
 

 

 

Summary of Representations made on the Regulation 16 version of the West Grinstead Neighbourhood Development Plan (WGNDP)  

1. This document provides a summary of the representations submitted in accordance with Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 to the West Grinstead Neighbourhood Development Plan (WGNDP). This document is produced in compliance with the 

Neighbourhood Plan (Referendum) Regulations 2012.  

2. Horsham District Council (HDC) published the WGNDP for consultation for 8 weeks from 10 July to 4 September 2020 in accordance with Part 5 of 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. Representations were submitted during the publicity period by 25 respondents. The 

representations were received from statutory consultees, developers, their agents, and other organisations.  

3. Set out below is a summary of the issues raised in the representations. Redacted representations can be viewed in full on our website by following 

this link: https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhood-planning/west-grinstead  

 

Ref No.  Name/ 
Organisation  

Date 
received 

Method of 
submission 

Summary of representation  

Ref 1 Sport England  TBC Email  • No direct comment in relation to the plan, but provided general advice and 
guidance documents  

Ref 2 Vivid Audio   • Raised concerns over costs associated with relocating business units at the Star 
Estate  

Ref 3 Vivid Audio    • Wanted the possibility of the railway track (Downs Link) to be restored to its 
original use a railway, to remain open. Therefore, it was suggested that 
development was minimised on the path.   

Ref 4 Individual    • Fully supportive of plan, and no comments raised 

Ref 5 Vivid Audio   • In relation to Land South of Star Road it was suggested to keep this as woodland 
and develop the cultivated field due south of Amber Scaffolding bounded to the 
west by the B2135 and to the east by the old railway track.  

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/neighbourhood-planning/west-grinstead


Ref 6 Waverley 
Borough 
Council 

  • No comments on any specific issues, as long as any future housing allocation can 
be met within West Grinstead parish or Horsham DC. 

Ref 7 Individual    • Support was stated, with no comments.  

Ref 8 Southern 
Water 

  • No further comments  

Ref 9 Individual   • In relation to Aim 2, specifically Land South of Star Road, an objection was raised 
to the site for the loss of ancient woodland.  

• With regard to the Housing Land Availability Assessment, objection was raised in 
to Land North of the Rosary (P2),  Land North of The Rise (P3), Dunstans Farm 
(P6), Mill Lane (P8), St Hughs Land (P9)  on the basis of traffic, access, landscape 
character, biodiversity loss, tranquillity issues.  Note that these sites were not 
included within the Draft Submission Document.  

Ref 10 Individual   • In relation to Aim 2, specifically Land South of Star Road, an objection was raised 
to the site for the loss of ancient woodland.  

• With regard to the Housing Land Availability Assessment, objection was raised in 
to Land North of the Rosary (P2),  Land North of The Rise (P3), Dunstans Farm 
(P6), Mill Lane (P8), St Hughs Land (P9)  on the basis of traffic, access, landscape 
character, biodiversity loss, tranquillity issues.  Note that these sites were not 
included within the Draft Submission Document. 

Ref 11 Environment 
Agency (EA)  

  • The EA welcomed the strategic objective to ensure new development does not 
contribute to flood risk. In addition, the EA were pleased to see increases in 
biodiversity net gain and conserving and enhancing wildlife habitats (policy 4), but 
highlighted the upcoming legislation for a future review of the plan.  

Ref 12 Individual    Objected to the plan on the following grounds:  

• Loss of privacy from location of housing  

• Increased noise and air pollution  

• Lack of sufficient amenities within village  

• Highway safety issues relating to Church Road  

• Loss of biodiversity  

• Loss of property value  

• Loss of tranquillity  



Ref 13 Historic 
England  

03/09/2020 Email  • Concerns were raised regarding Policy 9 and its purpose. It was suggested that 
this policy was removed entirely if it aimed to repeat the existing HDC plan, or 
clarify that it only supports conversion where appropriate (considering other 
policies).   

Ref 14 Gladman   • Gladmans raised concern regarding Policy 3 (Local Gap), specifically over the 
limited evidence to designate the spaces  

• In relation to the housing strategy, concern was raised regarding the new MHCLG 
housing needs assessments and highlights that the plan could be out of date 
already and needing to provide further housing.  

• With regard to Aim 2, Gladman’s contend that the sites provided are not 
brownfield sites which is contradictory to the aims of the plan.  

• Gladman questions the deliverability of the sites under Aim 2, including land 
ownership issues, financial issues. The density proposed is also detrimental to the 
character of Partridge Green, and existing issues with parking will be exacerbated.  

• Gladman finally concluded with promotion of their own site Land at Shermanbury 
Road, Partridge Green.  

Ref 15 Reside 
Development 
Ltd.  

  • Reside Development Ltd wished to object to Local Gap Policy 1 Site 3 on the basis 
that Jolesfield and PG are not separate settlements, and furthermore did not 
accord with criteria for gap designation. The LVA confirmed that the site had 
some elements of higher value, but that the overall site has a medium-high 
capacity for residential development.  

• Furthermore, Reside Development Ltd objected to Aim 2, on the basis that the 
moving of business units, when there were existing sites available, was not 
evidenced as being viable and was not legally binding for businesses to move to 
release the sites.  

Ref 16 West Sussex 
County 
Council  

  • WSCC raised no major concerns, but highlighted the need for traffic scheme to be 
bought forward with WSCC and safe and suitable access to and from any site 
should be provided for all road users and for people with all levels of mobility and 
provide connections to local services and facilities. 

Ref 17 Rydon Homes 
Ltd (Rydon) 

02/09/2020  • Rydon Homes Ltd (Rydon) supported Policy 9 with modifications. Policy 9 is said 
to make residential re-use of agricultural buildings a last resort, contrary to basic 



conditions. They argue that Policy 9 should be amended so that residential 
conversion is considered equally with other uses.  

• Rydon Homes Ltd (Rydon) objected to the Sustainability Appraisal. It was raised 
that the appraisal did not test the strategic housing provision or reasonable 
alternatives for lower and higher provision.  

• There was support for the vision, but the strategic objectives were mentioned as 
being too limited. SO1 was considered to be too focussed on the Parish Housing 
need, whereas district need should be considered too.  

• Policy 1 was supported in principle; however, concern was raised that the 
wording and designation were too restrictive on areas that may not need to be 
restricted.  

• An objection was raised in relation to housing and the potential options for site 
allocation. Concern was raised regarding the lack of site allocation, and 
questioned the relocation of Huffwood Trading Estate as a viable and deliverable 
option. In addition, no Sustainability Appraisal was undertaken for the options 
considered for housing, and Option 4 was selected without any reasoning or 
justification.  

Ref 18 Natural 
England  

  • Natural England have identified potential effects of increased demand from 
additional development on water resources on Arun Valley Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar. In addition, water 
quality has deteriorated since the last condition report, associated with Waste 
Water Treatment Works, which are exacerbated by increased development. 
Natural England have advised that these issues would need to be addressed 
through Neighbourhood Plans and/or the local plan HRA, with a potential 
requirement for strategic mitigation. 

• Wishes to see protection of Ash Wood (Ancient Woodland) if Land South of Star 
Road was to come forward.  

• Welcomed the references to GI and Net Gain, and highlighted the incoming 
Biodiversity Net Gain metric. Highlighted the ‘Biodiversity Net Gain, Good Practice 
Principles’ guide.  

• Highlighted a range of other key resources and information relating to good plan 
making and key considerations for protecting the natural environment.  

 



Ref 19 Surrey County 
Council  

  • No concerns raised.  

Ref 20 Individual    • Objection raised regarding P3 (The Rise) of Aim 2 on the basis that it would 
encourage development adjacent to site P6 & P7. The sites are in a minerals 
Safeguarding Area (brick Clay), with increasingly short supply.  

• Support was provided for Brightstone Site (P4) and Ash Wood and Land South of 
Star Road (P5), on the basis that the site is partially developed already. It would 
only accommodate light industrial, not residential. It was also raised that the 
ancient woodland should be preserved.  

Ref 21 Henry Adam    • Henry Adams objected to Policy 1 on the basis of the Settlement Gap designation 
being too restrictive on future development  

Ref 22 Rural Planning 
Group on 
behalf of 
unknown   

  • Provided support for the plan, in particular Aim 2.  

Ref 23 Knepp Estate    • Overall Knepp Castle Estate were supportive of the plans and the approach, 
however they felt that it would be more positive and proactive, particularly 
towards the local rural economy. This would be more in line with the support 
from the NPPF.   

Ref 24 Individual  04/09/2020  • Strong support of the plan, commending the policies and aims that they 
considered to be sustainable and balanced towards future needs. Particular 
support was raised for the prioritisation of brownfield land, and the Settlement 
Gap policy in order to preserve the parish identity.  

Ref 25 Horsham 
District 
Council  

  • Confirmed that NDPs in the District should bring forward a minimum of 1,500 new 
homes. They were supportive of Aim 2, on the basis that the Parish Council will 
review allocations once the Local Plan had been published.  

• HDC highlighted that the Local Plan review would provide an allotted housing 
number for West Grinstead. It was highlighted that should ‘Aim 2: North and 
South of Star Road’ be deemed not to be viable nor deliverable then the Parish 
Council must give full consideration to the release of greenfield land, 
notwithstanding strategic allocations across the District.  



• HDC is supportive of an approach to prevent the coalescence of settlements, 
however evidence is needed to support the inclusion of a Settlement Gap Policy, 
and identified gaps should not stymie sustainable development. On this basis, it 
was strongly advised that both Local Gap 2 and 3 are amended to not incorporate 
the southern fields which adjoin the settlement edge. Local Gap 3 is 
recommended to be removed as it does not function to prevent coalescence, is 
inconsistent with district wide planning, and is considered to have landscape 
capacity to accommodate some development. 

 


