settlement Separation Zone” introduces a 
technical term that covers part of existing policy but seeks to imbue the whole 
space with that designation which is not necessarily something that the local 
planning authority would agree with. Defer to consider with the development 
strategy in due course.  

The second comment is imprecise although its intention is probably clear and 
goes well beyond national and local policy as “all green fields” cannot be 
protected so it is proposed that this representation has no impact on the plan. 

121.Horsham District Council (para 74) supports the policy and suggests that 
some more specific features such as biodiversity and landscape should be 
included as an enhancement. It is also suggests that the leisure department 
should be consulted with a view to designating Monkmead Woods as green 
space in accordance with NPPF para 76 and 77. Thakeham Parish Council 
(para 48) also makes the point about designating green space. 
 
This needs more detailed work before a proposal can be made. 

122.SDNPA asks (para 44) that the reasoned justification for policy E1 is clarified 
to say that Monkmead Woods are largely within the National Park. The Site 
of Special Scientific Interest – Hurston Warren, forms part of the woods and 
is also predominantly within the National Park. 
 
Propose amending the justification for Policy E1 on page 30 by adding after 
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“…Monkmead Woods” in line 2 of paragraph 2 the words “…,which is largely 
within the South Downs National Park. 

123.Historic England (para 25) suggests a change to Policy E1 or TI2 to “include 
a requirement for development to contribute to development of a Historic 
West Chiltington walking route for the enjoyment of both residents and 
visitors.  An appropriate policy would require development proposals to 
include appropriate additions to potential routes identified within the plan 
(which might also serve to improve footpath and cycle access within the 
parish) including interpretation of local themes of historic interest through 
information boards, landscaping or public art”. 
 
These are acceptable in principle but more work needs to be done on how 
the policy or more probably TI2 (para 136) might specifically be amended. 

124.Policy D1 – conserving the historic environment - support for the provision 
of positive policy within the plan to guide development to sustain and 
enhance the significance of heritage assets is welcomed by Historic England 
(para 26). It suggests that it would help to provide clarity to the policy to refer 
to paragraphs 128-131, 135, 137, 139 and 140 of the NPPF (possibly as a 
footnote) to clarify what the requisite level of protection would be with regard 
to non-designated heritage assets (and recommends using this term 
consistently to avoid confusion). 

Propose amending “undesignated heritage assets” in the Policy text to “non-
designated heritage assets”. 

125.It recommends (para 23) that a brief review of the records of previous 
archaeological finds from the area recorded in the West Sussex Historic 
Environment Record (HER) is prepared as part of the evidence base to the 
plan in order to identify the potential for Non-designated Heritage Assets 
including archaeological remains. A summary of the information held can be 
accessed online at http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/. 

Consider how this might be done. 

126.It is suggested (para 27) that The Parish Council may wish to identify the 
potential for non-designated heritage assets to be present as a part of this 
justification either within the supporting text or as an appendix to the plan in 
addition to the conservation area and heritage assets referred to in Policy 
D1, e.g. “The Parish Council have identified a number of buildings of Local 
Historic Interest. Development proposals that provide a viable future use that 
sustain the significance of these buildings will be supported”. Horsham 
makes a similar point (para 75). 

This needs more detailed work before a proposal can be made 

127.A resident (100) also requests that the Reginald Fairfax Wells estates 
covering Grove, Spinney , Sunset, Heather, and Westward Lanes be 

http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/
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recognised in the West Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan as an ‘Area of 
Historical Local Interest’ as recommended by the respected local historian 
Ann Salmon.  
 
It is proposed that this be dealt with along with the comments of Historic 
England on non-designated heritage assets (para 26) 

128.Historic England (para 27) also recommends making an addition to Policy 
D1 that creates a clear requirement for developers to consult the Village 
Design Statement (or any successor document) and to demonstrate within 
their applications that they have followed its guidance and protected the 
special features it identifies. It recommend using text similar to the following 
“In order to sustain and enhance the character of the parish, planning 
applications will set out how the development proposals conform with the 
guidance of the West Chiltington Village Design Statement, including the 
protection of the special features of the area’s character identified. Proposals 
that have clearly conformed with the guidance of this document, including the 
use of locally distinctive materials, scale, form and massing of buildings, 
layout and contribution to public space will be supported.” 

The problem here is that the Village Design Statement is very out of date and 
there are no plans to revive it. Propose that further discussion take place on 
this issue. 

129.Another suggestion is the preparation of a map of the characteristic lanes or 
other infrastructure (see para 28). 

Consider if this should be revisited or if there is another way of reflecting the 
suggestion to create a map of the characteristic lanes or other features and 
adjust Policy D1 if necessary. 

130.Four residents (30, 33, 40, 74) are fully supportive. One (33) wants “no net 
loss of trees” inserted along with “no loss of existing trees”. 
 
Most of the representations are specifically supportive. Incorporating the 
proposed amendment would make the Policy especially prescriptive and 
might be seen as going further than the national policy in the NPPF. Propose 
that these representations have no impact on the plan. 

131.Policy CP1 – Community Infrastructure Levy – only 2 representations were 
received (2 and 95), and both are supportive of the policy. West Sussex 
County Council (para 55) seeks support for an agreed mechanism for 
prioritizing infrastructure. Horsham District Council (para 76) suggests that 
more detail, perhaps in a separate document or appendix, would be helpful. It 
might also be sensible to include specific examples from the objectives such 
as rerouting the bus to the Pulborough surgery. 

This needs more detailed work before a proposal can be made 
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132.Sport England (para 37) refers to its guidelines on developing new sports 
facilities. 
 
If any such facilities are included in s106 or CIL bids then this may need to be 
considered. 

133.Policy TI1 – protecting parish roads – is generally supported. Three 
residents (11, 33, 40) commented specifically and two of them drew attention 
to the need to control speed limits and restrict access to heavy commercial 
vehicles. A resident (4) made a number of points about how to control traffic 
issues. Another resident (38) makes a similar point to the policy about the 
B2133 Harbolets Road and as well as speed enforcement a proper east-west 
bypass for Billingshurst is suggested. Pulborough Parish Council (para 39) 
asks for further clarification of the policy. Horsham District Council (para 78) 
suggested amending the wording on the lines of “Development proposals will 
be supported where it can be demonstrated that they will retain the existing 
character of the rural road network of the Parish. Proposals will also be 
supported where they provide opportunities for walking and cycling, 
particularly where they provide contributions to the maintenance and 
enhancement of footpaths and bridleways.” Such a change could transform 
the TI1 into a land use policy. 

It is proposed to adopt Horsham’s suggestion and amend the policy wording 
to, “Development proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated 
that they will retain the existing character of the rural road network of the 
Parish. Proposals will also be supported where they provide opportunities for 
walking and cycling, particularly where they provide contributions to the 
maintenance and enhancement of footpaths and bridleways.”  

The majority of comments are supportive and/or contain specific proposals for 
achieving the policy. They are rightly placed in the action plan and as such it 
is proposed that these representations have no impact on the plan. 

Consider what impact the proposal to merge issues on this subject has on the 
policy text 

Consider if any further clarification is to be given to Pulborough 
. 

134.Policy TI2 – footpaths, bridleways and other public rights of way – 12 
residents (9,11,22,24,30,33,39,40,47,79,94 and 95) commented  One (9) 
draws attention to the British Horse Society recommendations for surfacing: 
 
The ideal path surface preferred by horses and their riders or drivers will 
therefore be: 
◆ Non slip    
◆ Resilient, with some give (25 to 50mm at point load)  
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◆ Well drained 
◆ Adequate bearing capacity to avoid erosion or poaching 
◆ Free from stones, especially if angular or sharp edged 
 
and argues for better maintenance and cessation in the use of ECOMIX. 
 
The comments are supportive and the latter concentrates on specific 
solutions which are an implementation issue rather than a policy issue. It is 
proposed that these representations have no impact on the plan. 

135.The maintenance theme occurs in most of the other representations. A 
resident (22) proposes improvements to footpaths between The Common 
and The Village to allow, for cycles, pushchairs and mobility scooters to use 
them. Others comment similarly together with a plea (39) to include 
equestrians in the description with the policy being reworded to “Encourage 
walking, cycling and horse riding by maintaining footpaths and bridleways”  

Propose accepting amendment in principle but consider how best this fits in 
with another proposed change in para 136. 

136.Historic England (para 25) makes proposals for an historic walking route and 
Horsham District Council (para 70) suggests considering proposals that will 
provide opportunities for walking and cycling, particularly where they provide 
contributions to the maintenance and enhancement of footpaths and 
bridleways. West Sussex County Council (para 50) specifically suggests 
considering upgrading footpaths from The Village to Broadford Bridge as 
bridleways. 
 
These are acceptable in principle but more work needs to be done on how 
the policy or E1 (see para 123) might specifically be amended. 

137.Policy TI3 – public transport service improvement - is supported by 6 
representations (2, 11, 24, 30, 84 and 95) with suggestions for improvement 
to Horsham as well and a direct link from The Village to Pulborough although 
one supporter (24) claims that current buses are not very full. 
 
These are supportive but it is not clear that there is sufficient support to justify 
including the suggested addition in the policy so it is proposed that they have 
no impact on the plan. 

138.West Sussex County Council supports (para 52) and asks how this support 
can be utilized and whether it merits further detail in the policies or is an issue 
for the Action Plan whilst Horsham District Council (78) wonders if there is a 
way of incorporating this in TI1 and TI2 to give it a land use quality. 

This needs further consideration. 

139.Policy TI4 – road infrastructure – Three residents (22, 30 and 33) agree but 
one argues for more enforcement of parking laws in The Village centre  and 
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another seeks to have the policy strengthened. One resident (74) argues that 
the narrow drover’s roads are downright dangerous and asks for traffic 
calming measures. West Sussex County Council also supports (para 52) as 
does Horsham (para 78). 
 
These are supportive representations with suggestions for implementation 
and it is proposed that they have no impact on the policy in the plan but might 
merit some review of the action plan. 

140.Policy TI5 – broadband – this is supported by 5 residents (2, 11, 38, 40 and 
94) some of whom emphasise the importance to business as well as social 
users and one specifically mentions mobile coverage as well. 

All supportive representations so propose no impact on the plan. 

141.Horsham District Council (para 77) asks for consideration of the approach 
taken by Thakeham that might mean this can be incorporated as a land use 
policy. 

Here is Thakeham’s policy: 

“Proposals to improve the speed and quality of existing mobile 
communications and broadband services to the Parish will be supported, 
provided the location and design of any above-ground network installations 
reflect the character of the local area.” 

Consider how this might be adapted to be included in the plan. 

142.Policy TI6 – emergency planning – 2 residents (11 and 24) make 
representations supporting this policy and one (24) questions whether more 
might be done to protect the vulnerable against cold callers and by increasing 
Neighbourhood Watch activity. 

Insufficient interest in these specific suggestions which are reasonable in 
themselves so propose that they have no impact on the plan. 

143.Policy SRC1 – improved facilities for children and young persons – 5 
residents (24,30,40, 74 and 97) express support strongly. 

All supportive representations so propose no impact on the plan 

144.Horsham (para 80) suggests there might be benefit in adding an additional 
layer to the justification in Policy CP1 by including more specific projects and 
cross referencing the two policies. 
 
Consider further the merits of this suggestions 

145.Policy SRC2 – shred community engagement – there was one 
representation (40) in support. 
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All supportive representations so propose no impact on the plan. 

146.Policy HW1 – health provision – general support was given by 4 residents 
(2, 11, 30 and 84). 

All supportive representations so propose no impact on the plan. 

147.Policy MIN1 – mineral extraction – 3 residents (11, 30 and 33) support 
generally with no substantive comment. 
 
All supportive representations so propose no impact on the plan. 

148.Horsham District Council warns that this might still be excluded by an 
examiner even though it is non-statutory and West Sussex County Council 
seeks an amendment to the fourth bullet (para 52). 
 
The Horsham representation is noted but it is proposed that it has no impact 
on the plan. It is proposed that the WSCC proposal is accepted and the 
fourth bullet removed. 

Action Plan and Monitoring – one resident (30) thought the plan rather 
good and suggested that some skills were potentially available from amongst 
parishioners which might ease pressure on parish councillors. West Sussex 
County Council makes some specific proposals for amendments to individual 
actions (para 53). 
 
The resident’s representation is helpful and it is proposed that the 
“Management” paragraph on page 45 is amended by adding at the end “…or 
additionally enlist expertise from amongst parishioners which might ease the 
pressure on parish councillors. 
 
Consider the impact that changes to the plan and implementation 
suggestions in the representations might affect the Action Plan. 

149.Another resident (10) criticizes the policy arguing that a) a monitoring policy 
should not have the word ‘ensure’ within it.  Monitoring implies review and 
consultation and that he does not …b) agree with the words ‘general 
conformity’ to Horsham’s strategy.  He seeks to suggest that the parish 
supported by public consultation should be the final arbiter on all issues of 
policy rather than Horsham. 

Monitoring in one sense is simply checking but in another sense it is checking 
to ensure. There is a failure here also to understand the law on 
neighbourhood planning and it is proposed that is proposal has no impact on 
the plan. 

150.Sustainability Assessment and Strategic Environmental Review. 
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The SA/SEA is said by Horsham (para 81) to be a considered and 
proportionate document with exemplary features of evaluation of different 
alternative proposals. It is suggested that consideration be given to additional 
work, perhaps cross referenced in the SA/SEA on other site assessments 
treating them individually rather than as groups. 

This does not make sense as the site assessment report did deal with each 
site individually. A conversation with Horsham to clarify would be helpful to 
get this issue clear. 

151.Natural England (S5) (para 32) refers to para 9.1 of the Strategic Appraisal/
Strategic Environmental Assessment and agrees with our conclusion that the 
proposals in the WCNP will not have an impact on sensitive sites. 
 
This is an important clarification as it means that there is no need for a 
Habitat Regulation Assessment but propose that it has no impact on the plan. 
It will need to be mentioned in the Basic Conditions Statement. . 
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Appendix 1 – Consultation Questionnaire 

Pre-Submission West Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan 
Public consultation 4 July 2015 to 31 August 2015 

Response Form 

Please: 

1. Use this form to comment on the pre-submission West Chiltington 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

2. Fully complete the Personal Details section. Any forms that do not have the 
Personal Details section completed will be logged but will not be considered. 

3. Note that all forms must be available for public inspection. 
4. Return the form to West Chiltington Parish Council: 
 
In person or by post to The Clerk to the Parish Council, Parish Reading 
Room, Church Street, West Chiltington, Pulborough, West Sussex RH20 2JW 
 
Download the form from the Neighbourhood Plan section of the Parish 
Council website http://www.wchilt-parishcouncil.org.uk and return by email to 
wcnpconsultation@gmail.com or place it in the box at the Post Office and 
Store in the Village or at NISA in Haglands Lane or in the Village Hall. 
 

Thank you 

 
All comments received by the above date will be considered by the West Chiltington 
Neighbourhood Plan Council and may be used to amend the pre-submission West 
Chiltington Neighbourhood Plan. A Consultation Statement, including a summary of 
all comments received and how these were considered, will be made available along 
with the submission version of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

If you would like to receive email updates on the progress of the Neighbourhood 
Plan please ensure that your email address is included in the Personal Details on 
page 2. 

ALL COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED BY MONDAY 31 AUGUST 2015

mailto:wcpcconsultation@gmail.com
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Please circle or highlight your answer 

If you would like to comment on a particular policy please state the policy 
number, whether you agree or disagree and add your comments and/or 
suggested changes 

PERSONAL DETAILS – Must be completed for comments to be 
considered

NAME
ADDRESS 

Are you a resident, agent or 
organisation?
If you wish to have email 
updates give email address

If responding as an agent 
give name of client

Have we identified the important aspects, both good and 
bad, of living in West Chiltington? Please add any comments 
that you wish to make at the end of this response form

YES NO

Overall do you support the Neighbourhood Plan? YES NO

Policy 
Number

Do you agree or 
disagree?

Comments and/or suggested changes. 
If you disagree what changes would you 

suggest that we make?
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If you require more space please add additional sheets, put your name at the 
top of each page and staple together if you are submitting by hand. 

 

Note the deadline for comments is 
Monday 31 August 2015 

If you wish to make additional comments please do so here and refer to the 
page number of the text to which you are referring. 


