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Expand Park St along A29
Land North of cricket pitch
Connect Westway - Turners Copse
Land East of Hayes Lane
Land between Six Acres and Downs Link
Land behind Gaskyns
Land along Spring Lane
KGV
redvelopemnt
Cobblers site
Lyons Farm
Clapgate Lane
Horsham Stone - North and South
Rapkyns - R-Bout
Smithawe Farm/Nowhurst
Clemsfold Hamlet
Haven Rd/ 5 Oaks
Bridge House Equistrain Centre
Dedisham

APPENDIX 3
QUESTIONNAIRE DECEMBER 2014

How are we doing?
We listened to all of those who attended our exhibition last November and are now proceeding to reflect
your views in our Plan. The Plan area has been designated by HDC and we have created a website:
www.slinfoldnplan.org where you can see more information. The Neighbourhood Plan covers the entire
parish – it’s not just about the village- and relates to development over the next 15 years. We are currently
working on the Draft Plan which will be offered up to all parish residents and businesses for a six week
consultation once finalised. When this has been passed by a majority in a referendum, and subsequently
adopted, it will be legally enforceable. So this is an important document and your input is vital to its
success.
Vision
Our vision is to ensure a sustainable rural community for everyone within the parish, embracing the
countryside whilst providing for the future.
Objectives
Encourage development of quality services and business opportunities that meet the needs of the
local community, and protect and enhance the historical and local rural environment
Provide new and diverse leisure and recreational activities to promote engagement and well-being
for all generations
Encourage new housing development that prioritises the needs of the community and supports the
ethos of rural living.
Retain a village character with its individual vernacular, setting and green landscape.
Where should new housing go?
We do not yet know how many houses are needed in the parish or what contribution Slinfold needs to
make to Horsham Districts Housing Plans. The latter is currently undergoing examination but currently calls
for 1500 new homes to come forward through the combined Neighbourhood Plans across the District. We
are also aware that several developers are actively pursuing applications in our parish and we will ensure
where appropriate these are assessed for suitability for inclusion in the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan.
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We received strong support for the concept of the Strategic Gap to preserve the green spaces between
Slinfold Village and Broadbridge Heath. We regard this area, which includes the head waters of the River
Arun, to be of high environmental, visual and amenity value. Crucially Slinfold is a rural parish and we
believe it is vital to retain our separate identity from Horsham/Broadbridge Heath by preventing
coalescence into a greater suburb.
At the same time we need to support a vibrant local economy to keep our community and facilities
growing and vibrant. This means supporting local enterprises and businesses and ensuring that people who
want to live in the village and its surrounding parish have the opportunity to do so.
The geography of our village and parish is unusual and possibly unique in that The Street is not a major
thoroughfare. Many similar villages are choked with traffic. In our case traffic is largely directed around the
surrounding A-roads where not unsurprisingly the majority of our business units are also located.
So one of our policy options is to determine whether to encourage development around our existing Built
Up Area, or to encourage sites along or close by the surrounding road network (with the exception of the
area included in the Strategic Gap).
We can also influence the type, style and nature of new development. This means meeting the need for
affordable housing and the density of development. Our Parish Design Statement already sets out criteria
to ensure that new builds are sympathetic to the local style and in keeping with our rural setting.
What do you think?
There is a questionnaire attached to this flyer for you to complete and return. You can do this online if you
prefer – the form is on our website: www.slinfoldnplan.org or you can place the completed questionnaire
in one of the boxes provided in the Village Shop, The Red Lyon pub or St Peter’s Church.
It’s your plan – get involved
We have a Working Group which meets regularly every month but we are always pleased to welcome
visitors or new volunteers. If you would like to get involved please contact the Neighbourhood Plan
Administrator, info@slinfoldnplan.org or 01403 791323
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DEADLINE : PLEASE RETURN TO BOXES PROVIDED OR BY E-MAIL BY 15th JANUARY 2015
QUESTIONNAIRE
There is a copy of this questionnaire online at: www.slinfoldnplan.org if you prefer to complete online.
Name:
Postcode:
1. Do you support the concept of a Strategic Gap?

2. Specifically, which features within the parish do you think worthy of preservation?

3. Are you aware of any sites which are available and suitable for development?

4. If you work from home, would you be interested in accessing a work unit?

5. Are you aware of friends or relatives who would like to run a business from the parish?

6. If so, what constraints are they facing?
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QUESTIONNAIRE Continued

7. Are you aware of friends or relatives who would like to live in the parish?

8. If so, what constraints are they facing?

9. Which local amenities do you value most highly?

10. And, which do you dislike or are missing?

11. Any general comments?

4

October 31, 2016

49 COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES WERE RECEIVED

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Ques4onnaire December
2014/Jan 2015

No: 1

Yes: 48

1. Do you support the concept
of a strategic gap?

ConservaOon area

Open Views Downs link to church

Tennis Club

Mobile library

Memorial

No extension to exisOng SeWlement Boundary Bus services

Grass areas at the juncOon of Hayes Lane and StreeTield Road

Scout Hut

Football Pitch

Clapgate Lane and rural paths

Central Fields bounded by Street Hayes Lane Downs Link and Spring Lane

Undeveloped Land South Side of Park Street

Downs Link

Children’s play area

MUGA pitch

Trees in the built up areas

Village Centre with rural surrounds

Village Hall

School

Cricket Ground

Green spaces

Shop

Pub

Village Street

Historic and InteresOng buildings

Lack of overcrowding

Strategic Gap

2. Which features of the parish do
you think worthy of preserva4on

Pub ﬁeld

Padora Builders Yard

End of West Way

Brown sites

Lower Lodge shooOng grounds

Lyons Farm

A29 next to Park House

Land behind Cricket Pitch

In ﬁllling of Hayes Lane

Spring Lane

End of Park Road up to Spring Lane

Land North of railway line

Stane Street between village entrance and Five Oaks Boundary

Behind the school

OS ref 5670; 5062; 3163

Others:

No answer: 3

No: 27

3. Are you aware of any sites
suitable for development?

Blank: 2

Yes: 2

Maybe: 3

Not Applicable: 29

No: 13

4. If you work from home would
you be interested in accessing a
work unit?

Yes: 1

No: 48

5. Are you aware of friends/
rela4ves who would like to run a
business from the parish

Not interested in an industrial site, a converted large house which they
could work within would be beWer less noisy and something with a rural
feel.

One comment:

6. What constraints are they
facing?

Possibly: 1

Yes: 15

No: 33

7. Are you aware of any friends or
rela4ves who would like to live in
the parish?

Lack of aﬀordable rented property

PotenOal 2nd runway at Gatwick is pucng them oﬀ

Lack of aﬀordable housing

House prices

BONUS QUESTION

8. What contraints are they
facing?:

Pub
Rights of Way
Bus Service
Golf
Downs Link
Rural environment

Shop

Church

Scout Hut School

Post Oﬃce

Parish Magazine

Tennis Club

Cricket Club

Concert Ban

Slinfold Minibus

Help Scheme

Village Hall

9.What Local ameni4es do you
value?

Dislike

Evening buses
Speeding
Good Quality eaOng establishment
Increase in Industrial Development
Village Green needs to be bigger
Aircrag noise
Parking along Hayes Lane facility
Cars parked in village centre
Safe exercise area for 10-16 years eg MUGA
Loss of trees
School too small
Cobblers needs re developing into beWer accommodaOon for elderly
Shop too small
Aﬀordable Housing
Junior Pitch for cricket
More benches around the village
Traﬃc calming along Lyons Road
Repeat prescripOons delivered to Village Shop
Community bus line scheme

Missing

10. What do you dislike or are missing?

Get CIL for village improrvements to school , sports faciliOes etc.

Finace from Parish Council for village organisaOons

Parking restricOons in village centre

Strong support for Strategic Gap

Larger noOce board for village shop

Small developments only

Housing stock needed for elderly

Village doesn’t want to get any bigger.

No more houses

Traﬃc calming along Lyons road needed.

See Slinfold Parish Design Statement which cannot be beWered.

Need a roundabout at end of Lyons Road with Five Oaks Road.

Volume of traﬃc through village as surrounding roads get blocked traﬃc forced to use this route.

11.General Comments

this point are given in paragraph g) below.

access to the Central Fields for general recreaOon and enjoyment. Further comments on

ii. Limited development might be permiWed within the Central Fields, if it also brought public

brought addiOonal car parking availability to the centre of the village.

i. Limited development might be permiWed adjacent to the Conserva<on Area, if it also

achievable. For example:

bring some concomitant beneﬁt to the village/parish that might not otherwise be readily

b) The criteria speciﬁed above might be varied in the case of any development that were thought to

Design Statement).

iii. There should be a presump'on against any development within the Central Fields (see

Again, so as not to spoil the ConservaOon Area unduly.

map/plan.

‘Important views in and out of the ConservaOon Area’ as shown on the ConservaOon Area

ii. Any development in proximity to the Conserva<on Area must take account of the

i. Any such development would necessarily alter and spoil the ConservaOon Area.

adjacent to the Conserva<on Area.

There should be a presump'on against any development within or immediately adjoining /

The following con<nued comments were from one resident:

11.General Comments Con<nued

releasing them from some of their obligaOons in this respect.)

of aﬀordable housing. (It seems that HDC has a track record of siding with developers and

e) All housing developments must contribute (directly or indirectly) towards the requisite proporOon

make that desirable in Ome.

would increase any danger at that crossing, the conOnuing general increase in traﬃc may also

horse-riders and cyclists using the Downs Link. Although any housing development in the vicinity

traﬃc) in Hayes Lane at the juncOon with the Downs Link, in order to facilitate safer crossing by

d) ConsideraOon might also be given to creaOng an arOﬁcial pinch point (forcing alternate one-way

iv. danger to pedestrians where the pavement is unduly narrow or non-existent.

along Hayes Lane;

iii. any resurfacing or similar repairs that may be necessary to accommodate increased traﬃc

ii. drainage problems in Hayes Lane;

accepted that, to some extent, these do help to slow traﬃc down);

i. traﬃc obstrucOons along Hayes Lane, including parking and ‘pinch points’ (although it is

c) Any housing development that would substanOally increase traﬃc in Hayes Lane, should, as far as possible,
contribute towards amelioraOng

11. General comments con<nued

access to the village faciliOes.

Road and accessed from tracks/lanes leading oﬀ Lyons Road would be less prominent with reasonable

and also tending to impinge on the Strategic Gap. But development to the south of Lyons

the road) should be discouraged as creaOng a ‘ribbon development’ leading into the village

Slinfold-BBH Strategic Gap. Development directly along Lyons Road (i.e. eﬀecOvely abucng

south of Lyons Road. Development to the north of Lyons Road would tend to impinge on the

ii. Any sites that might become available with access oﬀ Lyons Road, probably primarily to the

industrial estates.

vehicular access through the village centre. It is already semi-developed by the exisOng

is within reasonable walking & cycling distant of the village centre, yet does not rely on

i. Maydwell Avenue – now that the solar farm proposals have been withdrawn. That locaOon

elsewhere within the parish (subject of course to land being/becoming available):

following thoughts / suggesOons as to where some housing development might be possible

maintain the current village ‘atmosphere’ as much as possible. With that in mind, I oﬀer the

current Built-up Area, so as to help minimise addiOonal traﬃc through the village, and help to

f) In my view, addiOonal (housing) development should largely be encouraged away from the

11. General Comments con<nued

Planning permission

consideraOon should be given to negoOaOng public access through that site to the Central Fields,as part of the necessary

If the prospecOve buyer of NibleWs Yard has plans to develop it for housing, I suggest that

NibleWs (house) and (presumably) seller of NibleWs Yard.

all of which I understand to be owned by, and rented from, the current owner of

b. through the land behind Taylors, the Chapel, Chapel CoWage, and LiWle Hammers,

a. through part of the much larger Land at West Way site; or

The NibleWs Yard site has the poten<al to provide access to the Central Fields either:

sussex-rh13-orr)). NibleWs Yard forms part of the NibleWs Farm site (SHLAA site SA 064,considered as ‘Developable’ (yellow)).

hWp://www.henryadams.co.uk/residenOal/sales/nibleWs-yard-hayes-lane-slinfold-horshamwest-

i. I note that sale of NibleWs Yard has now apparently been agreed (see

and use of — and potenOally some public ownership of — the Central Fields.

g) Finally, I would like to suggest that every eﬀort should be made to achieve some public access to

a few light-industry sites?

iv. Is there any potenOal for development sites in the Clemsfold area, where there are currently

iii. Sites accessed from the triangle of roads surrounding the village (A29, A264 & A281).

11. General Comments con4nued

Fields to which the KGV covenant could be transferred.

(which might otherwise be denied him completely) and (b) providing other land within the Central

in exchange for both (i) being allowed to undertake some development within the Central Fields

Might someone with an interest in the Central Fields be interested in developing the current KGV site

‘encouragement’ from a developer.

2 Lyons Road) would facilitate access — but is likely to happen only by chance or by

land ownership issues. The availability of an adjoining property or part thereof (e.g. No. 1 or

away’, with past eﬀorts to achieve access through Mitchell Gardens having failed through

iv. I’m aware that there have long been concerns that the KGV Playing Field is too ‘tucked

ideally also ownership of) part of the Central Fields.

development of that site would be ‘a price worth paying’ to achieve public access to and use of (and

whole width of the Central Fields) — would be unacceptable, I would suggest that permicng some

iii. Signiﬁcant development of the larger (Land at West Way) site —especially development across the

(red)) site SA 061 : Land at West Way, then such negoOaOons could include both sites.

owners or potenOal developers of the immediately adjoining (currently ‘Non-developable’

ii. If there were any connecOon between the prospecOve buyer of NibleWs Yard and the current

11. General Comments Con<nued

more public use of the ﬁeld.

Rally) that make use of the ﬁeld, potenOally as a way of encouraging movement towards

Perhaps they could also be encouraged to hold more events (such as the Boxing Day Steam

landlords of the Red Lyon. Such use would probably increase their custom and proﬁt.

merely ‘permissive’) public use of the ‘Pub ﬁeld’ (accessed through their car park) with the

v. AlternaOvely or addiOonally, perhaps thought could be given to negoOaOng some (possibly

and ownership of the Central Fields.

This would have the overall beneﬁt to the village of achieving some public use, enjoyment

11. General Comments Con<nued

SLINFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN WORKING
GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE

April 16, 2015

49 Completed questionnaires were received

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Questionnaire December
2014/Jan 2015

No: 1

Yes: 48

1. Do you support the concept of a strategic
gap?

Bus services

Lack of overcrowding
Shop
Village Hall
Children’s play area
Memorial
Scout Hut

Village Street
Cricket Ground
Trees in the built up areas
Conservation area
Green spaces
Downs Link

Historic and Interesting buildings
Village Centre with rural surrounds
Undeveloped Land South Side of Park Street
Central Fields bounded by Street Hayes Lane Downs Link and Spring Lane
Clapgate Lane and rural paths
Open Views Downs link to church
Grass areas at the junction of Hayes Lane and Streetfield Road
No extension to existing Settlement Boundary

Strategic Gap
Pub
School
MUGA pitch
Mobile library
Tennis Club
Football Pitch

2. Which features of the parish do you
think worthy of preservation

End of West Way
Lyons Farm
In filling of Hayes Lane

Land North of railway line

A29 next to Park House

Brown sites

Spring Lane

Land behind Cricket Pitch

Behind the school

Lower Lodge shooting grounds

End of Park Road up to Spring Lane

Stane Street between village entrance and Five Oaks boundary

Pub field

Padora Builders Yard

OS ref 5670; 5062; 3163

Others:

No answer: 3

No: 27

3. Are you aware of any sites suitable for
development?

No: 13
Not Applicable: 29
Maybe: 3
Yes: 2
Blank: 2

4. If you work from home would you be
interested in accessing a work unit?

No: 48
Yes: 1

5. Are you aware of friends/relatives who
would like to run a business from the parish

One comment:
Not interested in an industrial site, a converted large house which they
could work within would be better less noisy and something with a
rural feel.

6. What constraints are they facing?

No: 33
Yes: 15
Possibly: 1

7. Are you aware of any friends or relatives
who would like to live in the parish?

House prices
Lack of affordable housing
Potential 2nd runway at Gatwick is putting them off
Lack of affordable rented property

8. What contraints are they facing?:

Pub

Rights of Way

School Bus Service

Golf

Cricket Club

Rural environment

Shop

Church

Scout Hut

Post Office

Downs Link

Tennis Club

Parish Magazine

Concert Band

Slinfold Minibus

Help Scheme

Village Hall

9.What Local amenities do you value?

Dislike

Evening buses
Speeding
Good Quality eating establishment
Increase in Industrial Development
Village Green needs to be bigger
Aircraft noise
Parking along Hayes Lane facility
Cars parked in village centre
School too small
Loss of trees
Shop too small
Affordable Housing
Junior Pitch for cricket
More benches around the village
Traffic calming along Lyons Road
Repeat prescriptions delivered to Village Shop
Community bus line scheme
Cobblers needs re developing into better accommodation for elderly
Safe exercise area for 10-16 years eg MUGA

Missing

10. What do you dislike or are missing?

Volume of traffic through village as surrounding roads get blocked traffic forced to
use this route.
Need a roundabout at end of Lyons Road with Five Oaks Road.
See Slinfold Parish Design Statement which cannot be bettered.
Traffic calming along Lyons road needed.
No more houses
Village doesn’t want to get any bigger.
Housing stock needed for elderly
Small developments only
Larger notice board for village shop
Strong support for Strategic Gap
Parking restrictions in village centre
Finance from Parish Council for village organisations
Get CIL for village improvements to school , sports facilities etc.

11.General Comments

this point are given in paragraph g) below.

access to the Central Fields for general recreation and enjoyment. Further comments on

brought additional car parking availability to the centre of the village.
ii. Limited development might be permitted within the Central Fields, if it also brought public

i. Limited development might be permitted adjacent to the Conservation Area, if it also

achievable. For example:

bring some concomitant benefit to the village/parish that might not otherwise be readily

b) The criteria specified above might be varied in the case of any development that were thought to

iii. There should be a presumption against any development within the Central Fields (see
Design Statement).

Again, so as not to spoil the Conservation Area unduly.

‘Important views in and out of the Conservation Area’ as shown on the Conservation Area
map/plan.

ii. Any development in proximity to the Conservation Area must take account of the

adjacent to the Conservation Area.
i. Any such development would necessarily alter and spoil the Conservation Area.

There should be a presumption against any development within or immediately adjoining /

The following continued comments were from one resident:

11.General Comments Continued

of affordable housing. (It seems that HDC has a track record of siding with developers and
releasing them from some of their obligations in this respect.)

e) All housing developments must contribute (directly or indirectly) towards the requisite proportion

would increase any danger at that crossing, the continuing general increase in traffic may also
make that desirable in time.

horse-riders and cyclists using the Downs Link. Although any housing development in the vicinity

d) Consideration might also be given to creating an artificial pinch point (forcing alternate one-way
traffic) in Hayes Lane at the junction with the Downs Link, in order to facilitate safer crossing by

iv. danger to pedestrians where the pavement is unduly narrow or non-existent.

iii. any resurfacing or similar repairs that may be necessary to accommodate increased traffic
along Hayes Lane;

ii. drainage problems in Hayes Lane;

i. traffic obstructions along Hayes Lane, including parking and ‘pinch points’ (although it is
accepted that, to some extent, these do help to slow traffic down);

contribute towards ameliorating

c) Any housing development that would substantially increase traffic in Hayes Lane, should, as far as possible,

11. General comments continued

access to the village facilities.

Road and accessed from tracks/lanes leading off Lyons Road would be less prominent with reasonable

and also tending to impinge on the Strategic Gap. But development to the south of Lyons

the road) should be discouraged as creating a ‘ribbon development’ leading into the village

Slinfold-BBH Strategic Gap. Development directly along Lyons Road (i.e. effectively abutting

south of Lyons Road. Development to the north of Lyons Road would tend to impinge on the

ii. Any sites that might become available with access off Lyons Road, probably primarily to the

industrial estates.

vehicular access through the village centre. It is already semi-developed by the existing

is within reasonable walking & cycling distant of the village centre, yet does not rely on

i. Maydwell Avenue – now that the solar farm proposals have been withdrawn. That location

elsewhere within the parish (subject of course to land being/becoming available):

following thoughts / suggestions as to where some housing development might be possible

maintain the current village ‘atmosphere’ as much as possible. With that in mind, I offer the

current Built-up Area, so as to help minimise additional traffic through the village, and help to

f) In my view, additional (housing) development should largely be encouraged away from the

11. General Comments continued

Planning permission

consideration should be given to negotiating public access through that site to the Central Fields,as part of the necessary

If the prospective buyer of Nibletts Yard has plans to develop it for housing, I suggest that

Nibletts (house) and (presumably) seller of Nibletts Yard.

all of which I understand to be owned by, and rented from, the current owner of

b. through the land behind Taylors, the Chapel, Chapel Cottage, and Little Hammers,

a. through part of the much larger Land at West Way site; or

The Nibletts Yard site has the potential to provide access to the Central Fields either:

sussex-rh13-orr)). Nibletts Yard forms part of the Nibletts Farm site (SHLAA site SA 064,considered as ‘Developable’ (yellow)).

http://www.henryadams.co.uk/residential/sales/nibletts-yard-hayes-lane-slinfold-horshamwest-

i. I note that sale of Nibletts Yard has now apparently been agreed (see

and use of — and potentially some public ownership of — the Central Fields.

g) Finally, I would like to suggest that every effort should be made to achieve some public access to

a few light-industry sites?

iv. Is there any potential for development sites in the Clemsfold area, where there are currently

iii. Sites accessed from the triangle of roads surrounding the village (A29, A264 & A281).

11. General Comments continued

Fields to which the KGV covenant could be transferred.

(which might otherwise be denied him completely) and (b) providing other land within the Central

in exchange for both (i) being allowed to undertake some development within the Central Fields

Might someone with an interest in the Central Fields be interested in developing the current KGV site

‘encouragement’ from a developer.

2 Lyons Road) would facilitate access — but is likely to happen only by chance or by

land ownership issues. The availability of an adjoining property or part thereof (e.g. No. 1 or

away’, with past efforts to achieve access through Mitchell Gardens having failed through

iv. I’m aware that there have long been concerns that the KGV Playing Field is too ‘tucked

ideally also ownership of) part of the Central Fields.

development of that site would be ‘a price worth paying’ to achieve public access to and use of (and

whole width of the Central Fields) — would be unacceptable, I would suggest that permitting some

iii. Significant development of the larger (Land at West Way) site —especially development across the

(red)) site SA 061 : Land at West Way, then such negotiations could include both sites.

owners or potential developers of the immediately adjoining (currently ‘Non-developable’

ii. If there were any connection between the prospective buyer of Nibletts Yard and the current

11. General Comments Continued

more public use of the field.

Rally) that make use of the field, potentially as a way of encouraging movement towards

Perhaps they could also be encouraged to hold more events (such as the Boxing Day Steam

landlords of the Red Lyon. Such use would probably increase their custom and profit.

merely ‘permissive’) public use of the ‘Pub field’ (accessed through their car park) with the

v. Alternatively or additionally, perhaps thought could be given to negotiating some (possibly

and ownership of the Central Fields.

This would have the overall benefit to the village of achieving some public use, enjoyment

11. General Comments Continued

December 2014 / January 2015

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group Questionnaire

APPENDIX 4
FOCUS GROUP MARCH 2015

PO Box 315, Billingshurst, West Sussex. RH14 9XX
Tel: 01403 791323
E. mail: info@slinfoldnplan.org
www.slinfoldnplan.org

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group
24th March 2015
By Email

Dear
The Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group would like to invite you to a meeting on 26th March at
6pm in the Slinfold School Hall to present to you on Housing Developments planned in the Parish and
to seek your views on options and preferences for sites.
The meeting will include representatives from: Slinfold Clubs and Associations; Local Businesses; The
School and Slinfold Parish Council. This discussion will concern the development sites available for
inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan and your feedback will be incorporated into the Policies in this.
The meeting will last for approximately an hour and we do hope you will be able to send along a
representative.
Please confirm your attendance to the e-mail address info@slinfoldnplan.org or by telephone 01403
791323.
Yours faithfully

Jane Bromley
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Administrator
Jane Bromley
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Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

March 2015

Presenta(on to Focus Group

SLINFOLD 2031

Slinfold 2016-2031
Slinfold’s Neighbourhood Plan will inﬂuence
development in the Parish over the next 15 years
• 2011 - Localism Act introduced Neighbourhood Plans
• Currently 16 Parish Neighbourhood Plans under
development in the Horsham District
• November 2013 - Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Working Group established
• May 2014 – Slinfold Parish Plan Area designated by
Horsham District Council
• February 2015 – Horsham District Council’s Planning
Framework rejected by the Inspector

Vision and Objec<ves
“A sustainable rural community for everyone within the parish,
embracing the countryside whilst providing for the future”

• Retain a village character with its individual vernacular and
green landscape

• Encourage new housing development that priori(ses the

needs of the community and supports the ethos of rural living

• Protect and enhance the historical and local rural environment
• Encourage quality services and business opportuni(es that
meet the needs of the local community

• Provide leisure and recrea(onal ac(vi(es to promote
engagement and wellbeing for all genera(ons

Slinfold 2015
• Current Housing = approx. 850 dwellings
• 2011 (census data) = 819 dwellings
• In 10 years (2001 to 2011) = increase of 172
(55 in Six Acres)
• Need for 22 aﬀordable homes iden(ﬁed
(2011 survey)
• Slinfold - “Last village standing”?
• What about the next 15 years – 2016 to 2031?

2016-2031
How Many New Homes?
The number depends on the methodology used:
•

Market Signals = 154

(based on Housing Market Indicators)

•

Household Forma(on (No Growth) 2055/2.3=893

•

Projected Popula(on Growth = 148

•

43

(based on projec7on for Horsham District of 13% over next 10 years)

HDC’s Planning Framework requirement =

62

(Slinfold’s contribu7on towards total of 1,500 from Neighbourhood Plans)

•
•

Housing Needs Survey = 75

(Ac7on in Rural Sussex 2011 survey)

2011-2031 District an(cipates +2.7% growth in workforce
Slinfold workforce 1,512 + 2.7%=+40 jobs =

(‘Windfall’ sites could reduce this ﬁgure by 75)

54

Sustainability Appraisal
Environment
Social Impact
Economic Impact

Sustainability Appraisal
Environment
Social Impact
Economic Impact
More Homes

Proposed Criteria
for Selec<on of Sites
The Parish is more than the Village
• Avoid seglement coalescence – disperse development around the
parish for organic growth
• Scale is appropriate for a village, reﬂects the village vernacular and
complies with the Slinfold Design Statement
• Access to good transport links and infrastructure
• Meet local housing needs - aﬀordable, social and elderly
accommoda(on
• Avoid known ﬂood plains and poor drainage areas
• Retain important landscape “views” and protect green spaces
within the village including the Downs Link “wildlife corridor”
• Preference to be given to brownﬁeld sites
• Encourage sustainable (e.g. energy eﬃcient) buildings

Map of Site Loca<ons

List of Sites
Land East of Hayes Lane, Taylor Wimpey
50
Land at end of West Way, Millwood Homes
40
Nowhurst Park, Slinfold LLP
75
Land North of Cricket Pitch, Slinfold Developments 22
Bridge House, Mcllwraith
15
Land to West of Clapgate Lane, Marsden
50
Land behind Red Lyon, Enterprise Inns
20
Land to East of Spring Lane, Abingworth Strategic 100
tbc

Suggested Policies
• Retain a Strategic Gap between Slinfold and Broadbridge Heath
• Any increase in the scale of the Village should be in propor(on to
its exis(ng size
• Any development within the seglement area should be restricted
to a maximum of 25 dwellings
• Provision to be made for starter and downsizing homes
• Any development should seek to reduce traﬃc through the centre
of the village
• Any development should include a high component of community
asset/beneﬁt
• Where do you think the development should be…….?
–
–
–
–

Dispersal throughout the Plan Area?
Extension of Built Up Area?
Concentra(on in the Village centre?
‘Ribbon expansion’?

Conclusions
• We accept the need for an adequate housing supply to meet future
housing requirements in Slinfold parish
• We need to assess and rank sites in order of sustainability and
deliverability
• There will be a Public Consulta(on on 17th and 18th April where
developers will present their plans
• HDC’s Development Framework will be re-presented in May
• We plan to submit Slinfold’s Neighbourhood Plan aper this
• The Community’s views and preferences are essen(al
• Please complete Ques(onnaires and return to Jane Bromley

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Forum Meeting 26th March 2015
Feedback.
36 attendees:11 Forms returned to date
Policies
Support for keeping central fields
Yes: 7
No: 3
No Opinion: 3
Support Protection Environmental Area
Yes: 13
No: 0
No Opinion: 0
Support for Strategic Gap
Yes: 13
No: 0
No Opinion: 0

Where should housing be sited 1-4 (1 highest) ?
a)

Dispersed through parish area

1: 8
2: 3
3: 2
4: 0
b)

Close to the centre of the village

1: 2
2: 3 ( Two people voted 2 for b) & c) as not clear as to the distinction between the two)
3: 2
4: 6
c) Add-on to existing built up area
1: 0
2: 6 ( Two people voted 2 for b) and c)
3: 6
4: 1
d) Ribbon expansion down existing roads
1: 1
2:3
3: 1
4: 8

What type of housing?
Type

1 Bed

2 Bed

Flats

3

5

Bungalow

2

8

4

Terraced

6

10

4

Semi detached

7

9

Detached

2

5

Sheltered

5

2

Aﬀordable (1st Time Buyer)

6

9

Self Build

1

3 Bed

3

4 Bed

5 Bed

5

1

Community Objectives (x - number of mentions)
Village Hall Improvement x 2 Village Hall with 150 capacity x 2
Adequate and Improvement of Schooling x 5
Cricket Pavilion x 4
Scout Hut x 4
Youth Club x1
Comment x 1 against too many small facilities being created which were not available to the whole community eg Scout Hut, Cricket Pavilion or that may
compete with the village hall for users.

Do you work in the Parish?

Do you see the need for further employment in the Parish?

Yes: 4

Yes: 3 - Employment for young x 1 Opport. for stay at home parents x 1

No: 7

No: 2

N/A ( Retired) 1

No Opinion: 8

Details of any special needs residents that need to be taken account of in the plan ( x – number of mentions)
Sheltered housing x 1
Smaller bungalows x 1
Social Housing x 1
Buses x1
Doctor x1
School x1
Single people x 1
Older people wishing to downsize and stay in the village x 1

Site selection
Most Favour ( and reason)
3) Nowhurst x 6 ( Brownfield x 2)
4) North of Cricket Pitch x3 ( Offers to the community of Pavilion and scout hut and small no. of homes)
5) Bridge House x4 ( small site and disperse housing x 1 good road access x 1)
2) Land End of West Way x 1 (Not seen from Hayes Lane and near centre)
7) Rear of Pub x1 ( central fields location)

Second Choice
5) Bridge House x 5 ( Brownfield x2 away from centre x 2)
3) Nowhurst x 2 ( Away from centre x2)
6) West Clapgate Lane x 4 ( access A29 x 2 and close to centre x 1)
1) East of Hayes Lane x 1 ( Close to centre and not central fields or near conservation area x 1)
Least Favoured
7) Rear of pub x 1 (Need to keep central fields green x 1, Access problems x1 Devalue properties overlooking which may be listed x 1))
6) West of Clapgate Lane x 1
8) Spring Lane x2
1)

East of Hayes Lane x3

9)

Lyons Farm x 1 ( This site was not included for the forum, this feedback form was completed after the consultation)

4) North of Cricket Pitch x 1 ( Too close to centre x1)
All central field sites x 1 ( On central fields x 1)
All other than brownfield and North of Cricket Pitch x 1

Where in the Parish is least suitable for housing and why?
In and around central village x 4 ( traffic x 4)
Central fields x2 ( Contrary to guidance in Design statement and HDC land capacity assessment x 1)
Anywhere where it devalues property x1
Anywhere where alters village feel x 1
Adjoining Conservation Area x1 ( Contrary to guidance in design statement and HDC land capacity assessment x 1)
Hayes Lane x1 – ( flooding x 1and road too small x 1)

State Locations of other potential development sites which you think could be in the plan
Area SF6 (Gaskyns) x1 (In land capacity assessment as moderate high capacity for housing from HDC and close enough to
village centre, and satisfies the many criteria in the Village Design Statement x 1)
A29 x1
Spring Lane x 1
Clemsfold x 1

Appendix 1
•

Addi/onal Comments

•

Central Fields
•

The exisJng guidance given by the Design Statement should be followed:

•

“PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES

•

“IMPACT

•

“The overriding considera0on is that the rural village feel of Slinfold should be retained and maintained. No development should increase the actual or perceived feel of urbanisa0on.

•

“Any development that does occur must respect the historic form and layout of the village … “.

•

“OPEN SPACES AND VIEWS

•

“Slinfold village has compara0vely few open spaces, and the area’s topography means that the remaining spaces and views are very important.

•

“The ﬁelds at the centre of village (bordered by The Street, Spring Lane, the Downs Link and Hayes Lane) must be retained.

•

“Sight lines and views, as detailed in this document and in the Conserva0on Area leaﬂet, must be retained, and born in mind when considering planning proposals.”
• Insofar as the Central Fields abut the ConservaJon Area, the exisJng guidance given by the Conserva/on Area leaﬂet should also be followed — see comments in secJon 2 below.
•

The Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment (April 2014) speciﬁcally assesses the whole of the Central Fields and also the land between Spring Land and Stane Street (Area SF1)
as having No/Low capacity for housing development:

•

“Key landscape features and quali0es in this area are very sensi0ve to housing development.

•

The rural character of this area together with its important contribu0on to the seMng of

•

Slinfold, and the high moderate-high visual sensi0vity are key factors that result in a low/no

•

capacity for small scale housing development.”

•

As that HDC Assessment already forms part of the HDPF, any substanJal building in the area should not even be up for consideraJon.
• ExcepJonally a small amount of development here might be permiXed if:
•

it did not obstruct signiﬁcant views (e.g. did not span the whole width of the Central Fields); and

•

it brought signiﬁcant community beneﬁt, such as providing a central ‘village green’ or other public recreaJon area within the Central Fields.

Appendix Cont’d
• Conserva/on Area

• It is important to note that the Conserva/on Area guidance relates not only to the area within the ConservaJon Area
boundary, but also to the ﬁelds abu\ng the ConservaJon Area.
• To that end, the exisJng guidance given by the Conserva/on Area leaﬂet should be followed when considering any
development within the ﬁelds immediately abu\ng the ConservaJon area:

“POLICIES FOR PRESERVATION
“Special regard should be had to the following:
“The reten0on of views in and out of the Conserva0on Area, par0cularly those visible from The Street.
“The need to maintain the strong linear nature of the area.”
“CHARACTER ASSESSMENT
“Landscape Se?ng
• “The ﬁelds directly abuMng the Conserva0on Area should be preserved as they reﬂex the original form of the
area which dates back from before the 12th Century. The 1843 Tithe Map shows that there has been liXle
change to the land around the Conserva0on Area, and this should con0nue to be respected. The loss of these
ﬁelds to development would not preserve or enhance the area’s special character.”

•
•
•
•
•

• The guidance above is reinforced by the Design Statement:

• “PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES
• “Any development that does occur must respect the historic form and layout of the village … .”
•

Appendix Cont’d
• Strategic Gap between Broadbridge Heath and the Village
• The exisJng guidance given by the Design Statement should be followed:
• “LYONS ROAD & TOWARDS BROADBRIDGE HEATH
• “Slinfold and Broadbridge Heath must remain dis0nct villages with no coalescence.”
• Nowhurst Park
• No informaJon has been given about the proposed development at “Nowhurst Park” (other than
that it would comprise 75 housing units). Would this be a development on the current
“Nowhurst Business Park”?
• I would draw aXenJon to the following guidance given by the Design Statement:
• “NOWHURST LANE
• Any development in this area would further erode the character of Nowhurst Lane. All commercial
traﬃc should use the separate access already provided oﬀ the Guildford Road.”
• Suggested Policies: Development Size
• I note that one of the suggested policies for the Neighbourhood Plan is that:
• “Any development within the seXlement area should be restricted to a maximum of 25 dwellings”
• While I agree with that limit in principal, I wonder whether it might inadvertently restrict the level
of any community beneﬁt arising from the development.

Appendix 2
AddiJonal Comments
Community and Niche FaciliJes
Slinfold needs a community facility that is capable of accommodaJng up to 150 people. There is already a need for that (eg. important village meeJngs,
most wedding recepJons, ﬁnancially viable ﬁlms, plays, concerts); any new houses built in the village will only increase that need. There would undoubtedly
be beneﬁt in new faciliJes for the scouts and the cricket club as proposed in several of the development plans - in addiJon to the faciliJes that are to be
developed for the tennis and football clubs. However, on their own the result would be there being several small-to-medium community and niche faciliJes in the
village, each compeJng for volunteer resource and events, but each unable to meet the demand for large village (and lucraJve non-village) events.
The Neighbourhood Plan is the ideal vehicle to publicly discuss Slinfold's needs for community and niche faciliJes and to agree a strategic posiJon that all
of Slinfold can then get behind and work to.
Village Hall PosiJon
The Village Hall is a charity, whose charter requires it to provide a community facility for Slinfold. It is run by a Board of Trustees
drawn from its main user groups, and elected members of the community. Unlike niche faciliJes, it is used by all secJons and age-groups
of the community, and based on survey results about 1-in-4 of Slinfold residents use the hall at least once a year.The main hall in the Village
Hall currently has a capacity of 100 (or 70 if seated at tables) and ohen runs up against the problem of lack of capacity. Some 15 years ago, when the
current 'Parish Room' was built, plans for squaring-oﬀ the main hall (known as Phase 3) to increase its capacity to 150 were drawn up and
planning permission was granted for the whole. At the Jme, due to cost constraints, only phases 1 and 2 were progressed, but in line with the Village Hall
charity's charter, it remained the long-term aim of the trustees to implement phase 3.Since 2012, in the light of the possibility of new development in the
village, the posiJon of the Trustees (which has presented to the Parish Council and has been endorsed by parishioners at Village Hall AGMs) is thaXhere
should be a strategic and holisJc view taken of community and niche faciliJes in Slinfold rather than 'sleepwalk‘ into piecemeal or opportunisJc development
of various disparate faciliJes, and that as such the Parish Council should take the lead in acJvely pursuing one of two opJons,
namely either;- An extended Village Hall in addiJon to new faciliJes catering for niche demographics/uses (eg. the scouts, the cricket club, the tennis club)
or else;- An enJrely new community facility capable of meeJng most, if not all, of the community's overall and niche needs However, given the amount of land
that would be required for an enJrely new community facility, such a facility may not be a feasible outcome from a 'modest' amount of development in the village.
In that event, the ﬁrst opJon would apply and the Trustees would propose that funding for extending the Village Hall to provide an adequately-sized community
facility should be part of the overall funding or quid pro-quo that would be exacted from developers.

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group
Forum Meeting 26th March 2015
Attendee Feedback Form
POLICIES
Do you support keeping the ‘Central Fields’, behind the Red Lyon Pub and the end of West Way, as a
green space?

YES/NO/
NO OPINION
YES/NO/

Do you support the protection and enhancement of the Conservation Area?

NO OPINION
YES/NO/

Do you support keeping a Strategic Gap between Broadbridge Heath and the Village?

NO OPINION

Where best do you think housing development should be sited?
Please rank your preferences using numbers 1 to 4 (with 1 being the highest)
a) Dispersed throughout the Parish Area............................
b) Close to the centre of the Village.....................................
c) Add-on to the existing Built Up Area................................
d) Ribbon expansion down existing roads............................
What type of housing do you think Slinfold needs? (Please tick as appropriate)
Number of
bedrooms

Flats

Bungalows

Terraced

Semidetached

Detached

Sheltered

Affordable
(first-time
buyer)

Self
Build

1 bed
2 bed
3 bed
4 bed
5 bed
Give details of any particular community objectives (including club/society projects needing funding) you believe we
should take account of in the Neighbourhood Plan....................................................................................................
.....................................................................................................................................................................................
Do you work in the Parish?

YES/NO

Do you see a need for the provision of further employment in the Parish?

YES/NO/ NO OPINION

If YES, please give details..............................................................................................................................................

Slinfold WG Forum Meeting – 26th March 2015

Attendee Feedback Form

Give details of any special needs of residents that we should take into account within the Plan
...............................…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
SITE SELECTION
•

Of the Sites listed which is the one you would most favour and why?

......................................................................................................................................................................................
•

Of the Sites listed, which would be your second choice and why?

......................................................................................................................................................................................
•

Of the sites listed which would be your least favoured and why?

......................................................................................................................................................................................
Where in the Parish do you think is least suitable for housing and why?
......................................................................................................................................................................................
State the locations of any other potential development sites which you think should be included in the Plan
......................................................................................................................................................................................

PERSONAL DETAILS
Please enter details in this column

Name:
Address:

Telephone Number:
Email address:
Society/club/ company etc.
represented:
Do you want to be kept updated
about the progress of the
Neighbourhood Plan via email?

YES/NO

Thank you for taking the time to complete this feedback form
PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:
JANE BROMLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN ADMINISTRATOR:
Foxways, Pinkhurst Lane, Slinfold. RH13 0QR. Email info@slinfoldnplan.org

Individual
Scout leader ( andy@adkgroup.co.uk)
Ben Overton and Paul McCarthy
Janet Walker Janetwalkerubh@hotmail.com
Mr Chopping
Gordon Constantine
Tim Shields shiltz7@msn.com
Mr N Taylor nhtassociates@btinternet.com
Mr M Muller michaelmuller@windalls.plus.com
Mark Ponton mark.ponton@btinernet.com
School Head Mrs hine
Mrs Brown
Mrs Angel angela.angel@sky.com
Susie Dalrymple

Group

Date Invited

5th March
Slinfold Scouts
5th March
Cricket club
Contacted again 24th Horticultural Society
Bridge Club
5th March
The Cobblers rep
5th March
Football club
5th March
Neighbourhood Watch
5th March
Jack Alan Rep
British legion
and Slinfold Nursing Assoc.
5th March
Tennis Club and
5th March
Knights of Slinfold Investment Club
Slinfold School
5th March
Chair Governors
5th March
Slinfold Help Scheme
5th March
Short mat Bowls
5th March

Mr N Peachey reminder on 19th
Mr Heritage( by hand) - Wendy Kilner to represent
Parish Council
Cllr L Day
Cllr J Slipper
Cllr Sherwin Smith
Cllr Gibson
Cllr Bailey

Village Hall Association
Village Shop

Random Hall Hotel enquiries@randomhall.co.uk
Little Russets littlerussetsnursery@gmail.com - Carol Walmsley
Emma Makehurst Manager Maltman Cosham Vets
Anthony Brown anthony.brown08@yahoo.com
Phoned 24th

Business
Business
Business
Red Lyon

9th March
5th March
5th March

Attend

yes x 2
Yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

5th March
5th March
5th March
5th March

yes
yes
yes

Mr R Sherwin Smith
Pat Youtan
Mr Robin Sherwin Smith Church Warden
Andy Smith
Nigel Evans
Clive Sadler
S Hyde
Stephen Harris
Mr T Daynes wood

Church warden
District Councillor
Slinfold Church
AJW
Random Hall
Southern Cranes
Duesmann & Hensel recycling
gandn
Computer Club

9th March
5th March
10th March
19th March
5th March
19th March
19th March
19th March
222nd March

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

APPENDIX 5
17TH AND 18TH APRIL CONSULTATION 2015

INVITATION
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group
Public Consultation on Sites of Land Offered
for Development
The Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan working
group now need you to choose.
Friday April 17th 7-8.30pm and Saturday April
18th 10-11.30am School Hall
Residents of Slinfold will be asked for their views on the growing number of
proposals being put forward by developers for sites across the parish. The
Neighbourhood Plan Working Group, which is working towards submitting a plan
for the parish to Horsham District Council later this year, provides some
background on the next major milestone, the Public Consultation:
Slinfold Parish Council set up the Neighbourhood Working Group to draw up its
Neighbourhood Plan which is an important planning document used to help
determine planning applications in the parish. For the large part the working
group is just the centre point for collecting data and the most important part of
the whole process is where the public is asked for its views and has its say. A
date for 17th and 18th April has now been set for a public consultation event at
the school hall.
At the moment there are 8 sites across the parish which developers have put
forward adding up to several hundred homes. At the Public Consultation you will
have the chance to see the respective merits of the sites and decide for
yourself which of them, if any, you would like to see come forward.
But why do we need any housing? Practically every UK town and City is dealing
with large scale housing schemes and Horsham is no exception. Expansion is well
underway on the western side of the town, straddling the A24 and bringing
Broadbridge Heath to Slinfold’s doorstep. We may all be looking forward to the
time the dust settles and the bulldozers retreat but unfortunately that might
not be for some time yet.
There is an unsatisfactory inevitability that the number of homes required in
the UK will continue to grow and the reasons for this multiple and varied. The

population continues to expand, people are living longer, people are getting
divorced and for popular countries and places, people migrate towards them. In
the UK the pressure on houses has been compounded because for the last 30
years when we should have been building upwards of 200,000 homes a year, we
only built two thirds of that amount largely due to the reduction in building
council housing. There isn’t much we can do about the need for housing but we
do now have a chance to influence where this housing goes.
Each successive government has chosen different ways to plan for housing
growth and the current government is using Localism - a bottom up approach
asking local authorities to estimate their housing need and plan for it as opposed
to being given a number to deliver by central government. Horsham estimated
the figure to be 13,000 for the period up to 2035 which is proportionately
distributed between the town and villages. Under the Localism Act, areas are
given powers to set up Neighbourhood Forums to deal with the local issues of
planning and help planning authorities understand these issues.
Unfortunately the situation for Slinfold and all Horsham district has been made
far more complicated by the events just before Christmas when the government
inspector who was reviewing the Horsham District Plan concluded that the
number of homes HDC was predicting was insufficient for the level of demand
the council had predicted and effectively told the council to go and find some
more sites. This has led to a free for all across the district and Slinfold
included where land owners and would-be developers have thrown their hats into
the ring. Without a Plan in place, developers know that Horsham has a very
weak position if a planning application was taken to appeal. Since Christmas the
Neighbourhood Working Group has had a steady flow of new and quite
significant sites being put forward for consideration with some developers
choosing to undertake their own consultation.
Come to the Public events at the school on the 17th and 18th and have your say –
you can make a difference.
For information on the Plan please see the website www.slinfoldnplan.org E. mail:
info@slinfoldnplan.org

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

Public Consultation Meeting on
Sites Offered for Development

We now need YOU to give your views.

This is one of the most important consultations
for our parish!

Friday 17th April 7-8.30pm
or
Saturday 18th April 10-11.30am
at
Slinfold SCHOOL Hall

This is NOT a drop in exhibition event.

You should try to come for the whole session.

Each developer will be
giving a short presentation
to the meeting about their
proposal, followed by the
opportunity to:
• ask questions
• view displays
• submit comments

Sites offered by developers
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Land east of Hayes Lane
Land at end of West Way
Nowhurst Park
Land north of cricket pitch
Bridge House, Five Oaks Rd.
Land west of Clapgate Lane
Land behind Red Lyon pub
Land east of Spring Lane
1

Slinfold 2016-2031

Our Neighbourhood Plan will influence
development in the Parish over the next 15 years

Welcome to the Public Consultation on sites that have been proposed by developers
for development within the parish of Slinfold.
There are nine sites being presented and you will hear a short (5 - 10 minutes)
presentation on each one, after which there will be the opportunity to ask
questions.
In this pack you will find:
•
•
•
•

Briefing Note on the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Neighbourhood Plan - Sites map
Attendee Feedback form
Questionnaire and freepost envelope

Please could you ensure that you complete the Attendee Feedback form and hand
it in to a Working Group representative before you leave.
The longer main Questionnaire may be completed and returned in the freepost
envelope provided or if you prefer, may be submitted online via our website, where
you will also find further information about the Neighbourhood Plan.

www.slinfoldnplan.org

Slinfold 2016-2031

Our Neighbourhood Plan will influence
development in the Parish over the next 15 years
Why do we need a Neighbourhood Plan for Slinfold?






Empower the community
Develop a shared vision for the parish
Propose where new homes, shops, offices and other development should be built
Identify and protect important local green spaces
Influence what new buildings should look like

Aims and Objectives
 Retain a village character with its individual vernacular, setting and green landscape
 Encourage new housing development that prioritises the needs of the community and
supports the ethos of rural living
 Encourage development of quality services and business opportunities that meet the
needs of the local community, and protect and enhance the historical and local rural
environment
 Provide new and diverse leisure and recreational activities to promote engagement and
well-being for all generations

Key Issues for Slinfold


•





Strategic Gap between Broadbridge Heath and Slinfold
Slinfold is a rural parish
Important landscape “views” and green spaces within the village and along the Downs Link
Maintaining integrity of the Conservation Area
Infrastructure and Transport
Local housing needs - affordable, social and elderly accommodation
Flood plains and poor drainage areas

New Homes
 Current Housing across the whole parish = approx. 850 dwellings
• We estimate we will need 60 – 100 new homes over the next 15 years (approx 4 – 7 per year)
 The Neighbourhood Plan will determine what is appropriate for the next 15 years

Community Benefits
What does the village want/require over the next 15 years in return for providing for new homes?
 Then – 2001 Six Acres development: 56 houses + social housing + ££ to maintain into the future
 Now – 2015 Cherry Trees development: 23 units + tennis pavilion + football pitch + freehold land

Summary



•

By law, we are required to call for sites
This is an opportunity for developers to show residents what they are offering the Parish
Not all sites outlined will necessarily be suitable nor will be allocated in the Plan.
Your feedback is essential – please ensure you complete and return the Attendee
Feedback form and the longer main Questionnaire

Slinfold 2016-2031

Our Neighbourhood Plan will influence
development in the Parish over the next 15 years

• NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN SITES

•

Slinfold 2016-2031

Our Neighbourhood Plan will influence
development in the Parish over the next 15 years

ATTENDEE FEEDBACK FORM
Having heard all of the presentations, we would like your initial impressions on the proposed sites.

Estimated Housing
Numbers

Proposed Sites
1

Land East of Hayes Lane, Taylor Wimpey

50

2

Land at end of West Way, Millwood Homes

40

3

Nowhurst Park, Slinfold Developments

75

4

Land North of Cricket Pitch, Slinfold Developments

22

5

Bridge House, Mcllwraith

15

6

Land to West of Clapgate Lane, Marsden

50

7

Land behind Red Lyon, Enterprise Inns

20

8

Land to East of Spring Lane, Abingworth Strategic

100 TBC

9

Land at Lower Broadbridge Farm/Lyons Farm, Prime UK Land

500 TBC

Name:
Address:

Postcode:
Email:

Using the allocated site numbers 1 to 9 above,
please indicate which 3 sites you are most and least likely to favour:
Most likely to favour: 1st

2nd

3rd

Least likely to favour: 7th

8th

9th

Please complete this form and give to a member of the Working Group

before you leave

Your Parish Your Future Your Results
Who do we need housing for ?

Where do you think development should
take place ?

What do you think our future housing needs should be?
1 = Most important
6 = Least important

Concentra@on within the village centre

Dispersal throughout the Parish

Extension of built of area

‘Ribbon expansion’ (along roads)

Dis@nc@ve Views (as set out in the
Parish Design Statement)

What issues apart from planning and transport
you would like our Plan to focus on ?

Across the ﬁelds behind the church from the churchyard

Over the cricket ﬁeld and beyond from Lyons Road

Over the central ﬁelds from the Red Lyon public house

Locally generated energy

Do you think it is important to protect the following ?

Energy eﬃciency measures

Countryside gap – between Slinfold and Broadbridge Heath

Protec@on of rural environment

Towards the church over the ﬁelds from the A29
Support for local businesses
Towards the conserva@on area over the central
ﬁelds from the Downs Link
Towards the conserva@on area over the central ﬁelds
from Spring Lane
Towards the School from the top of Clapgate Lane

Ranking Analysis - Votes Cast at Slinfold Public Consultations
No
1st
1

2nd
4

3rd
16

positive
weighted *
27

9th
30

8th
6

7th
22

negative
weighted *
124

Net Score
-97

RANK
7th

1

East of Hayes Lane

2

West Way

5

1

14

31

7

15

14

65

-34

3

Nowhurst Park

83

18

8

293

2

0

3

9

284

1st

4

North of cricket pitch

4

15

36

78

2

22

4

54

24

3rd

5

Bridge House

23

70

11

220

3

2

5

18

202

2nd

6

Clapgate Lane

2

4

8

22

15

14

19

92

-70

7

Red Lyon

3

5

3

22

11

9

29

80

-58

8

Spring Lane

0

0

1

1

11

33

7

106

-105

8th

9

Horsham Green

0

2

14

18

39

20

17

174

-156

9th

121

119

111

120

121

120

Votes cast

* weighting as to 3 for 1st or 9th; 2 for 2nd or 8th; 3rd or 7th scored 1
24th April 2015

APPENDIX 6
SCHOOL FAIR

What is it you like best about living in Slinfold?
Is there a particular part of the Parish that is special to
you? Send us a photograph and the reason you think it should
be included in the gallery on our website:
www.slinfoldnplan.org
Email your photograph to: photos@slinfoldnplan.org

What is it you like best about living in Slinfold?
Is there a particular part of the Parish that is special to
you? Send us a photograph and the reason you think it
should be included in the
gallery on our website.
www.slinfoldnplan.org

Email your photograph to: photos@slinfoldnplan.org

APPENDIX 7
29TH MAY 2015 CONSULTATION

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Public Consultation on Contents of
Draft Neighbourhood Plan
th

Friday May 29 6.30pm to 8.30pm Village Hall
www.slinfoldnplan.org

1

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN OPTIONS
29th May 2015 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

Based on feedback from residents and stakeholders, we have drafted Policies, Aims and Options for the Slinfold
Neighbourhood Plan in the areas set out below which we hope reflect the views of the community. We have also
identified Open Spaces, Local Green Spaces and Community Facilities that you have told us are important to you.
Please let us know what you think by completing this form and returning it to a member of the Working Group
before you leave. Thank you.

Personal Details – must be completed for comments to be considered
Name
Address
Are you a resident, agent
or organisation?
Email address
(only to be kept updated)
If responding as an agent,
name of client

Please indicate your view by ticking the relevant box.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES DRAFT POLICIES
COUNTRYSIDE, LANDSCAPE AND CONSERVATION DRAFT
EMPLOYMENT & ECONOMY DRAFT POLICIES
HOUSING DRAFT POLICIES
TRANSPORT DRAFT AIMS

□ Like
POLICIES □ Like
□ Like
□ Like
□ Like

□ Dislike
□ Dislike
□ Dislike
□ Dislike
□ Dislike

Please indicate your preference for each proposed Housing policy option on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = best and 5 = worst)

HOUSING - Proposed Policy Options
1

Site 3 Nowhurst stand alone development

2

Sites 3 & 5 as two Brownfield Sites

3

Sites 3,5 & 4 to bring in Community Assets

4

Sites 3 & 4 with development cap of 25units/site

5

Sites 5 , 4 and Reserve site 7

Preference 1-5
(1 best 5 worst)

There is space overleaf for you to give us your views in more detail on any aspect of the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan.
If you would like to comment on a particular policy or aim then please state the policy number and add your
comments and/or suggested changes.

All information supplied will be held by the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group and will remain secure and confidential. Your
details will only be used for research purposes and will not be passed on to any third parties or used for marketing purposes in accordance
with the Data Protection Act 1998

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN OPTIONS
29th May 2015 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM

GENERAL REMARKS:
________________________

All information supplied will be held by the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group and will remain secure and confidential. Your
details will only be used for research purposes and will not be passed on to any third parties or used for marketing purposes in accordance
with the Data Protection Act 1998

Neighbourhood Plan
Options - 29th May 2015 Consultation Feedback Form
Saturday, June 06, 2015

Powered by

113
Total Responses
Date Created: Friday, May 29, 2015
Complete Responses: 113

Powered by

Q1: I confirm that I have read all the information in the online
presentation before completing this form
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

Q1: I confirm that I have read all the information in the online
presentation before completing this form
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

Q2: I am completing this form online (please choose from the following
list)
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

Q2: I am completing this form online (please choose from the following
list)
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

Q3: Please enter your title
Answered: 6

Powered by

Skipped: 107

Q3: Please enter your title
Answered: 6

Powered by

Skipped: 107

Q8: Who are you ?
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

Q8: Who are you ?
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

indicated "Dislike", please give your reasons at the end of this
questionnaire.
Answered: 101

Powered by

Skipped: 12

indicated "Dislike", please give your reasons at the end of this
questionnaire.
Answered: 101

Powered by

Skipped: 12

option on a scale of 1-4 (1=best and 4=worst)Housing - Policy Options
Preference 1-4 (1=best 4=worst)
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

option on a scale of 1-4 (1=best and 4=worst)Housing - Policy Options
Preference 1-4 (1=best 4=worst)
Answered: 113

Powered by

Skipped: 0

Q13: Overall, do you support the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan ?
Answered: 110

Powered by

Skipped: 3

Q13: Overall, do you support the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan ?
Answered: 110

Powered by

Skipped: 3

Analysis of Preferences Consultation on Development Options
29th May Consultation
Weighted
Score
Votes Cast
1st
2nd
3rd
4th
Option 1
49
30
6
26
324
Option 2
30
52
16
5
601
Option 3
16
4
29
33
167
Option 4
9
13
25
34
159

As at

7.6.15

Consultation 29-05-15 - Community Policy Comments
06 June 2015
Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

Community

4013295430

A resident

Not sure enough hospitals, doctors, schools etc
to serve an enlarged number of residents in the

4013331019

A resident

The is no mention of supporting infrastructure.
Hospital facilities in this area are inadequate
for the existing population.

4013402989

A resident

Only some

4013743872

A resident

Sports facilities policies SNP1 and 2 should be in
conformity with the NPPF

4013756127

A resident

Community facilities draft policies are not
agreeable re the school. Any increase in school
numbers are not likely to be high. The 3rd site
behind the cricket field is likely to be for
downsizing. Nowhurst are likely to go to
Broadbridge Heath. Land being offered behind
the school for recreational/sports fields, is
totally outside the proposals put forward for
public consultation and land voted not to be
included by residents. This recent revelation of
offering la d for the school to get some housing
in, is totally deceitful and would, I feel require
another public meeting and vote. Residents
have spoken and this proposal was not included.

Consultation 29-05-15 - Countryside Policy Comments
06 June 2015
Our ref

Who are you ?

4012795295

A resident

I would like to see consideration of green
spaces and open spaces outside the village.
There are a number of area in the northeastern part of the parish might qualify. This
would be particularly important to me as a
Nowhurst Lane resident if the Nowhurst
housing option goes ahead

4013164204

A resident

Like except for SNP2

4013331019

A resident

Slinfold drainage problems have not been
addressed.

4013402989

A resident

only some

4013524062

A resident

SNP3 I agree with keeping as many green
spaces as possible, but only if they are able
to be used by the residents of the village. Ie
they have access to them via footpaths etc....

4013796803
A resident
conservation area.

Agent/Organisation details

Countryside

Not too keen on the development adjacent to the

Consultation 29-05-15 - Employment Policy Comments
06 June 2015
Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

Employment

4012795295

A resident

There should be greater emphasis on improving
broadband access and speeds.

4013185824

A resident

I'm not against small businesses being
encouraged in the right areas and quantity expect ally if it meant Slinfold was more self
sufficient and (less need for car journeys out of
village). BUT not large scale businesses or
business parks near existing residential areas
as the two are not compatible. Eg. Crane
maintenance at old BASF site at all hours, noise
and light pollution for residents.

4013402989

A resident

Only some

4013524062

A resident

I am worried that the wording of SNP1 mentions
enhancements of facilities, we are already
seeing a vast increase in traffic through the
village on their way to Spring Copse etc and for a
small village we have a large amount of industry
on our doorstep, without adding more on theA29.

Consultation 29-05-15 - Housing Policy Comments
06 June 2015
Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

Housing

4012795295

A resident

I think policy SNP3 needs to be broadened. as
drafted it only sets restrictions on the size of
individual developments within the built up
area. I think this should be re-drafted to set a
restriction on the size of any development
ANYWHERE within the parish. I appreciate
that the limit would then need to be greater
than 25.

4013402989

A resident

Only some

Consultation 29-05-15 - Transport Policy Comments
06 June 2015
Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

Transport

4012795295

A resident

It should be noted that the housing options,
which are generally on the periphery of the
parish, will imply increased vehicle traffic
between them and the village area. I would
like to see greater emphasis on public
transport and potentially on improved
facilities for cycling (on roads especially the
A281), with a large number of houses at
Nowhurst, I think there should be an
improved bus service, to Slinfold from
Horshamand potentially Cranleigh and
Guildford. Maybe the Nowhurst developers

4012918584

A resident

What covers the term "appropriate
measures" take. To keep roads as "quiet
lanes"? Modern measures such as bollardsbumps-lines-laybys all take away the
"country feel" of quiet lanes. Are appropriate
measures necessary? Maybe reduced speed

4013050022

A resident

1. I am concerned about the flow of traffic
through the village especially by the village
hall bus frequently meet at this point with
great difficulty because of parked cars. 2.
Traffic to golf club and industrial site at peak
times. 3. The junction of Spring Lane if plan no
8 adapted it is very dangerous junction, cars
coming from A29 do not always make bend.
Spring lane is too narrow to allow safe access.

4013295430

A resident

Traffic concerns particularly for children

4013331019

A resident

Hayes Lane Junction with Lyons Road is
dangerous. traffic passing through the village
- especially past the school - is dangerous
with cars having to take corners "blind". The
village is not designed to cope with the level
of traffic which would be created by the
proposed increase in population.

4013402989

A resident

Only some

4013537459

A resident

He first two proposals would not affect traffic
through the village- already heavy, so would
seem the most sensible option. Crosby Farm
is right in the middle and the developement
of site and then the extra houses would
create more congestion

Consultation 29-05-15 - All Comments
06 June 2015
Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4005874614

A resident

Preference should always be given to
brownfield sites. Sites 1 and 3 both meet this
criterion, and both have direct access to
main roads, which would be convenient for
commuting outside the village, and have
least impact on The Street and Hayes Lane.
Re: access to Site 4 - At Crosby Farm's initial
presentation in the Village Hall,, I was told by
one of their representatives that they expect
to acquire a strip of land from the Cricket Club
in order to make the access road wide
enough to meet legal requirements. Since
this land is held in trust for the village, who is
authorised to sanction this? Also, if this road
were to be widened, would it 'open the door'
to further development to the east of the
road around the proposed scout hut.
The
view across the cricket field to Rowfold would
be blocked, not only by this development but
by the much enlarged and re-sited cricket
pavilion. The central fields should definitely
be given maximum protection.

4009943722

A resident

could the NB be in italics or brackets - just to
differentiate it from the question?

4012754720

A resident

We need a snooker table in the new cricket
pavilion, so the new pavilion should be large
enough to act as a social club

4012795295

A resident

Housing Options: Nowhurst
1. The
developers vision document does not
mention that there is a pond on the site,
which probably contains Great Crested
Newts (since our pond does) 2. Nowhurst
Lane is a private road and I would want it to
be absolutely clear that there will be no
vehicular access from the new residential
area directly onto the lane. 3. I don't think
there is a need for industrial units. There are
employment options elsewhere in the parish,
or in Warnham which is the same distance

Our ref

Who are you ?

4012848669

A resident

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments
Page 2 & 3. Housing Options cont...
I am
sceptical that the new residents would work
in the the industrial units. I think this will
simply result in a number (potentially a large
number) of people commuting into and out of
the Nowhurst industrial units every day. 4. I
do not like the implications of wording in the
Vision Develeopmemt that new residences
will "compliment (sic) existing dwellings
fronting Nowhurst Lane". These new houses
will NOT be on Nowhurst Lane - they must not,
in my view, have frontages onto Nowhurst
Lane.
5. As part of the Nowhurst option going
ahead, I would like there to be some
restrictions placed on; -the number of
houses to be built. I think the "pain" should
be shared out across sites in the parish hours of operation of the industrial units (if
any, see above). Nowhurst is a quiet area
which would be all too easily blighted by
noises from workshops, loud radios etc. Light pollution. The night sky is quite dark in
Nowhurst. I would like to see the developers
install street lighting (if there is to be any) to
respect this, and restrictions on the type and
scale of and floodlighting at the industrial
units.
6. The lane is vulnerable to flooding with water coming off Lapkyas land and the
guides site. There must be adequate facilities
installed in the new site to take and such
floodwaters properly away from Nowhurst
Lane. 7. It is interesting and gratifying that
the vision document has removed the
Pub/Restaurant near the roundabout on the
A281. I want to make it clear that I don't think
anything like this should be included in the
plan. It is not appropriate to have licensed
premises directly across from a school. 8. I
understand that the developer is offering to
pay for improvements to the village hall. I
think it's a good thing to secure extra
investment from the developers, I think that
whatever they offer should be of benefit to
the new residents in Nowhurst and to the
local residents who are going to be affected
by the development. I would be angry to find
that Slinfold residents had voted to place a
development on MY doorstep while
negotiating benefits for themselves. So, for
example, extra investment could be: -fibre
broadband provided to Nowhurst Lane
residents (a number of whom run businesses
from their homes) -improved bus services
and a bus stop near the A281 roundabout,
with safe pedestrian walkways along the
A281 -a building suitable for a GP surgery

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments
and/or dentist. And it would be good if the
developer secured expressions of interest
from GPs/Dentists to occupy.
Firstly, congratulations on the clarity of the
information offered to enable us to consider
in decision-making. Equally, it all appears
transparent in its presentation, taking proper
account of residents views.
Generally:
We
are faced with pressures to expand our
medieval village, I feel confident that the
proposals being put forward will take care of
our best interests.
Detail: Nowhurst
business park development is important to
give a solid base of housing numbers, and I
like both the contributions to the expansion
of the village hall, and the potential
pub/restaurant inclusion on the original
plans. However, it is unlikely that the people
will gravitate or contribute to village
community life, as Broadbridge Heath village
will be nearer and easier.... So it is important
to have other village centre development,
which is why I support all three
developments to include Crosby Farm too.

4012871194

A resident

4012907564

A resident

Thank you for all your hard work in preparing
the plan. I hope it will not be overruled by
HDC.
The reason I am supporting Crosbys
Farm is that they have listened to the
community and they are offering the
community two valuable assets. I do believe
than Branfield site should be developed.

4012918584

A resident

Very well presented

4012931290

A resident

I favor the Brown Field sites, but believe that
there should be some building within the
village - for people like pensioners etc. who
should have access to the centre without
having to use a car. Therefore my vote goes to
the 3 option to give flexibility, I.e one site
within the village and two more remote.

4012938231

A resident

Developers should pay for traditional school
buildings to replace porta cabin type
structures built relatively recently.

4012945288

A resident

Preference to be given to Brownfield Sites
School must be a priority

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4012957039

A resident

Perhaps developers should help school
update school buildings to make them more
attractive and improved structure.

4012964006

A resident

Thank you for all the hard work and
commitment of this neighborhood plan.
Development of brownfield sites seems a
good option

4012972330

A resident

Just to that the working party for all its hard
work and professional approach.
I would
like to see brownfield sites developed ahead
of others where all respect the objectives of
the neighborhood plan.

4013009890

A resident

Having the developments at the two
brownfield sites makes most sense from
many aspects. It would have the least impact
on the rural feel of the village which must be
retained. Road links are good from all
proposed sites. Impact on the village centre
would be minimal.
The Crosby Farm site
would bring improved facilities to the village
in the form of the scout hut and cricket pitch.
Traffic through the village would still be too
great. Having development here as well
would demonstrate that development is
great throughout the village and hopefully
help to prevent future attempts to develop

4013029021

A resident

Please double check the true "protection"
that exists on the bluebell woods marked as
"ancient woodland" that are now owned by
Chrsi Whiteside (AJW). Are these trees really
protected?
Whist the 6 Acres kick around
area is understandably "not special" is there
any way to maintain it and protect it as a
valuable amenity, close to dense housing?
Please investigate the caravan site in Spring
Lane as a recreational facility owned by the
council. What control does the village have
on this land? It has a major (positive) impact
on the tranquility and rural nature of the
Downs Link.

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013071132

A resident

1. Consent should be given to meet the 60100 range of new houses and NO MORE. On
that basis the Crosby Farm development
should be REJECTED as the 1st and 2nd most
favorable meet the range comfortably. 2. I
understand that a 2006 planning document
stated that the proposed site adjacent to the
cricket pitch should not be developed in
order to preserve the view/amenity of the
site. I cannot see that anything has changed
since then and, for that reason and 1. Above,
the cricket pitch development should be

4013120920

A resident

Thank you for all your work on the plan. Fully
support all your proposals.

4013128304

A resident

What an excellent job you have all done in
the preparation of this work.

4013137312

A resident

The field behind the cricket pitch should not
be built on for housing. It could be a useful
site for the village. The scout hut? Maybe an
old peoples home surrounded by gardens.

4013144937

A resident

The field behind the cricket pitch should not
be built on for housing. It could be a useful
site for the village. An old peoples home
surrounded by gardens?

4013155053

A resident

Surprise - that the central fields did not
receive more negative votes. If they "go" it
will commence a "domino affect". The pub
field will "go"; then the Carter's land down to
the Downs Link. That will be the end of
Slinfold as a village - it will become a new
Broadbridge Heath!

4013173354

A resident

Where are all the children going to go to
school - concerned about parking at school
run time.

4013196337

A resident

SNP1 - good policy. Coalescence misleading
or inaccurate maps not detailing Wickhurst
Green - identity certainly at risk.
SNP4 relevant and not apparently catered. SNP5 for in available options

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013208063

A resident

I believe the Crosby Farm proposal would
eliminate the only view to open countryside
from the middle of the village and thereby
drastically alter the character in an adverse
way.
If the site were to be allowed, beyond
the existing built up area boundary, it would
be very difficult to stop future development.
The existing farm buildings would be moved
to a new site and thereby possibly form the
nucleus of further developments.

4013221128

A resident

We do not need Crosby Farm development as
surely the village needs could be met by the
no1 and no2 choice which is Nowhurst and
Bridge House - therefore this should be
rejected. Also, as noted in the proposed
open spaces booklet the visual amenity is
stated as important view noted in
conservation area leaflet and parish design

4013227617

A resident

We do not need to recommend three sites
just need minimal developement to meet
strategic needs. Top two developments more
than meet village needs.

4013233552

A resident

We have got our quota of houses in Slinfold
with Nowhurst and Bridge House. We do not
need or want a third!!

4013250035

A resident

Sites 1 & 2 = no more!!

4013309197

A resident

We have our quota of houses with Nowhurst
and Bridge House.
Site on Crosby Farm was
used until recently for crops.
Owner of
Crosby Farm should not be given the
opportunity to buy into our village and
change its character just to make himself a
profit. A lot of traffic using access to Crosby
Farm. Wickhurst Green provides a
downsizing houses in the area. There is
already a lot of increased traffic in Slinfold we do not need more.
The score in favor of
Crosby Farm is insignificant to the scores on
the Nowhurst and Bridge House Sites. it does

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013347810

A resident

The analysis of the housing option preference
is flawed. There are 2 favorites; -Nowhurst
and Bridge House scoring 599 & 466
respectively. Crosby Farm scores 65 (400
below bridge house). So there is a 1st and
2nd - green. Crosby and Nibletts are similar at
65 and 31 is yellow. The rest are Red!
BUT is it right to erect pockets of houses around
the village? The developement of the calibre
(options 2, 7 & 8) as per Abingworth proposal
could make a very attractive addition to the

4013402989

A resident

I agree in principle to the ones preferred by
whole village. I disagree with No 6 as all this
area has been of historic interest from
Roman times. Artifacts have been dug up and
are in British museum.
I think it will be
sacrifice to build houses here. It WILL impact
the village, traffic wise.
Also take away
countryside which has this diversity of wild
life and flora and fauna.
We need to enlarge
existing village hall if possible.

4013406378

A resident

It is essential to maintain the sustainability
of the village and protect its boundaries.

4013411585

A resident

The field behind Brackley Burn street (site 6)
is the place for the wild life and has been
identified for historic element.

4013416868

A resident

Your pla. Is more like a wish list. Larger
development bring more social housing. Take
care not to set president for building on a

4013430074

A resident

The overall choice seems to be the
brownfield sites - these will affect the village
least and thereby keep the spirit of the
village intact.
All other developments will
cause upset to the Slinfold residents and
change the character of Slinfold in every
respect - views, space, sense of community
and involvement. Traffic through village and
the feeling of being surrounded by new
housing.
Any subsequent additions to land
available for development/school
use/playing fields should be put to the
residents before it is allowed in the plan,
otherwise the comments of the residents are

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013438401

A resident

RE the Crosby Farm proposal, the suggested
siting of the scout hut on the opposite side of
the access road is a nonsense. It has
Obviously been added to satisfy a received
requirement but if needed would be included
As part of the development behind the cricket

4013451133

A resident

If the housing in Slinfold is to be expanded
then local amenities should taken into
consideration I.e;
More places for children
in school A public car park to alleviate
congestion on the narrow roads in the village
centre. A larger shop to enable more
stock/storage to cater for the increase in
residents. There would be added pressure on
local medical services ie doctors/district
nurses.
The need for adequate play areas for

4013460205

A resident

No to cricket field site! It's one of the only
visible open spaces in the village and needs
to be protected.

4013479592

A resident

The view over the cricket field and beyond
from Lyons Road should remain unspoiled as
set out in the conservation area leaflet. It is
the only view of open countryside from the
road as you walk/drive through the village.
The voting results are difficult to 'read' (and
give a skewed result for the Crosby
developement). - disingenuous
Options 1
and 2 will give us all the houses we need, we
should not build on that precious remaining
green space.
IF the Crosby development
went ahead, the farm buildings would needs
to be built elsewhere. We would have no say
over that.
Any 'sweeteners' from developers
should be. Spread for the whole village, not
for the benefit of the cricket club or one
specific organization.
We also need to
maintain view towards the village from public
rights of way ie the view towards Lyons Road
from Rowfold.
The 'Crosby' field directly
abutts the conservation area and should be
preserved and respected. Sightings of wildlife
especially barn owls and little owls are of
particular interest.

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013495580

A resident

Should be reluctant to offer more than the
minimum. The more reluctant we are, the
less likely we will be asked for more in the
future. There are strong arguments that the
village is poorly arranged to take more
housing and has more charm to lose than
some other villages. We should resist a pro

4013513167

A resident

General comments are that infrastructure
should be put into place by the developers
BEFORE they are allowed to build the houses.
Roads in Slimfold are narrow and have very
poor drainage. Extra houses are fine if
provision for school places, extra traffic on
roads, healthcare etc. have all been thought
about and provision for them has been made.
With all the extra housing and people in the
area what has happened to the sorely
needed hospital for the area? Perhaps
developers should be providing some of the
funding for this!

4013530877

A resident

Spirit of the village should not be changed.
Nowhurst site would help farlington to
survive and better to use brow fields. Against
Crosby Farm plan, as would change the
quality of the conservation area.

4013547656

A resident

I believe the land east of Claygate lane and
heading up to the A29 should be included in
the sections of the important open spaces
and local green spaces. It is clearly an area of
wildlife significance (please refer to my letter
listing variety of species of fauna and flora)
and also of historic significance next to A29
roman road and various finds in field
including item in British museum.
Pleased

4013562240

A resident

Slinfold is a lovely village, I have lived here for
50 years. More housing will spoil the
character and Hayes lane is too narrow to
cope with the more traffic, and would only
lead to accidents. The school could not cope
with more children . Would definitely need a
The
large kitchen for cooking school meals.
playing field is a must and needs improving
for children's laying and a decent football
pitch and shelter.
ALSO... We need a district
nurse as there was 36 years ago and a

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013589277

A resident

Feel very strongly that until there is more
support for medical facilities allowed for ie
doctors surgery etc.
The Horsham district is
overwhelmed with new housing now. It is
necessary to pay much more attention to
community needs in the near future.
The
roads now and will be used as rat runs
speeding vehicles, no attention paid by
drivers to safety, especially Hayes Lane.
Most of the day and especially rush hour
traffic is heavy causing bottle necks.
One
can accept the greed of developers and HDC
but please pay more attention to not just

4013598520

A resident

Brownfield sites will not be part of village and
are not on existing bus routes. Crosby farm
will spoil open view up the hill and spawn
new agricultural buildings cater. No
provision for village car parking (mostly will
only benefit cricketers not village centre)
No
provision for extra space for schools to
expand. The site is on 0,85 hectares and
should be 1.1 hectares now. Many
classrooms need replacing and not enough

4013654008

A resident

While all of the preferred sites are at least in
part Brownfield, development of
Nowhurstcans Bridge House are remote from
Slinfold villa.ge. Those hiring are likely to be
reliant on car transport and are unlikely to
contribute to the viability of Slinfold village
facilities.
Crosby Farm will contribute to the
viability of the village - but where will the
replacement agricultural buildings be sited.
Further, on its own, it contributes only a
fraction of the housing required.
No
provision has been made to assist the school
in accordance with community facility policy,
SNP4 & 5.

4013657590

A resident

Nowhurst is on busy road and far from village
centre. Crosby benefits village but wher will
existing barns be rebuilt?

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013675831

An agent

Acting on behalf of local

Concerned regarding sustainability of
Nowhurst and Bridge House sites. The
occupants will be entirely dependent on their
cars. No services will be accessible on foot.
Both sites are completely unrelated to any
settlement boundary. It is questionable
whether either has a genuinely reasonable
chance of gaining planning consent. The
neighborhood plan referees to an abundant
supply of employment uses in Slinfold, yet the
offer of more employment space is being
seen as a reason to support the Nowhurst
site.
The developers behind the Nowhurst
site are offering money to extend the village
hall, but this can only be secured if it is
reasonably related to the developement.
Nowhurst is so far away from the village that
it is unlikely this sum of money is likely to be
paid. Also, planning consent for an extension
to the village hall is only likely to be granted if
additional car parking is provided.
The
chosen sites seem to have been selected on
the basis of being furthest away from
villagers houses. This is not sustainable

4013687009

An agent

Agent for Mr & Mrs Carter

The 2 Main sites are completely outside of
the village and therefore unsustainable and
unsuitable for the formation of a
neighborhood plan. Any developement
should be a centralized comprehensive
solution, aiding traffic flow through the
village and provision of facilities to benefit
the current village. Ie be within walking
distance of the current facilities. It would
appear that the favored sites would be the
ones which are farthest away and therefore
out of sight and out of mind.

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013711429

A resident

I am very concerned that most if not lol of the
required housing for Slinfold Parish will be
allocated to the Nowhurst site, which is s
very long way by road to Slinfold village. Out
of sight out of mind! But please consider the
impact of noise and traffic on the residents of
Nowhurst lane of up to 150 homes (probably
300+ cars) and 125000 sq ft 'light commercial
use' - more traffic, vans and lorries. Hugely
more traffic on the A281. It would be much
fairer to split the impact over a number of
site, which reduced the overall impact of
each one. Do not understand why policy
SNP3 only limits the size of single
developments to 25 units within the existing
BUA. Surely it would be fairer to impose this
restriction throughout the parish, for the
reasons pointed above. The north river
floods every year. Inevitably the run-off from
the northwest site, once developed, will
increase flooding downstream. Our woodland
is already under water every year, several
times. (Camelia House, Nowhurst Lane). As a
result there are no hedgehogs and other
wildlife habitat is destroyed.
Do not
understand why Nowhurst site includes
125000 sq ft light commercial use. Slinfold is
a high employment area and has no need for
more light commercial units. The Nowhurst
site has been virtually derelict for years and
no one wants to use it for enhancement of
employment opportunities.
No pub or
restaurant opposite Farlington School and
girl guides site! NB. Where will the children
who move into the Nowhurst site go to

4013721063

A resident

We do not want developement at Crosby
Farm as this will spoil the countryside view
and I feel it will not stop there. Once the
building starts, it will continue, that's what
property developement is all about. I am also
against a footpath from the cricket field into
the street. I live in the Old Forge and do not
feel a path in this vicinity is necessary. The
path is not wide enough and too near my

4013727351

A resident

I am very much against Crosby Farm proposal.
It's position with buildings will be very
obtrusive structure for the undulating
countryside backdrop and it won't stop there.
I can foresee more developement escalating
around the surrounding countryside.

Our ref

Who are you ?

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments

4013739219

A resident

I haven't selected preferences because I
don't feel the two largest - Nowhurst and
Bridge House - will add anything to the
village. In fact, they're positioned outside the
village creating the potential for future infill.
If it counts, I think Crosby Farm is good option
being positioned in the heart of the village. In
that respect, I also thought the land
adjoining the A29 would have worked well.
Sustainable in that everybody would have
been able to walk to the village facilities.
As
a side I felt it inappropriate that one of the
hosts of the consultation was wearing
clothing showing clear political affiliation.

4013773109

A resident

RE Crosby Farm Site: 1. It has not been
unused agricultural land until this year. 2. It
is too close to the conservation area. 3. It
will further congest the centre 4. It has
inadequate access 5. "Downsizing" is not
something in great demand in Slinfold 6. It
can often over?? Site, fall of house to close
together 7. The so called inadequate ? In fact
between offered to village, only benefit the
cricket club, which is in Slinfold, but many of
its members do not live here. 8. It will spoil
the view of the village from Lyons Road as
people enter the centre 9. It is not a

4013780004

A resident

More business in Slinfold will generate
further traffic issues in an already strained
road system. This would not apply to
business units outside the centre of village eg

4013792401

A resident

Expansion of the school would not
necessarily come about because of the
building at ? Nowhurst and the riding stables
would be on the outskirts of the village and
would not bring extra public into the village.
The possible offer of playing fields and
parking would impact on the farmland and
the conservation area. The offer of extra land
to the school is only a way of bypassing the
wishes of the village community and is a legal
bribe to try an get a bad plan considered.

4013796803

A resident

I'm really not in favor of the site behind the
cricket pitch

4013800863

A resident

Crosby Farm if developed would ruin the last
countryside vista left in Slinfold for people to
enjoy from public land.

Our ref

Who are you ?

4013807986

A resident

4013813802

An agent

Agent/Organisation details

All Comments
I consider the Crosby Farm proposal to be
unnecessary, as the two brownfield sites are
capable of providing enough housing to fulfil
the plan. In addition, access to Crosby Farm
and egress onto Lyons Road is bound to
create congestion. The score in favor of
Crosby alarm is insignificant in comparison,
with the two brownfield sites.

Agent for Mr & Mrs Carter

I think it would be more suitable and
beneficial to keep developement within or
adjoining the local village
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

This document has been prepared for, and on behalf of, Slinfold Parish Council. It is part of the
evidence base that will support and inform decisions made by the Parish Council in respect of the
emerging Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan.

1.2.

The document seeks to bring together a range of empirical data from a variety of sources, in order
to enable assessments and judgements about the level of housing that may need to be delivered in
the parish up to the period 2031; and for this to be facilitated by policies in the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.

1.3.

The Neighbourhood Plan, once adopted, will comprise part of the Development Plan for this part of
Horsham District. It will have a significant influence on the determination of planning applications
within the Parish, for amongst other things, new housing.

1.4.

As a result, the Neighbourhood Plan, must be prepared having regard to higher
policies, including at a District and National level.

tier planning

1.5.

The current adopted Development Plan for Horsham District comprises the Core Strategy (2007)
and the Development Control Policies DPD (2007). More recently, the District Council has been
preparing a new District Planning Framework. The Submission Version, published in May 2014, was
the subject of independent Examination with the Inspector’s Initial Findings issued in December
2014. In response, the District Council have prepared further background evidence papers and
published a revised ‘Main Modifications Consultation’ document dated March 2015.

1.6.

In preparation of this Parish Housing Need Considerations document, regard has been paid to
relevant higher tier planning guidance, together with and including the iterations of the emerging
District Planning Framework. This has included the Inspectors Initial Findings (December 2014) and
the subsequent GL Hearn ‘Housing Need in Horsham District’ report dated March 2015 (HNiHD),
and associated supporting background papers, such as the NLP Northern West Sussex Economic
Growth Assessment Supplementary Report dated April 2015.

1.7.

Slinfold Parish is located west of Horsham and Broadbridge Heath. The primary settlement is
Slinfold, located broadly centrally within the parish area. This includes a historic village centre, with
more modern residential development primarily to the south. It is a predominantly rural parish, that
in total extends to some 16.95sq kms (6.54sq miles).

1.8.

In preparing this report, empirical data on the parish has predominantly been sourced from
published Census data from 2001 and 2011. This shows that the total population of the parish in
2011 was 2055. This was rise of 408 people from 2001. There were a total of 789 households.

1.9.

This report sets out Housing Need Considerations for the Parish over the period 2011 to 2031. This
is to reflect the statistical period that is used by the District Council in their housing need
assessment, and reflects the plan period of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework.

1.10.

It is noted that since 2011 planning permission has been granted for new housing in the Parish of
Slinfold. The Horsham District Council public access website has been interrogated to establish the
number of these approved additional dwellings. The research reveals that between 01st January
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2011 and 01st May 2015, a total of 29 dwellings were approved within the Parish of Slinfold.
These dwellings therefore contribute toward the housing need consideration figures set out in this
report.
1.11.

This report sets out a variety of methodologies for undertaking housing need considerations. This
both stand alone, and in combination, have resulted in a range of potential housing numbers for
consideration to be facilitated through the Neighbourhood Plan, up to the period 2031.

2.

METHOD 1 - AIRS AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT PROJECTION

2.1.

In November 2011, Action in Rural Sussex (AIRS) produced a report for Slinfold Parish Council on
the existing need for aﬀordable housing within the Parish. This looked to provide a snap shot of
those people living in, or with links, to the Parish who were in need of aﬀordable housing.

2.2.

At the time of the report being produced, there were 22 households identified as being in need of
housing within the Parish. In order to deliver this level of aﬀordable housing, it is assumed there
would be a need for some associated open market housing. This open market housing would
facilitate the provision of the aﬀordable housing.

2.3.

The emerging Horsham District Framework (March 2015) Policy 16 has an aﬀordable housing
requirement of 35%. However, this would only relate to applications for 11 or more new dwellings.
The policy also contains caveats to negotiate financial contributions, in lieu of physical provision;
whilst viability of developments might reduce that total further.

2.4.

On that basis there are 4 scenarios proposed, against which to assess how 22 new aﬀordable
houses might be delivered within the Parish.
‣

AD1 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 35% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

‣

AD2 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 30% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

2.5.

‣

AD3 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 25% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

‣

AD4 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 20% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

The additional housing requirement in these scenarios is:
‣

AD1 - 63 new dwellings.

‣

AD2 - 73 new dwellings.

‣

AD3 - 88 new dwellings.

‣

AD4 - 110 new dwellings.
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3.

METHOD 2 - PARISH CHANGE BETWEEN 2001 AND 2011 PROJECTION

3.1.

The Census data of 2001-2011 reveals the change that has occurred within the Parish of Slinfold
over the period, in terms of both population and household formation. This is detailed below:

3.1.

‣

2001 Census, Slinfold Parish: Total Population - 1,647. Total Households - 629.

‣

2011 Census, Slinfold Parish: Total Population - 2,055. Total Households - 789.

‣

Increase in Population between 2001 & 2011: 408.

‣

Increase in Households between 2001 & 2011: 160.

Based on this 10 year period of change, and assuming it continues at the same rate, it is possible
to consider the housing need that would result over the period 2011 - 2031.

3.2.

If the number of dwellings in the Parish continued to grow at the same rate as occured between
2001 - 2011, over the period 2011-2031, there would be a need for 320 new dwellings.

4.

METHOD 3 - HOUSEHOLD FORMATION PROJECTION

4.1.

The size of each household in the Parish, and any change to this, has a direct impact on the
number of dwellings needed to serve any given population.

4.2.

There is a long term trend in England of decreasing household size. This reflects socio and
demographic profiles of an ageing population, and increasing independence of both the young and
old.

4.3.

The GL Hearn HNiHD assessment notes that household size has steadily fallen in the District from
1991 to 2011.

4.4.

4.5.

Census data from 2001 and 2011 reveals that:
‣

2001 Slinfold Parish average household size: 2.62 people per dwelling.

‣

2011 Slinfold Parish average household size: 2.60 people per dwelling.

‣

Average household size of new dwellings built in Slinfold Parish between 2001 - 2011:
2.55 people per dwelling.

‣

2001 Horsham District average household size: 2.44 people per dwelling.

‣

2011 Horsham District average household size: 2.39 people per dwelling.

‣

Average household size of new dwellings built in Horsham District between 2001 - 2011:
1.88 people per dwelling.

ONS projections from 2013 indicate that Horsham District is expected to see average household
size decrease from 2.39 in 2011, to 2.22 in 2031. This would equate to a decrease in average
household in size of some 7.11%.

4.6.

The average household size in Slinfold Parish is higher than the Horsham District average and fell
by a smaller amount between 2001 and 2011 (0.76% decrease for Slinfold Parish compared to
2.05% for Horsham District). The new households formed in the Parish were, on average, larger
than the new households formed in Horsham District as a whole. This would suggest that they type
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of housing being delivered in Slinfold has tended to be larger, family sized dwellings, rather than
smaller houses and flat developments.
4.7.

From this information there are three scenarios which could be reasonably assumed to arise from
changes to average household sizes.
‣

AHS1 - Projected reduction in average household size in Slinfold Parish, inline with
projections for Horsham District; a decrease in the average household size by 7.11%. This
would equate to an average household size in Slinfold of some 2.41 people per dwelling.

‣

AHS2 - Projected reduction in average household size in Slinfold Parish inline with the
change to household sizes experienced between 2001 - 2011, i.e, a reduction in size by
some 0.76%. This would equate to an average household size in Slinfold of some 2.58
people per dwelling.

‣

4.8.

ASH3 - Projected average household size remaining unchanged from 2011. This would
remain at an average household size in Slinfold of 2.60 people per dwelling.

Based on these projections, it is possible to estimate the number of additional dwellings required to
meet the existing population of the parish:
‣

ASH1 - would result in the need for an additional 64 new dwellings.

‣

ASH2 - would result in the need for an additional 7 new dwellings.

‣

ASH3 - would result in the need for an additional 0 new dwellings.

5.

METHOD 4 - TREND-BASED DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTION

5.1.

The Oﬃce of National Statistics (ONS) produced population projections in 2014 for the whole of
England & Wales. These are based on predicted growth levels. This data is available at a district
level and is referenced in the GL Hearn HNiHD Assessment, March 2015. These ONS figures
project a 13.2% population increase in the Horsham District to 2031. This would equate to a further
17,319 people living in the Horsham District.

5.2.

If a 13.2% population growth were applied to the Slinfold Parish, this would equate to a population
growth of 271 new people living in the Parish, and an overall population of 2326.

5.3.

5.4.

This projection can be combined with the household formation projections in Methodology 3 to
provide the following housing need requirements:
‣

TB1/ASH1 (average household size of 2.41): 176 new dwellings.

‣

TB1/ASH2 (average household size of 2.58): 113 new dwellings

‣

TB1/ASH3 (average household size of 2.60): 106 new dwellings

The ONS have also produced household formation projections. For Horsham District, the number of
households is projected to have increased by 2031, to 66,970. This is an increase of some 21.7%
from 2011 figures.
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5.5.

If a 21.7% household formation growth were applied to the Slinfold Parish, this would equate to the
need for an additional 171 new dwellings.

6.

METHOD 5 - EMERGING POLICY PROJECTION

6.1.

The emerging Horsham District Framework (March 2015) sets out the planned housing growth
within the District over the plan period 2011-2031, of a total of at least 15000 new homes.

6.2.

Integral to this is at least 1500 homes throughout the District, delivered in accordance with the
settlement hierarchy, via allocations in Neighbourhood Plans (see Policy 15).

6.3.

In assessing the likely distribution of this figure, it is assumed reasonable to exclude Horsham
Town, Southwater and Billingshurst from contributing housing numbers, given their separate
strategic allocations for new housing development within the same policy.

6.4.

Based on this, it is possible to assess a ‘fair-share’ distribution of the Neighbourhood Plan housing
delivery figure within the Parish of Slinfold.

6.5.

There are two proposed ways of calculating this ‘fair-share’ housing figure for Slinfold Parish, Firstly,
based on the number of households in Slinfold as a % of the ‘Remainder of Horsham District’ (ie
less Horsham Town, Southwater and Billingshurst); and secondly, based on the population

of

Slinfold as a % of the Remainder Horsham District.
6.6.

Based on this approach, the following information is noted from the Census 2011:
‣

Horsham District: Total Population - 131,301. Total Households - 54,923.

‣

Horsham Town: Total Population - 48,212. Total Households - 20,587.

‣

Southwater: Total Population - 10,730. Total Households - 3,840.

‣

Billingshurst: Total Population - 8,232. Total Households - 3,452.

‣

Remainder of Horsham District: Total Population - 64,127 (48.84%). Total Households 27,044 (49.24%).

‣

Slinfold Parish: Total Population - 2,055. Total Households - 789.

‣

Slinfold Parish population as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District population =
3.2%.

‣

Slinfold Parish households as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District households =
2.91%.

6.7.

Given the above data it is possible to calculate the ‘fair-share’ number of dwellings that would need
to be delivered within the parish over the 20-year period as:
‣

Slinfold Parish fair-share against population = 48 new dwellings.

‣

Slinfold Parish fair-share against households = 44 new dwellings.
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7.

METHOD 6 - EMERGING POLICY TREND-BASED DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTION

7.1.

The population of the Horsham District is projected by the ONS 2013 figures to increase by some
13.2% by 2031. This would equate to an overall population within Horsham District

of

some

148,859 people. An increase to the population in Slinfold Parish of 13.2% would equate to a
population of some 2,326 people.
7.2.

The HDPF (March 2015) proposes delivering some 15,000 new dwellings in the District between
2011-2031. HDPF Strategic Policy 2, envisages strategic developments in Horsham Town of some
2,500 new dwellings, 600 in Southwater and 150 Billingshurst. Policy 15, seeks to allocate 200 new
dwellings to the South of Parsonage Road. Some 750 are expected to be delivered through windfall
sites. Collectively this would deliver some 4,200 new dwellings up to 2031.

7.3.

The HDC Annual Monitoring Report (AMR), 1 April 2013 - 31 March 2014, confirms that since 2011,
there have been approximately 1,624 new dwellings completed in the district. This is

an

approximate figure, as during 2010/11 there were 160 new dwellings completed. Of this, 4 months
(i.e. 1/3 of time) would have fallen within 2011 and it is therefore reasonable to assume that of the
160 homes, some 53 were delivered in 2011. The same document also confirmed that of 29
October 2014, there were some 512 new dwellings approved with extant planning permissions and
a further 1,474 committed through the Facilitating Appropriate Development SPD.
7.4.

In total, there has been some 3,610 new dwellings completed or committed since 2011. It should
also be noted that the latest AMR is not published, which is likely to result in a higher figure.

7.5.

Given the extant and committed housing developments and those allocated In the HDPF, there is
already a substantial proportion of the projected 15,000 new dwellings already accounted for. It is
reasonably assumed that this will reduce the pressure on villages and parishes to meet the residual
target.

7.6.

Given the above information, it is considered reasonable that two scenario's are considered for
Slinfold Parish: (i) where the population is increased inline with the Horsham District (13.2%)
projection; and (ii) where the population is increased by half that rate (6.6%), to reflect the scale of
Slinfold within District Settlement Sustainability Review 2014 and the need to find a lower residual
growth figure.

7.7.

D1 - Projected Slinfold Parish population growth of 13.2%, would equate to a population increase
of 271 people (total population of 2,326).

7.8.

D2 - Projected Slinfold Parish population growth of 6.6%, would equate to a population increase of
136 people (total population of 2,191).

7.9.

These demographic projections can be combined with, Method 3, household formation projections.
This gives the following housing need requirements:
‣

D1/ASH1 (average household size of 2.41): 176 new dwellings.

‣

D1/ASH2 (average household size of 2.58): 112 new dwellings.

‣

D1/ASH3 (average household size of 2.60): 104 new dwellings.
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‣

D2/ASH1: 120 new dwellings.

‣

D2/ASH2: 60 new dwellings.

‣

D2/ASH3: 54 new dwellings.

8.

METHOD 7 - ECONOMIC PROJECTION

8.1.

The emerging Horsham Development Framework (March 2015) and supporting information
contained in the GL Hearn HNiHD Report, projects the delivery of the number of new jobs within the
District per annum over the period 2011 - 2031. Based on evidence arising from the first
Examination in Public of the HDPF and the subsequent Inspectors observation on economic
arguments, this is projected to be some 275 new jobs per annum. This would equate to a total of
some 5,500 additional jobs in the District over the plan period.

8.2.

The 2011 Census contains information about employment rates in Slinfold Parish and Horsham
District.

8.3.

For Slinfold Parish, the working age population (16-74), in 2011, was 1,512. This equated to some
73.58% of the total population. Of this 1,512, some 983 were economically active and some 529
economically inactive (studying, retired, unable to work or unemployed). The economic activity rate
of the total population was 47.83%. In 2001 the economic activity rate was 46.5%.

8.4.

For Horsham District the working aged population in 2011 was 94,318. This equated to some
71.83% of the total population. Of this 94,318, some 66,683 were economically active and some
27,635 economically inactive. The economic activity rate of the total population was 50.78%. In
2001 the economic activity rate was 50.22%.

8.5.

From this, it is possible to calculate the proportion of new jobs that might be formed within Slinfold
Parish; based on the population and household data.

8.6.

The population of the Remainder of Horsham District is 48.84% of the total district population. On a
pro-rata basis, this would equate to the 134 new jobs per year being created within the Remainder
of Horsham District. Slinfold Parish population as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District
population is 3.2%. Based on a fair-share of the 134 new jobs, this would equate to 4 new jobs per
annum for the Slinfold Parish.

8.7.

The total households in the Remainder of Horsham District is 49.24% of the total households. On a
pro-rata basis this would relate to the 135 new jobs per year being created in the Remainder of
Horsham District. Slinfold Parish households as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District
households is 2.91%. Based on a fair-share of the 135, this would also equate to 4 new jobs per
annum for the Slinfold Parish.

8.8.

On both measures, Slinfold Parish would need to deliver some 4 new jobs per annum which
equates to 80 new jobs between 2011 and 2031.

8.9.

From the economic activity rate, there are three broad scenarios:
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‣

E1 - Continuation of the current Slinfold Parish economic activity rate of approximately
47.5%. To deliver 80 new jobs in the Parish, this growth rate implies a population growth
of some 168.

‣

E2 - Between 2001 & 2011, the economic activity rate in Slinfold Parish increased by
1.33%. Applying this current rate of growth would suggest a 2031 economic activity rate
of approximately 50.5%. To deliver 80 new jobs in the Parish, this growth rate implies a
population growth of some 158.

‣

E3 - Between 2001 & 2011, the economic growth rate for Horsham District was 0.56%. If
this growth rate is applied to the current economic activity rate of 50.78%, this would
imply a 2031 economic growth rate of approximately 52%. To deliver 80 new jobs in the
Parish, this growth rate implies a population growth of some 154.

8.10.

These population increases can then be cross referenced with the household formation scenarios
to produce nine potential housing growth scenarios.
‣

E1/ASH1: 133 new dwellings.

‣

E1/ASH2: 73 new dwellings.

‣

E1/ASH3: 66 new dwellings.

‣

E2/ASH1: 129 new dwellings.

‣

E2/ASH2: 69 new dwellings.

‣

E2/ASH3: 62 new dwellings.

‣

E3/ASH1: 128 new dwellings.

‣

E3/ASH2: 67 new dwellings.

‣

E3/ASH3: 61 new dwellings.

9.

SUMMARY

9.1.

This report considers a variety of sources of empirical data and range of methodologies to enable
assessments to be made with regard to the Housing Need Considerations within the Parish of
Slinfold over the period 2011 - 2031.

9.2.

These have been determined with full regard to adopted and emerging planning policy at a National
and Local level.

9.3.

The results provide a range of housing figures for growth. At the lower end of the scale this is 0
(zero) assuming a static population and static household formation rate, and up to 320 new
dwellings by extrapolating housing growth figures within the parish between 2011 and 2011.

9.4.

However, both ends of this range fail to take account of the more anaytical approach to projections
contained in other stated methodologies. By excluding these, housing need consideration figures
have tended to cluster in the range 44 - 176.

9.5.

As detailed in the introduction section of this report, the figures produced are for the period 2011 2031. However, housing delivery within the Parish between 01st January 2011 to 01st May 2015
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has been 29 dwellings. This number should be deducted from the stated projections over the
period 2011-2031. As a result, the figures for consideration of housing need to be taken forward in
determining housing delivery and policies within the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan are within the
range of 15 - 147 new homes.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

This document is an update of the Housing Needs Consideration Report, originally prepared
for, and on behalf of, Slinfold Parish Council in May 2015. It is updated only in so far as the
Horsham District Council’s policy position has firmed up, given the recent adoption of the
Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015). The Report has now been amended
to reflect this update, but there have been no consequential changes to the methodologies or
calculations. They all remain the sam as the May 2015 document.

1.2.

This document It is part of the evidence base that will support and inform decisions made by the
Parish Council in respect of the emerging Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan.

1.3.

The document seeks to bring together a range of empirical data from a variety of sources, in order
to enable assessments and judgements about the level of housing that may need to be delivered in
the Parish up to the period 2031; and for this to be facilitated by policies in the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.

1.4.

The Neighbourhood Plan, once adopted, will comprise part of the Development Plan for this part of
Horsham District. It will have a significant influence on the determination of planning applications
within the Parish, for amongst other things, new housing.

1.5.

As a result, the Neighbourhood Plan, must be prepared having regard to higher
policies, including at a District and National level.

tier planning

1.6.

The current adopted Development Plan for Horsham District comprises the Horsham District
Planning Framework (HDPF), Joint Area Action Plan and the Site Specific Allocations of Land 2007.

1.7.

The HDPF sets out the planning strategy for Horsham District (excluding South Downs National
Park) to deliver the social, economic and environmental needs of the Plan area up to 2031. It sets
out the policy framework and seeks to deliver 16000 new homes over the over the Plan period of
which “at least 1500” are to be delivered through neighbourhood planning.

1.8.

In preparation of this Parish Housing Need Considerations document, regard has been paid to
relevant higher tier planning guidance, together with and including the HDPF and its evidence base.
This has included the GL Hearn ‘Housing Need in Horsham District’ report dated March 2015
(HNiHD), and associated supporting background papers, such as the NLP Northern West Sussex
Economic Growth Assessment Supplementary Report for Horsham dated April 2015.

1.9.

Slinfold Parish is located west of Horsham and Broadbridge Heath. The primary settlement is
Slinfold, located broadly centrally within the parish area. This includes a historic village centre, with
more modern residential development primarily to the south. It is a predominantly rural parish, that
in total extends to some 16.95sq kms (6.54sq miles).

1.10.

In preparing this report, empirical data on the parish has predominantly been sourced from
published Census data from 2001 and 2011. This shows that the total population of the parish in
2011 was 2055. This was rise of 408 people from 2001. There were a total of 789 households.
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1.11.

This report sets out Housing Need Considerations for the Parish over the period 2011 to 2031. This
is to reflect the statistical period that is used by the District Council in their housing need
assessment, and reflects the plan period of the emerging Horsham District Planning Framework.

1.12.

It is noted that since 2011 planning permission has been granted for new housing in the Parish of
Slinfold. The Horsham District Council public access website has been interrogated to establish the
number of these approved additional dwellings. The research reveals that between 01st January
2011 and 01st December 2015, a total of 30 dwellings were approved within the Parish of Slinfold.
These dwellings therefore contribute toward the housing need consideration figures set out in this
report.

1.13.

This report sets out a variety of methodologies for undertaking housing need considerations. This
both stand alone, and in combination, have resulted in a range of potential housing numbers for
consideration to be facilitated through the Neighbourhood Plan, up to the period 2031.

2.

METHOD 1 - AIRS AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT PROJECTION

2.1.

In November 2011, Action in Rural Sussex (AIRS) produced a report for Slinfold Parish Council on
the existing need for aﬀordable housing within the Parish. This looked to provide a snap shot of
those people living in, or with links, to the Parish who were in need of aﬀordable housing.

2.2.

At the time of the report being produced, there were 22 households identified as being in need of
housing within the Parish. In order to deliver this level of aﬀordable housing, it is assumed there
would be a need for some associated open market housing. This open market housing would
facilitate the provision of the aﬀordable housing.

2.3.

The Horsham District Framework Policy 16 has an aﬀordable housing requirement of 20% for sites
of 5-14 dwellings or 35% for 15 or more dwelling or sites over 0.5 hectares. The policy contains
caveats to negotiate financial contributions, in lieu of physical provision; whilst viability of
developments might reduce that total further.

2.4.

On that basis there are 4 scenarios proposed, against which to assess how 22 new aﬀordable
houses might be delivered within the Parish.

2.5.

‣

AD1 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 35% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

‣

AD2 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 30% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

‣

AD3 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 25% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

‣

AD4 - Assume an overall affordable housing delivery rate of 20% as a proportion of total
housing delivered.

The additional housing requirement in these scenarios is:
‣

AD1 - 63 new dwellings.

‣

AD2 - 73 new dwellings.
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‣

AD3 - 88 new dwellings.

‣

AD4 - 110 new dwellings.

3.

METHOD 2 - PARISH CHANGE BETWEEN 2001 AND 2011 PROJECTION

3.1.

The Census data of 2001-2011 reveals the change that has occurred within the Parish of Slinfold
over the period, in terms of both population and household formation. This is detailed below:
‣

3.1.

2001 Census, Slinfold Parish: Total Population - 1,647. Total Households - 629.

‣

2011 Census, Slinfold Parish: Total Population - 2,055. Total Households - 789.

‣

Increase in Population between 2001 & 2011: 408.

‣

Increase in Households between 2001 & 2011: 160.

Based on this 10 year period of change, and assuming it continues at the same rate, it is possible
to consider the housing need that would result over the period 2011 - 2031.

3.2.

If the number of dwellings in the Parish continued to grow at the same rate as occurred between
2001 - 2011, over the period 2011-2031, there would be a need for 320 new dwellings.

4.

METHOD 3 - HOUSEHOLD FORMATION PROJECTION

4.1.

The size of each household in the Parish, and any change to this, has a direct impact on the
number of dwellings needed to serve any given population.

4.2.

There is a long term trend in England of decreasing household size. This reflects socio and
demographic profiles of an ageing population, and increasing independence of both the young and
old.

4.3.

The GL Hearn HNiHD assessment notes that household size has steadily fallen in the District from
1991 to 2011.

4.4.

4.5.

Census data from 2001 and 2011 reveals that:
‣

2001 Slinfold Parish average household size: 2.62 people per dwelling.

‣

2011 Slinfold Parish average household size: 2.60 people per dwelling.

‣

Average household size of new dwellings built in Slinfold Parish between 2001 - 2011:
2.55 people per dwelling.

‣

2001 Horsham District average household size: 2.44 people per dwelling.

‣

2011 Horsham District average household size: 2.39 people per dwelling.

‣

Average household size of new dwellings built in Horsham District between 2001 - 2011:
1.88 people per dwelling.

ONS projections from 2013 indicate that Horsham District is expected to see average household
size decrease from 2.39 in 2011, to 2.22 in 2031. This would equate to a decrease in average
household in size of some 7.11%.
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4.6.

The average household size in Slinfold Parish is higher than the Horsham District average and fell
by a smaller amount between 2001 and 2011 (0.76% decrease for Slinfold Parish compared to
2.05% for Horsham District). The new households formed in the Parish were, on average, larger
than the new households formed in Horsham District as a whole. This would suggest that they type
of housing being delivered in Slinfold has tended to be larger, family sized dwellings, rather than
smaller houses and flat developments.

4.7.

From this information there are three scenarios which could be reasonably assumed to arise from
changes to average household sizes.
‣

AHS1 - Projected reduction in average household size in Slinfold Parish, inline with
projections for Horsham District; a decrease in the average household size by 7.11%. This
would equate to an average household size in Slinfold of some 2.41 people per dwelling.

‣

AHS2 - Projected reduction in average household size in Slinfold Parish inline with the
change to household sizes experienced between 2001 - 2011, i.e, a reduction in size by
some 0.76%. This would equate to an average household size in Slinfold of some 2.58
people per dwelling.

‣
4.8.

ASH3 - Projected average household size remaining unchanged from 2011. This would
remain at an average household size in Slinfold of 2.60 people per dwelling.

Based on these projections, it is possible to estimate the number of additional dwellings required to
meet the existing population of the parish:
‣

ASH1 - would result in the need for an additional 64 new dwellings.

‣

ASH2 - would result in the need for an additional 7 new dwellings.

‣

ASH3 - would result in the need for an additional 0 new dwellings.

5.

METHOD 4 - TREND-BASED DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTION

5.1.

The Oﬃce of National Statistics (ONS) produced population projections in 2014 for the whole of
England & Wales. These are based on predicted growth levels. This data is available at a district
level and is referenced in the GL Hearn HNiHD Assessment, March 2015. These ONS figures
project a 13.2% population increase in the Horsham District to 2031. This would equate to a further
17,319 people living in the Horsham District.

5.2.

If a 13.2% population growth were applied to the Slinfold Parish, this would equate to a population
growth of 271 new people living in the Parish, and an overall population of 2326.

5.3.

This projection can be combined with the household formation projections in Methodology 3 to
provide the following housing need requirements:
‣

TB1/ASH1 (average household size of 2.41): 176 new dwellings.

‣

TB1/ASH2 (average household size of 2.58): 113 new dwellings

‣

TB1/ASH3 (average household size of 2.60): 106 new dwellings
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5.4.

The ONS have also produced household formation projections. For Horsham District, the number of
households is projected to have increased by 2031, to 66,970. This is an increase of some 21.7%
from 2011 figures.

5.5.

If a 21.7% household formation growth were applied to the Slinfold Parish, this would equate to the
need for an additional 171 new dwellings.

6.

METHOD 5 - POLICY PROJECTION

6.1.

The HDPF sets out the planned housing growth within the District over the plan period 2011-2031,
of a total of 16000 new homes.

6.2.

Integral to this is at least 1500 homes throughout the District, delivered in accordance with the
settlement hierarchy, via allocations in Neighbourhood Plans (see Policy 15).

6.3.

In assessing the likely distribution of this figure, it is assumed reasonable to exclude Horsham
Town, Southwater and Billingshurst from contributing housing numbers, given their separate
strategic allocations for new housing development within the same policy.

6.4.

Based on this, it is possible to assess a ‘fair-share’ distribution of the Neighbourhood Plan housing
delivery figure within the Parish of Slinfold.

6.5.

There are two proposed ways of calculating this ‘fair-share’ housing figure for Slinfold Parish, Firstly,
based on the number of households in Slinfold as a % of the ‘Remainder of Horsham District’ (i.e.
less Horsham Town, Southwater and Billingshurst); and secondly, based on the population

of

Slinfold as a % of the Remainder Horsham District.
6.6.

6.7.

Based on this approach, the following information is noted from the Census 2011:
‣

Horsham District: Total Population - 131,301. Total Households - 54,923.

‣

Horsham Town: Total Population - 48,212. Total Households - 20,587.

‣

Southwater: Total Population - 10,730. Total Households - 3,840.

‣

Billingshurst: Total Population - 8,232. Total Households - 3,452.

‣

Remainder of Horsham District: Total Population - 64,127 (48.84%). Total Households 27,044 (49.24%).

‣

Slinfold Parish: Total Population - 2,055. Total Households - 789.

‣

Slinfold Parish population as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District population =
3.2%.

‣

Slinfold Parish households as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District households =
2.91%.

Given the above data it is possible to calculate the ‘fair-share’ number of dwellings that would need
to be delivered within the parish over the 20-year period as:
‣

Slinfold Parish fair-share against population = 48 new dwellings.

‣

Slinfold Parish fair-share against households = 44 new dwellings.
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6.7.

It should be noted that this methodology relates to the Parish’s contribution to the “at least 1500”
new homes to be delivered via site allocations in Neighbourhood Plans. This methodology therefore
does not include any allowance for housing coming forward via “windfall” development i.e. sites
which come forward for housing over the Plan period on unidentified sites.

6.8.

Policy 15 of the HDPF makes a separate allowance for 750 dwellings within the District to come
forward via windfall sites over the Plan period. Therefore in applying this policy projection
methodology, any windfall housing development in the Parish over the Plan period, should not be
counted to contribute to the “fair share” figure above; but rather should be counted

as

a

contribution to the District’s 750 windfall development figure.

7.

METHOD 6 - POLICY TREND-BASED DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTION

7.1.

The population of the Horsham District is projected by the ONS 2013 figures to increase by some
13.2% by 2031. This would equate to an overall population within Horsham District

of

some

148,859 people. An increase to the population in Slinfold Parish of 13.2% would equate to a
population of some 2,326 people.
7.2.

The HDPF proposes delivering some 16,000 new dwellings in the District between 2011-2031 at an
average of 800 homes per annum. HDPF Strategic Policy 2, envisages strategic developments in
north Horsham of around 2,500 new dwellings with a further 200 at the former Novartis site, around
600 in Southwater and around 150 Billingshurst. Some 750 are expected to be delivered through
windfall sites. Collectively this would deliver some 4,200 new dwellings up to 2031.

7.3.

The HDC Annual Monitoring Report (AMR), 1 April 2013 - 31 March 2014, confirms that since 2011,
there have been approximately 1,624 new dwellings completed in the district. This is

an

approximate figure, as during 2010/11 there were 160 new dwellings completed. Of this, 4 months
(i.e. 1/3 of time) would have fallen within 2011 and it is therefore reasonable to assume that of the
160 homes, some 53 were delivered in 2011. The same document also confirmed that of 29
October 2014, there were some 512 new dwellings approved with extant planning permissions and
a further 1,474 committed through the Facilitating Appropriate Development SPD.
7.4.

In total, there has been some 3,610 new dwellings completed or committed since 2011. It should
also be noted that the latest AMR due to be published shortly, and is likely to result in a higher
figure.

7.5.

Given the extant and committed housing developments and those allocated In the HDPF, there is
already a substantial proportion of the projected 16,000 new dwellings already accounted for. It is
reasonably assumed that this will reduce the pressure on villages and parishes to meet the residual
target.

7.6.

Given the above information, it is considered reasonable that two scenario's are considered for
Slinfold Parish: (i) where the population is increased inline with the Horsham District (13.2%)
projection; and (ii) where the population is increased by half that rate (6.6%), to reflect the scale of
Slinfold within District Settlement Sustainability Review 2014 and the need to find a lower residual
growth figure.
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7.7.

D1 - Projected Slinfold Parish population growth of 13.2%, would equate to a population increase
of 271 people (total population of 2,326).

7.8.

D2 - Projected Slinfold Parish population growth of 6.6%, would equate to a population increase of
136 people (total population of 2,191).

7.9.

These demographic projections can be combined with, Method 3, household formation projections.
This gives the following housing need requirements:
‣

D1/ASH1 (average household size of 2.41): 176 new dwellings.

‣

D1/ASH2 (average household size of 2.58): 112 new dwellings.

‣

D1/ASH3 (average household size of 2.60): 104 new dwellings.

‣

D2/ASH1: 120 new dwellings.

‣

D2/ASH2: 60 new dwellings.

‣

D2/ASH3: 54 new dwellings.

8.

METHOD 7 - ECONOMIC PROJECTION

8.1.

The HDF and supporting information contained in the GL Hearn HNiHD Report, projects

the

delivery of the number of new jobs within the District per annum over the period 2011-2031. Based
on evidence arising from the first Examination in Public of the HDPF and the subsequent Inspectors
observation on economic arguments, this is projected to be some 275 new jobs per annum. This
would equate to a total of some 5,500 additional jobs in the District over the plan period.
8.2.

The 2011 Census contains information about employment rates in Slinfold Parish and Horsham
District.

8.3.

For Slinfold Parish, the working age population (16-74), in 2011, was 1,512. This equated to some
73.58% of the total population. Of this 1,512, some 983 were economically active and some 529
economically inactive (studying, retired, unable to work or unemployed). The economic activity rate
of the total population was 47.83%. In 2001 the economic activity rate was 46.5%.

8.4.

For Horsham District the working aged population in 2011 was 94,318. This equated to some
71.83% of the total population. Of this 94,318, some 66,683 were economically active and some
27,635 economically inactive. The economic activity rate of the total population was 50.78%. In
2001 the economic activity rate was 50.22%.

8.5.

From this, it is possible to calculate the proportion of new jobs that might be formed within Slinfold
Parish; based on the population and household data.

8.6.

The population of the Remainder of Horsham District is 48.84% of the total district population. On a
pro-rata basis, this would equate to the 134 new jobs per year being created within the Remainder
of Horsham District. Slinfold Parish population as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District
population is 3.2%. Based on a fair-share of the 134 new jobs, this would equate to 4 new jobs per
annum for the Slinfold Parish.
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8.7.

The total households in the Remainder of Horsham District is 49.24% of the total households. On a
pro-rata basis this would relate to the 135 new jobs per year being created in the Remainder of
Horsham District. Slinfold Parish households as a % of the Remainder of Horsham District
households is 2.91%. Based on a fair-share of the 135, this would also equate to 4 new jobs per
annum for the Slinfold Parish.

8.8.

On both measures, Slinfold Parish would need to deliver some 4 new jobs per annum which
equates to 80 new jobs between 2011 and 2031.

8.9.

From the economic activity rate, there are three broad scenarios:
‣

E1 - Continuation of the current Slinfold Parish economic activity rate of approximately
47.5%. To deliver 80 new jobs in the Parish, this growth rate implies a population growth
of some 168.

‣

E2 - Between 2001 & 2011, the economic activity rate in Slinfold Parish increased by
1.33%. Applying this current rate of growth would suggest a 2031 economic activity rate
of approximately 50.5%. To deliver 80 new jobs in the Parish, this growth rate implies a
population growth of some 158.

‣

E3 - Between 2001 & 2011, the economic growth rate for Horsham District was 0.56%. If
this growth rate is applied to the current economic activity rate of 50.78%, this would
imply a 2031 economic growth rate of approximately 52%. To deliver 80 new jobs in the
Parish, this growth rate implies a population growth of some 154.

8.10.

These population increases can then be cross referenced with the household formation scenarios
to produce nine potential housing growth scenarios.
‣

E1/ASH1: 133 new dwellings.

‣

E1/ASH2: 73 new dwellings.

‣

E1/ASH3: 66 new dwellings.

‣

E2/ASH1: 129 new dwellings.

‣

E2/ASH2: 69 new dwellings.

‣

E2/ASH3: 62 new dwellings.

‣

E3/ASH1: 128 new dwellings.

‣

E3/ASH2: 67 new dwellings.

‣

E3/ASH3: 61 new dwellings.

9.

SUMMARY

9.1.

This report considers a variety of sources of empirical data and range of methodologies to enable
assessments to be made with regard to the Housing Need Considerations within the Parish of
Slinfold over the period 2011 - 2031.

9.2.

These have been determined with full regard to adopted planning policy at a National and Local
level.
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9.3.

The results provide a range of housing figures for growth. At the lower end of the scale this is 0
(zero) assuming a static population and static household formation rate, and up to 320 new
dwellings by extrapolating housing growth figures within the parish between 2001 and 2011.

9.4.

However, both ends of this range fail to take account of the more analytical approach to projections
contained in other stated methodologies. By excluding these, housing need consideration figures
have tended to cluster in the range 44 - 176.

9.5.

As detailed in the introduction section of this report, many of the figures produced are for the period
2011 - 2031. However, housing delivery within the Parish between 01st January 2011 to 01st
December 2015 has been 30 dwellings. Where appropriate this number should be deducted from
the stated projections over the period 2011-2031.
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APPENDIX 7b
LOCAL GREEN SPACE

PO Box 315, Billingshurst, West Sussex. RH14 9XX
Tel: 01403 791323
E. mail: info@slinfoldnplan.org
www.slinfoldnplan.org

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group
8th June 2015

Dear
Land at
You may be aware that Slinfold Parish Council is in the process of producing a
Neighbourhood Plan. A document setting out the reasons for the Neighbourhood Plan and
the issues under consideration is enclosed.
One of the purposes of the Plan is to ‘identify and protect important local green spaces’. To
that end, the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group has identified a number of pieces of land
around the village that they are considering formally designating as “Local Green Spaces”.
We are writing to you because we understand that you own (or have an interest in) some of
the land under consideration for designation. The areas proposed for designation as “Local
Green Spaces” were recently put forward to the community at a public consultation, from
which we are currently awaiting feedback.
We are enclosing a booklet which explains the criteria for and effects of designation, as well
as identifying the areas of land involved. Also enclosed is a booklet of Appendices with
extracts from the legislative documents. You may find paragraphs 76 & 77 of Appendix 1,
and paragraphs 017 – 021 of Appendix 3 of particular interest.
The Neighbourhood Plan will in time undergo formal examination and be subject to local
referendum. Once fully ratified & adopted, it will carry legal weight in planning matters. All
Local Green Space designated in the final document will be protected from development for
at least the next fifteen years.
Material presented at a recent public consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan is available on
our website at http://www.slinfoldnplan.org/consultation-29-05-15.html.
Please contact me should you have any queries on this matter.

Yours sincerely

Jane Bromley
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Administrator

APPENDIX 8
BIODIVERSITY SURVEY

SLINFOLD BIODIVERSITY SURVEY
Slinfold parish supports a wide variety of plant and animal life and
habitats, including arable, woodland, hedgerows, grassland, as well
as rivers and associated environments. Buildings within the parish
are also capable of providing a habitat to the wide variety of wildlife.
We have started building up a database to record the rich
biodiversity of the parish – what we have and where it is – from
hedgerows, hedge sparrows and hedgehogs to birds, bees and
butterflies……….. It’s a mammoth task and we need your help.
If you see anything unusual or worth noting (rabbits, squirrels and
foxes don’t count!), you can go online and record your finding on:

IRecord makes it easier for wildlife sightings to be collated, checked
by experts and made available to support research and decisionmaking at local and national levels. Join iRecord now to share your
sightings with the recording community, explore dynamic maps and
graphs of your data and make a real contribution to science and
conservation.

http://www.brc.ac.uk/irecord/
Thank you
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

APPENDIX 9
LOCAL BUSINESS SURVEY

CALLING ALL LOCAL BUSINESS PEOPLE!
As you can read elsewhere in the magazine, Slinfold is working on a Neighbourhood Plan which once
adopted will have legal status and will be used to influence future planning decisions. One of the
main aims of the Plan is “to encourage development of quality services and business opportunities
that meet the needs of the local community”
Residents have already been surveyed for their views, but we would like to ensure that the views of
businesses within Parish are also taken into account in our Plan. Please let us know what you think
by taking a few minutes to complete our Business Survey which you can find on our website
http://www.slinfoldnplan.org/ and where you can keep up-to-date with the Plan’s progress.
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan - Business Survey
Q1. Please tell us about your business
Numb
Company Name
er
1 Duesmann & Hensel Recycling (UK) Ltd
2 Seraphina Mind Studio
3 Little Russets
4 A J WALTER AVIATION LTD
5 Shepheard Accounting Limited
6 k greenfield plumbing
7 Oakland Security Systems Ltd
8 BHP Plastics
9 Paulines Parties
10 eDigital Creations Ltd
11 Maltman Cosham Veterinary Clinic
12 L. Laker Ltd
13 Mulberry Bush Ltd
14 Nutwood Cattery
15 PC Assistance Ltd
16 Classic Cycleworks
17 A.H.Parker & Sons (Gt. Britain) Ltd
18 in-Life Solutions Limited
19 Apps building solutions ltd

Post
Code
12 Maydwell Avenue
RH130SH
Mulberry Place
Rh13 0QY
Russets, Hayes Lane
RH13 0SN
MAYDWELL AVENUE SLINFOLD
RH13 0AS
Westview, Hayes Lane
RH13 0SJ
divertimento
rh130sj
Units 3 & 4a Lyons Farm Estate
RH13 0QP
Whitebreads farm
RH13 0RE
Spinners, Hayrs Lane, Slinfold
RH13 0SQ
7 Lowfield Road
RH13 0SG
Lyons Farm Estate, Lyons Road
RH13 0QP
Guildford Road, Clemsfold
RH12 3PW
Unit 9 Bramble Hill Farm, Five Oaks Rd
RH13 0RL
Clemsfold
RH12 3PW
Copperings, Hayes Lane, Slinfold, West Sussex RH13 0SQ
Unit 1A Lyons Farm Estate
RH13 0QP
RH13 0ST
2 Rustic Cottage , Hayes Lane
Carpenters
RH13 0SJ
Ravens Croft, Lyons Road
RH130TD
Address

19 responses

Q2. What sector is your business in?
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

Other - please specify:
Recycling
Supply and installation of security equipment
Internet publishing, Design & Print Services
Custom artwork & creations - motorcycles, repro petrol pumps

18 responses
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Q3. How many years has your business been operating in Slinfold? (please
select from drop-down choice)

0 to 1 years
between 1 and 2 years
between 2 and 3 years
between 3 and 4 years
between 4 and 5 years
between 5 and 10 years
over 10 years

19 responses

Your
business is
based…

Close to
where you
live

Quality of
premises

Good
transport
links

50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

Proximity to
suppliers

Q4. Why did you decide to locate your business in Slinfold ?

20 responses
Other - please specify:
Quiet and peaceful location - rather a joke now!
Site offered opportunity to build our own facility
lIVE IN sLINFOLD

Q5. How many staff do you employ, including yourself, both full-time and
part-time? (please choose only one option)

1
2-5
6-10
11-20
21+
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Q6. Where do the people employed in the Business live? (Please enter the
number of people for each option)
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

In Slinfold Parish

Elsewhere in West Sussex

Outside West Sussex

18 responses
Q7. What mode of transport do they use to come to work? (Please enter the
number for each line)
120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
Bus

Car

Train

Walk/Cycle

16 responses
Q8. Please estimate the % of your purchases that come from Suppliers
in:(Please enter numbers totalling 100)
50.00
45.00
40.00
35.00
30.00
25.00
20.00
15.00
10.00
5.00
.00
Internet

Rest of the UK

Slinfold

West or East Sussex

17 responses Page 3 of 6

Q9. Please estimate the % of your sales that come from Customers in:
(Please enter numbers totalling 100)
45.00
40.00
35.00
30.00
25.00
20.00
15.00
10.00
5.00
.00
Internet

Rest of the UK

Slinfold

West or East Sussex

17 responses

Q10. Do you expect to recruit further staff in the future?

Yes - within the next year
Yes - in the longer term
No

17 responses

Q11. Are you looking to expand your business in the future?

Yes
No
Not sure
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Q12. Can you expand on your current site?

Yes
No - I would need to find a
new site
Not applicable

17 responses
Q13. Are there any facilities that you wish were provided locally that would contribute to
business life in the village?
1 local catering for my workshops I run DCD leaning
2 NO
3 improved transport links
4 Fibre optic broadband
5 another pub
6 None that I can think of
7 A better/ faster internet connection. Fibre optic connection would be preferable.
8 ultimate control, then it would be useful to see some potential for business development sites within the
residential proposals within the parish as we would prefer not to move away
9 Faster Broadband - BT seem to be dragging their heels in installing Fibre Optic for our area
10 Exchange only fibre i.e. fibre that will connect properties connected directly to the exchange.D
Faster postal services
11 n0
12 No

17 responses

Q14. Has your business considered reducing your carbon footprint - for example by energy
efficiency, reducing waste or using renewable energy? Please specify
1 Already recycle and green policy.
2 MORE IT BASED WITH LESS PAPER WORK. RECYCLING OF MATERIALS
3 Our building has PIR lights, solar panels, rain collection
4 Cavity wall insulation, recycling all we can, not printing emails etc
5 yes
6 Yes by trying to recycle more
7 Will become iso 14001 compliant in time
8 We recycle paper waste, have energy efficient kitchen appliances. Have no gas supply. I like to do as
much as I can to be 'green'
9 We recycle as much as we are able to, but much of the waste is hazardous/offensive and so requires
specialist contractors. Otherwise, not considered
10 No
11 yes recycling
12 We install wood burning stoves and open fires as part of our business, which provides an alternative
source of heating. We are also looking at other forms of renewable energy to offer ours customers.

12 responses
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Q15. Do any of the following pose a challenge when operating your
business?
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Access to
superfast
broadband

Access to
Availability of
adequate mobile local meeting
phone signal
space

I don't have any
issues

Other - please specify:
phone signal is terrible.

Other (please
specify)

17 responses

Q16. Do you have any final comments about the Neighbourhood Plan from a business
perspective?
Slinfold is now noisy and for my business not a great place to have a business. Also phone signal so
1 bad very difficult to run a business.
2
3
4

KEEP IT AS IT IS - WE ARE A VILLAGE NOT A TOWN!
We support the Neighbourhood Plan
None

I think it's a good idea to get local business involved as part of the neighbourhood plan, it has surprised
5 me how many small businesses there are in Slinfold!
Any new housing will offer little business for a construction company as outside contractors are nearly
6 always used. The finished properties will difficult to extend due to the footprint to plot ratio. New
properties are generally unsuitable for additional green heating.

6 responses
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Limitations
AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited (“AECOM”) has prepared this Report for the sole use of Slinfold Parish
Council (“Client”) in accordance with the Agreement under which our services were performed. No other warranty, expressed
or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this Report or any other services provided by AECOM.
Where the conclusions and recommendations contained in this Report are based upon information provided by others it is
upon the assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested and
that such information is accurate. Information obtained by AECOM has not been independently verified by AECOM, unless
otherwise stated in the Report.
The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by AECOM in providing its services are outlined in this Report.
The work described in this Report was undertaken in the period July 2015 to August 2015 and is based on the conditions
encountered and the information available during the said period of time. The scope of this Report and the services are
accordingly factually limited by these circumstances.
Where assessments of works or costs identified in this Report are made, such assessments are based upon the information
available at the time and where appropriate are subject to further investigations or information which may become available.
AECOM disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter affecting the Report, which
may come or be brought to AECOM’s attention after the date of the Report.
Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections or other forwardlooking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of the date of the Report, such forwardlooking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ materially from the
results predicted. AECOM specifically does not guarantee or warrant any estimate or projections contained in this Report.
Where field investigations are carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to meet the stated objectives
of the services. The results of any measurements taken may vary spatially or with time and further confirmatory
measurements should be made after any significant delay in issuing this Report.

Copyright
© This Report is the copyright of AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited. Any unauthorised reproduction or usage
by any person other than the addressee is strictly prohibited.
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1 Executive Summary

Technical support
AECOM has been commissioned to undertake an independent site assessment for the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan on behalf
of Slinfold Parish Council (SPC). The work undertaken was agreed with the Neighbourhood Group and the Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) in July 2015 and carried out during July and August 2015.
The emerging Horsham District Council Planning Framework is seeking to bring forward a minimum of 1500 homes through
the neighbourhood plans across the District. HDC has not stipulated a housing ‘target’ for each parish. The parish council is
keen to demonstrate a ‘pro-growth’ attitude and as such is seeking to allocate appropriate housing sites within the parish to
contribute to the overall housing need for Horsham District Council.
The purpose of the site appraisal is therefore threefold;
•

To review the site assessment process carried out by the group and advise on further steps needed to ensure it is
robust.

•

To assess the results of the site assessment process to ensure they are justified and comply with local and national
planning guidance

•

To make recommendations on the most suitable sites to take forward for consideration in the neighbourhood plan

This is to ensure that the site selection process will be robust enough to meet the Basic Conditions considered by the
Independent Examiner, as well as any potential legal challenges by developers and other interested parties.

Planning Policy
The Neighbourhood Plan must have regard to local and national planning policy, contained in the National Planning Policy
1
Framework (NPPG) and to Horsham District Council’s existing and emerging development plan.

Process carried out by the group
The site identification process that has been undertaken by SPC appears to be sound. A housing needs assessment has been
carried out which indicates a need for between 60-100 homes for the village. The parish council is aiming to allocate sites
which will provide or exceed this level of housing over the period of the neighbourhood plan.
The site allocation process is responding to a call from the Local Planning Authority (LPA) for 1500 homes across all
neighbourhoods in Horsham District and the parish council has worked with HDC in the site assessment process, acting on
advice and improving the outcome.
The group has used the HDC evidence base documents e.g. the SHLAA and sites submitted by developers to identify
potential sites for allocation in the plan.
The site assessment process has been thorough and the criteria used to assess sites is appropriate to gather the evidence
needed to demonstrate whether a site is suitable for development. The HLAA is currently in draft form and the conclusions will
need to be finalised in order to form the evidence for the sites that are selected.

1

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
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Recommendations on sites to take forward
The table below summarises the review of the AECOM site assessment process and recommends which sites are suitable for
housing and should be considered as residential site allocations.
The findings show that 7 of the 13 sites are suitable for housing. It is for the NPWG to now decide which of these suitable sites
is most appropriate to allocate to meet the housing need identified for the village and to contribute to the wider housing need
for Horsham.

Site
No

Suitable for
housing

Name

Size

Current use

1

East of
Hayes Lane

3.86

Greenfield

Yes – part of site

52

A portion of the site is suitable for
housing

2

End of West
Way

2.15

Greenfield

No

-

Assessed as ‘not developable’ in
SHLAA. Conflict with proposed
green space designation.

3

Nowhurst
Business
Park

12.56

Part
greenfield /
part
brownfield
(Former
depot)

No

-

Not within or adjacent to an existing
settlement therefore an
unsustainable location. Not
supported by HDC.

4

Crosby
Farm

1.30

Part
greenfield/part
office and
farm buildings

Yes – part of site

26

No major constraints to
development. However,
development should be of a scale
which would not harm the setting or
character of the village.

5

Bridge
House

1.48

Equestrian
centre

No

-

No constraints to development so
this site is potentially suitable for a
very small number of units.
However, it is not in a sustainable
location for residential and would
not be supported by HDC.

6

Fladgates
Farm / W.
of
Clapgate
Lane

6.04

Greenfield

Yes

81

Site suitable if access and heritage
issues can be resolved.. However,
development would need to be
sensitive to the character and
setting of the village.

7

Rear of Red
Lyon

0.96

Greenfield/
overflow car
park

No

-

This site would not be supported by
HDC for heritage reasons. It would
also be contrary to a potential
Central Fields green space

2

Indicative
capacity
(number of
2
dwellings )

See 3.3 for explanation of how capacity estimates have been calculated
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Name

Size

Current use

Suitable for
housing

Indicative
capacity
(number of
2
dwellings )

Justification

designation. Possible access issues
as current access is through pub
car park. It is not recommended
that this site is taken forward for a
residential allocation.
8

East of
Spring Lane

8.52

Greenfield

No

-

Conflict with proposed green space
designation.

9

Horsham
Green /
Lower
Broadbridge
Farm &
Lyons Farm

45.96

Greenfield

No

-

The part of the site assessed in the
SHLAA as suitable is considered as
Site 10, Lower Broadbridge Farm.
The remainder of Site 9 has either
been assessed as unsuitable in the
SHLAA or is on flood plain.

10

Lower
Broadbridge
Farm

25.81

Greenfield

Yes

Potentially 345 for
whole site.

The site has been assessed as
suitable in the SHLAA.

SHLAA suggests
50.
11

West of
Spring Lane

1.98

Greenfield /
paddock

No

The site has been assessed as ‘not
developable’ in the SHLAA.

12

Gate
Lodge,
Stane
Street

0.47

Garden and
commercial
uses

No

Not in a sustainable location for
housing.

13

The
Cobblers

0.28

Sheltered
housing and
garages

Yes

7
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is available and is an improvement
to existing use.
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2 Introduction and Approach

AECOM has been commissioned to undertake an independent site assessment for the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan on behalf
of Slinfold Parish Council. The work undertaken was agreed with the Neighbourhood Group and the Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) in July 2015 and carried out during July and August 2015.
Slinfold Parish Council (SPC) has made good progress in undertaking the initial stages of preparation for the Neighbourhood
Plan and it is now looking to ensure that key aspects of its proposals will be robust and defensible. In this context, the
Neighbourhood Group has asked AECOM to undertake an independent and objective assessment of the sites that are
available for housing for inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan.
The emerging Horsham District Council Planning Framework is seeking to bring forward a minimum of 1500 homes through
the neighbourhood plans across the District. HDC has not stipulated a housing ‘target’ for each parish. The SNP group is
keen to demonstrate a ‘pro-growth’ attitude and as such is seeking to allocate appropriate housing sites within the parish to
contribute to the overall housing need for Horsham District Council.
The purpose of the site appraisal is therefore threefold;
•

To review the site assessment process carried out by the group and advise on further steps needed to ensure it is
robust.

•

To assess the results of the site assessment process to ensure they are justified and comply with local and national
planning guidance

•

To make recommendations on the most suitable sites to take forward for consideration in the neighbourhood plan

This is to ensure that the site selection process will be robust enough to meet the Basic Conditions considered by the
Independent Examiner, as well as any potential legal challenges by developers and other interested parties.
nd

th

A draft version of the report was reviewed by Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group between 2 and 8 Septemeber
and the comments have been taken into account in the final report.
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3 Planning policy context
3.1

Local and National Planning Policy

The Parish is located within Horsham District in West Sussex. The SNP and policies contained within it must comply with the
overarching policies contained in Horsham District Council’s current and emerging Local Development Plan.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published by the Government in 2012 is also an important guide in the
preparation of local plans and neighbourhood development plans. The SNP must demonstrate that it is consistent with the
NPPF policies.
The development plan for Horsham currently comprises the adopted 2007 Horsham District Core Strategy Development Plan
Document along with some General Development policies and site specific policies. The SNP must be in general conformity
with the strategic policies of the development plan as required by the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.
However, the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) will replace the Core Strategy 2007. The Proposed Submission
version was published by HDC in May 2014 and was examined in November 2014, and further examined in July 2015. The
HDPF is not yet adopted, following the Planning Inspector’s advice to make modifications to the HDPF but as it is emerging
policy and does carry significant weight, the SNP should seek to be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the
th
emerging HDPF. Meeting notes from 29 July 2015 indicate that HDC are expected to adopt the Local Plan in Autumn 2015.
After this time it will hold more weight.
The Proposed Submission version of the HDPF contains a wide range of strategic and development management policies
covering the twenty year plan period of 2011 to 2031. The plan acknowledges the important, complementary role of
neighbourhood plans in forming the development plan for the District. It states that “many local needs and objectives will be
identified and met through neighbourhood plans and this will include the identification of locally specific issues and
requirements (including) the allocation of sites ” (para 2.11, p7).

3.2

Relevant Planning Policies

The HDPF identifies a series of strategic policies that set the policy framework for all the neighbourhood plans in the District,
alongside the Core Strategy 2007. The relevant policies for the SNP are set out below:
•

Policy 2 Strategic Development – establishing the key principles for all development in the District, including how
development around the edges of existing rural settlements should be managed

•

Policy 3 Development Hierarchy – defining the position of all settlements in the District into a hierarchy based on their
population and services; Henfield is identified as a ‘Larger Village’ and Small Dole a ‘Smaller Village’.

•

Policy 4 Settlement Expansion – providing for the growth of settlements to meeting identified local housing,
employment and community needs

•

Policy 8 Employment Development – protecting existing employment sites and encouraging their appropriate
expansion

•

Policy 9 Rural Economic Development – encouraging development to promote local employment opportunities

•

Policy 11 Vitality & Viability of Existing Retail Centres – defining Henfield as a ‘Secondary Centre’ in the District retail
hierarchy

September 2015
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•

Policy 12 Town Centre Uses - managing the mix of village centre uses

•

Policy 14 Housing Provision – requiring neighbourhood plans to make provision in total for 1,500 new homes in the
plan period, reflecting the position of settlements in the hierarchy of Policy

•

Policy 24 Natural Environment and District Character – protecting the landscape, landform and development pattern
of the District

•

Policy 25 Countryside Protection – protecting the rural character of the countryside beyond defined settlement
boundaries

•

Policy 26 Settlement Coalescence – preventing development that will lead to the coalescence of settlements

•

Policy 29 Protected Landscapes – identifying the setting of the South Downs National Park

•

Policy 31 Quality of Development – ensuring development schemes understand and respond to their context

•

Policy 33 Cultural & Heritage Assets – managing development affecting heritage assets like Conservation Areas and
Listed Buildings

•

Policy 38 Infrastructure Provision – ensuring that development schemes can be accommodated by the local
infrastructure and contribute to improvements where necessary to ensure the proper planning of the area

The Neighbourhood Plan must also have regard to the relevant policies in the 2007 Core Strategy.

September 2015
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4 Site Assessment

4.1

Work carried out by the group to date

The Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG) is currently assessing 13 sites as part of the Neighbourhood Plan
site selection process.
These sites have been identified through a combination of the Horsham District Council (HDC) Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and a ‘call for sites’ with local landowners, developers and agents. The group initially
identified 9 sites and assessed these using site matrices containing a range of criteria. Since the first round of site
assessments, the group has had a meeting with HDC which has helped them to refine the criteria and the approach.
The NPWG has now produced improved site matrices (called a Housing Land Availability Assessment or HLAA) and assessed
the original 9 sites plus another 4 sites that have come forward. However, these site matrices are still in draft form and this
report refers to the initial findings set out in the draft HLAA as ‘interim suggestions’ rather than conclusions.
There has also been a public consultation on the initial 9 sites and the community was invited to vote on preferred sites.

4.2

Site identification and assessment

In order for the neighbourhood plan to allocate a site or sites for development, evidence is required to demonstrate that the
site is deliverable, which means the site is suitable, available and economically viable.

Site identification process
The site identification process that has been undertaken appears to be sound. A Housing Needs Assessment has been carried
out which indicates a modest housing need. The site allocation process is responding to a call from the Local Planning
Authority (LPA) for 1500 homes across all neighbourhoods.
The group has used the HDC evidence base documents e.g. the SHLAA and sites submitted by developers to identify
potential sites for allocation in the plan.
The SHLAA (see Appendix A for SHLAA map) identifies 5 sites in Slinfold which are suitable, available and economically
viable. One of the SHLAA sites is already being built out (SA096). All the other sites have been included as part of the NPWG
assessment.
Site assessment process
In order for a site to be allocated in the neighbourhood plan it must be demonstrated that the site is suitable, available and
3
achievable (economically viable), in compliance with the government’s National Planning Policy Guidance . The sites being
considered are all available, as they have been submitted by developers, or landowners with an intention to develop. The sites
are likely to be economically viable because they are being promoted by developers, but this will need to be verified before the
sites are allocated. HDC will be able to advise on site viability.
The site assessment matrix (also called the NP Housing Land Availability Assessment or HLAA) that has been produced for
each site is a good starting point to test which of the sites are suitable. The criteria used is appropriate and covers everything it
should in order to demonstrate the site is suitable.
3

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/neighbourhood-planning/preparing-aneighbourhood-plan-or-order/
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However, the results of the site assessment exercise are currently in draft form, and there is not yet a conclusion on whether
each site is considered to be suitable for housing. It is assumed this will be completed before sites are selected for allocation.
The draft HLAA matrices have not been included as they are not yet complete and contain notes that are not intended to be
viewed by the public.
The selection of a preferred site, or sites, must be based on an objective assessment of all potential sites against the criteria in
the site matrices. Once this process has narrowed down the sites in terms of which ones are suitable and which are not,
community consultation would be appropriate as part of the process of selecting which sites should be allocated.
It is intended that the assessment set out below is used to assist in the selection of sites for allocation.

4.3

Review of individual sites

A summary of the site information is set out in the tables below, with site name, area in hectares, description, the SHLAA
status, the interim NPWG suggestions and AECOM’s assessment set out for each site. Recommendations for each site are
included, based on all available evidence. AECOM has not undertaken an independent assessment of each site – instead the
information in the NPWG HLAA and the Horsham Local Plan evidence base has been analysed and has informed the
conclusions and recommendations.
The housing capacity is the recommended number of dwellings on each site. This has an independent estimate calculated by
AECOM using the following approach.
4

The site area has been taken from the NPWG HLAA. For each site the net developable area has been calculated . This refers
to the area available for housing, once the land for supporting uses has been taken into account.. For small sites this is
generally access roads, parking and any green spaces such as play areas. For larger sites, this can include community
facilities and other services and infrastructure.
•

Sites under 0.4 ha – 100% site area is developable

•

Sites 0.4 to 2 hectares –-75% to 90% of site area is developable

•

Sites over 2 hectares – 50 to 75% of site area is developable

Once the net site area has been calculated, a density calculation is applied, i.e. number of dwellings per hectare. Using recent
5
census data, the density of Slinfold has been calculated as 26.7 dwellings per hectare . This has been applied to the site
areas to give the number of dwellings per site.
The capacity figures are broad estimates of capacity, and are intended to refine the NPWG assumptions, which have been to
apply 30 dwellings per hectare to the site area. It should also be noted that the individual site promotors have calculated their
own housing numbers and in some cases these will be more appropriate than the figures set out in this report.

4
5

AECOM calculation, based on DETR 1999 Tapping the Potential
This calculation has used output area E00161442

http://www.ukcensusdata.com/itchingfield-slinfold-and-warnham-e00161442#sthash.hxzOGBoC.dpbs
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Legend (taken from the NP HLAA)
Legend

Potential Development:

Parish Boundary

Sites 1 – 9 & 11

Built-up Area Boundary

Site 10

Ancient Woodland
Deciduous Woodland
Reg’d Traditional Orchards

Conservation Area Boundary

Approved Developments

Econet Grassland

Public Rights of Way

Reg’d Community Assets

Scheduled Monuments

Listed Buildings (Grade II)

Bus Stops

SSSIs
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Site assessments
Site 1 - East of Hayes Lane (Taylor Wimpey)
Site Area (ha)
Description

3.86
Large greenfield site to south east of village. Currently subject to planning appeal by
Taylor Wimpey following refusal of planning permission.

Map

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

Site SA337. Site has been assessed as developable, i.e. suitable for development in
6-10 years. Capacity for 30 units.

NPWG interim
suggestions

No conclusions in draft NP HLAA.

AECOM
assessment

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Provisional suggestions from meeting 19/08/2015:
15-25 units (matching number of properties opposite), preferably as ribbon
development.
No major constraints to development. Site is suitable and available. However,
development of the entire site would constitute a significant extension to the existing
6
village and, as one of the reasons given for refusal of planning permission ;
development of the site would result in harm to the character of the village.
Recommended site capacity is 52 dwellings.
There are no major constraints to development of this site. It is in a sustainable
location and would relate well to the existing village. However, development of the
entire site would constitute a large extension to Slinfold and would result in harm to
the character of the village.
It is recommended that a portion of this site is considered for allocation in the SNP.

6

HDC Development Management Committee Report, 21st July 2015
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Site 2 - End of West Way / Nibletts Farm (Millwood)
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

2.15
Greenfield site

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

Site SA061. Site has been assessed as ‘not currently developable’.

NPWG interim
suggestions

Not suitable

AECOM
assessment

Site is suitable and no major constraints. It adjoins the village which complies with
strategy policy. However, if NPWG are planning to designate Central Fields as Local
7
Green Space , this proposal would be contrary to the Local Green Space policy and
therefore the site would be unsuitable.
NPWG Housing Land Availability Assessment (01/09/2015) indicates this site is
proposed for designation as a Local Green Space in the neighbourhood plan.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

If this designation is supported by HDC, this site would be contrary to the green
space designation and therefore it is not recommended that this is taken forward as a
residential allocation.

7

SNP HLAA (01/09/2015) Site 2 Biodiversity – bullet point 1.
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Site 3 - Nowhurst Business Park
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

12.56
Part brownfield / part greenfield. Former depot.

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None. Adjoining SA290 Brackensfield Farm – assessed as ‘not currently
developable’.

NPWG interim
suggestions

No conclusions in draft NP HLAA

AECOM
assessment

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Provisional suggestions from meeting 19/08/2015:
Indication that the site is acceptable in principle.
HDC has indicated that the site is an economic site and is in an unsustainable
location for housing except for some small scale development to support the
economic function. This site as a residential allocation would be contrary to national
and local planning policy due to its location away from existing settlements and
services.
It is not recommended this site is allocation for residential development, other than
small scale housing to support the economic use on site. If this site is allocated for a
small number of residential units, the group would need to demonstrate evidence of
need for housing here.
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Site 4 - Crosby Farm / N.of Cricket Field
Site Area (ha)

1.30

Description
Map

Part greenfield, part office and agricultural buildings

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions

No conclusions in draft NP HLAA

AECOM
assessment

No major constraints to development.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Recommended site capacity is 26 dwellings.
This site is suitable and available for development. However, development should be
of a scale which would not harm the character of the village. It is recommended that
the site or part of the site is considered for allocation in the SNP.
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Site 5 - Bridge House Equestrian Centre
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

1.48
Greenfield site. Equestrian centre.

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions

No evident constraints.

AECOM
assessment

Provisional suggestions from meeting 19/08/2015:
Indication that the site is acceptable in principle.
HDC has indicated the site is unsustainable as a housing site and would not want to
lose employment land unless it was shown to be unviable8
This is not in a sustainable location for significant housing growth as it is not within an
existing settlement. No obvious constraints to developer proposals to develop a small
number of houses to ‘facilitate works and re-establish equestrian centre’ at a new
location. HDC would need evidence that the existing use was not viable.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

8

No constraints to development so this site is potentially suitable for a very small
number of units. However, it is not in a sustainable location for residential and would
not be supported by HDC. It is not recommended that this site is taken forward as a
housing allocation.

NP HLAA Site 5 ‘other comments’
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Site 6 - Fladgates Farm / W. of Clapgate Lane (Marsden family)
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

6.04
Greenfield site

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions

Dependent on access from Clapgate lane

AECOM
assessment

Alarge development here would potentially harm the character of the village. It is a
sustainable location, close to village services. Access issues would need to be
resolved as would heritage.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Recommended site capacity is 81 dwellings.
If access issues can be resolved and it can be demonstrated that the scheme would
not impact heritage assets, this site or part of the site would be suitable for
development . It is recommended this site or a portion of the site is considered for a
residential allocation.
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Site 7 - Field behind Red Lyon
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

0.96
Grassland / overflow parking for Red Lyon pub car park

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions

Adjoining site SA061 which has been assessed as ‘not currently developable’
because it is outside the built up area boundary.
NP HLAA inconclusive.

AECOM
assessment

Meeting notes from 29/07/2015 with HDC suggest that HDC would not support this
site due to heritage reasons. If central fields designated as a Local Green Space, a
housing allocation here would be contrary to the green space designation.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

This site would not be supported by HDC for heritage reasons. It would also be
contrary to a potential Central Fields green space designation. Possible access
issues as current access is through pub car park. It is not recommended that this site
is taken forward for a residential allocation.
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Site 8 - East of Spring Lane (Abingworth)
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

8.52
Greenfield site

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions
AECOM
assessment

Adjoining SA061 which has been assessed as ‘not currently developable’ as it is
outside the built up area boundary.
Inconclusive. Access issues and potential harm to central fields.
This would represent a very large extension to the village and would impact the
character of the village. It would be incompatible with a central fields green space
designation.
Located behind existing properties/gardens in the middle of the settlement. Access to
the site is from a single track lane which will be unsuitable for large scale
development. It is adjacent to a number of listed properties.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Recommended site capacity is 114 dwellings.
No major constraints to development. However, development of the site would impact
the character of the village. There are other constraints to overcome such as access.
If the Neighbourhood Plan aspiration to designate this site as part of the central fields
local green space, development here would be contrary to this designation, and
therefore this site would not be suitable for a residential allocation.
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Site 9 - Horsham Green / Lower Broadbridge Farm & Lyons Farm
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

45.96
Greenfield site

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

Part of the site (SHLAA ref SA102) has been assessed as developable. A separate
part of the site has been assessed as unsuitable in the SHLAA (SA386).

NPWG interim
suggestions

Considered too large for a NP site.

AECOM
assessment

The site encompasses two SHLAA sites and other land which is not part of the
SHLAA sites. Part of the site (SHLAA ref SA102) has been assessed as developable
in the SHLAA and is therefore suitable. However, this part of the site overlaps with
Site 10: Lower Broadbridge Farm. Excluding Site 10, another part of the site has
been assessed as unsuitable in the SHLAA (SA386). Any remaining site not
assessed as part of the SHLAA would be unsuitable due to its location away from the
existing settlement.
A large proportion of the site is within Flood Zone 3 – the functional floodplain.
The maximum threshold for individual housing sites in the NP is 200.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

It is recommended that the part of the site assessed in the SHLAA as suitable for
housing is considered as a residential allocation. However, as this site overlaps with
Site 10, Lower Broadbridge Farm, Site 9 is considered to be unsuitable for
development.
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Site 10 - Lower Broadbridge Farm
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

25.81
Greenfield site

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

Within SHLAA as a commercial / mixed use site (SA102 A & B) including 50 units on
the southern part of the site.

NPWG interim
suggestions

No observed constraints. Suitable for 50 units.

AECOM
assessment

No major constraints although HDC may not support this as a NP allocation. It is
separate from Broadbridge heath and in a rural setting.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

The maximum number of dwellings for sites coming through NPs is 200.
This site has been assessed as suitable in the SHLAA. It is recommended this site is
taken forward for consideration as a residential site allocation.
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Site 11 - West of Spring Lane
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

1.98
Greenfield site / paddock

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

SA019 Assessed as ‘not currently developable’.

NPWG interim
suggestions

Not suitable for development.

AECOM
assessment

Assessed in SHLAA as not currently developable..

Conclusions and
Recommendations

This site has been assessed as not currently developable in SHLAA. It is not
recommended this site is taken forward as a residential allocation.
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Site 12 - Gate Lodge, Stane Street
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

0.47
Garden and commercial uses.

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions
AECOM
assessment

NP HLAA inconclusive. Provisional suggestions from meeting 19/08/2015 indicate
this site is acceptable.
Not in a sustainable location for residential and contrary to HDC policy. Refusal of
application for residential. .

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Not in a sustainable location for housing. It is not recommended this site is
considered as a residential allocation.
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Site 13 - The Cobblers
Site Area (ha)
Description
Map

0.28
Sheltered housing and garages

HDC SHLAA (2014)
conclusions

None

NPWG interim
suggestions

Acceptable

AECOM
assessment

Site is suitable and available for development.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Recommended site capacity is 7 dwellings.
Site is suitable for housing. It is recommended this site is considered as a residential
allocation.
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5 Conclusions and recommendations

The purpose of this review has been threefold;
•

To review the site assessment process carried out by the group and advise on further steps needed to ensure it is
robust.

•

To assess the results of the site assessment process to ensure they are justified and comply with local and national
planning guidance

•

To make recommendations on the most suitable sites to take forward for consideration in the neighbourhood plan

A summary of the findings has been set out below.

5.1

Process carried out by the group

The site identification process that has been undertaken appears to be sound. A housing needs assessment has been carried
out which indicates a need for between 60-100 homes for the village. The parish council is aiming to allocate sites which will
provide or exceed this level of housing over the period of the neighbourhood plan. The site allocation process is responding to
a call from the Local Planning Authority (LPA) for 1500 homes across all neighbourhoods in Horsham District and the parish
council has worked with HDC in the site assessment process, acting on advice and improving the outcome.
The group has used the HDC evidence base documents e.g. the SHLAA and sites submitted by developers to identify
potential sites for allocation in the plan.
The site assessment process has been thorough and the criteria used to assess sites is appropriate to gather the evidence
needed to demonstrate whether a site is suitable for development. The HLAA is currently in draft form and the conclusions will
need to be finalised in order to form the evidence for the sites that are selected.

5.2

Recommendations on sites to take forward

This table summarises the review of the AECOM site assessment process and recommends which sites are suitable for
housing and should be considered as residential site allocations.
The findings show that 7 of the 13 sites are suitable for housing. It is for the NPWG to now decide which of these suitable sites
or combination of sites to put forward for allocation to meet the housing need identified for the village and to contribute to the
wider housing need for Horsham.

Site
No

Suitable for
housing

Name

Size

Current use

1

East of
Hayes Lane

3.86

Greenfield

Yes – part of site

52

A portion of the site is suitable for
housing

2

End of West

2.15

Greenfield

No

-

Assessed as ‘not developable’ in
SHLAA. Conflict with proposed

9

Indicative
capacity
(number of
9
dwellings )

See 3.3 for explanation of how capacity estimates have been calculated

September 2015

Justification

AECOM

Site
No

27

Name

Size

Current use

Suitable for
housing

Indicative
capacity
(number of
9
dwellings )

Way

Justification

green space designation.

3

Nowhurst
Business
Park

12.56

Part
greenfield /
part
brownfield
(Former
depot)

No

-

Not within or adjacent to an existing
settlement therefore an
unsustainable location. Not
supported by HDC.

4

Crosby
Farm

1.30

Part
greenfield/part
office and
farm buildings

Yes – part of site

26

No major constraints to
development. However,
development should be of a scale
which would not harm the setting or
character of the village.

5

Bridge
House

1.48

Equestrian
centre

No

-

No constraints to development so
this site is potentially suitable for a
very small number of units.
However, it is not in a sustainable
location for residential and would
not be supported by HDC.

6

Fladgates
Farm / W.
of
Clapgate
Lane

6.04

Greenfield

Yes

81

Site suitable if access and heritage
issues can be resolved. . However,
development would need to be
sensitive to the character and
setting of the village.

7

Rear of Red
Lyon

0.96

Greenfield/
overflow car
park

No

-

This site would not be supported by
HDC for heritage reasons. It would
also be contrary to a potential
Central Fields green space
designation. Possible access issues
as current access is through pub
car park. It is not recommended
that this site is taken forward for a
residential allocation.

8

East of
Spring Lane

8.52

Greenfield

No

-

Conflict with proposed green space
designation..

9

Horsham
Green /
Lower
Broadbridge
Farm &
Lyons Farm

45.96

Greenfield

No

-

The part of the site assessed in the
SHLAA as suitable is considered as
Site 10, Lower Broadbridge Farm.
The remainder of Site 9 has either
been assessed as unsuitable in the
SHLAA or is on flood plain.
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No

10

28

Name

Size

Current use

Lower
Broadbridge
Farm

25.81

Greenfield

Suitable for
housing

Yes

Indicative
capacity
(number of
9
dwellings )
The maximum
number of
dwellings for sites
coming through
NPs is 200.

Justification

The site has been assessed as
suitable in the SHLAA.

SHLAA suggests
50.
11

West of
Spring Lane

1.98

Greenfield /
paddock

No

-

The site has been assessed as ‘not
developable’ in the SHLAA.

12

Gate
Lodge,
Stane
Street

0.47

Garden and
commercial
uses

No

-

Not in a sustainable location for
housing.

13

The
Cobblers

0.28

Sheltered
housing and
garages

Yes

7

No constraints to development. Site
is available and is an improvement
to existing use.
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6 Appendices
A: SHLAA map
B: Note of meeting with Horsham District Council
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SLINFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
Notes of the meeting with Horsham District Council’s Officers Laura Burke
(Neighbourhood Plans) and Emma Faith (Sustainability) 29th July 2015 at Horsham
District Council Offices

Attendees: Laura Burke (LB); Emma Faith (EF) - Horsham District Council (HDC)
Dale Mayhew (DM) - Consultant to Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan and Ed Skeates (ES) - Chairman
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (SNPWG)
Jane Bromley (JB) – Administrator
DM referred to his letter of 28th July which had set out the key issues that the SNPWG has wanted
to discuss.
Housing Numbers:
The Slinfold Housing Needs Consideration Report had set out a range of methodologies with which
housing needs figures had been calculated for Slinfold with an eye on the HDC Local Plan need as well.
After applying constraints and taking out the high end of the calculation which was attributable to
the artificially high growth over the last 10 years, a range of between 60 and 100 units was arrived
at and what was HDC view of this range?
LB – HDC would advise that all sites which had come forward would be put through the sustainability
test which will then arrive at what sustainably can be provided within the Parish.
DM – Raw numbers have not be sustainably tested, is this a deficiency?
EF – No sufficient to look at sites on offer.
DM – How does this enable you to demonstrate need in the Parish?
EF – Additionally you need to identify local need and find a happy medium with what is sustainable
within the Parish.
LB – The sites within the SHLAA should be used as a starting point and then it is down to Localism
and what the Parish Council feel appropriate. Don’t fix on numbers you need to bring forward
appropriate sustainable sites. HDC would like to see early drafts before the public consultation of
the Plan.
Site Selection:
ES – Went through the process of Stakeholder engagement and JB advised of the format for the
developer presentations that occurred on 17th and 18th April. ES advised that a clear indication of
preferred sites was given from that presentation which has taken the sites away from what would be
considered sustainable with the legislation.
LB – The consultation results have to sit alongside the Sustainability Assessment results. The
Consultation results will not replace sustainability.
ES – Extra sites have come in since the public consultation what would you advise regarding these?
LB – You may get more at the draft consultation phase and they will have to be assessed.
LB - I note some sites are both green spaces and sites which way are you going with these?
EF - You need to tell the story that biodiversity and impact on Conservation area etc. have led you
down the route of Green Space Designation.
1

Central Fields Sites:
DM – With regard to the central fields individually they have received a poor Sustainability Apprasial
score due to proximity of Conservation Area. If the central sites are amalgamated mitigation of
impact on conservation area might be possible and then they may score differently in sustainability
terms.
EF – In the Sustainability Assessment talk cumulatively about amalgamated sites but score the sites
individually.
LB- M Bright is doing some work for you on Landscape Visual Impact and this may provide some
further information to justify the Green Spaces designation and for the Sustainability Tests.
EF – There is no reason why HDC will not support your allocation of Green Spaces.
LB – Have supported all Parishes who have included Green Spaces in their Neighbourhood Plans which
are within the designation criteria.
DM – Do you consider that the Central Fields are within the criteria given the extent of the area?
LB – Developers may challenge the designation but HDC would support.
EF – HDC have identified a field West of Spring Lane in SHLAA near the central fields, this could be
investigated.
EF – HDC would not support Rear of Red Lyon for heritage reasons.
DM – Should we extend site assessments to include West of Spring Lane?
EF – Yes as it is in the SHLAA an examiner would expect to see it assessed.
LB – Testing all sites strengthens the evidence base.
Crosby Site:
DM – Would you support the Crosby site?
EF – Not in the SHLAA.
DM- Any problems with NP supporting Crosby and not Red Lyon?
EF - Justification for the two must be equal and then apply additional evidence e.g. visual landscape
survey. HDC would not support Crosby site if commercial use were lost, this needs to be relocated or
incorporated. HDC have a lack of commercial space and they would not support the loss of existing
space.
Nowhurst:
DM - Nowhurst is an important site for the NP and the commercial use is currently derelict.
EF – Nowhurst is a departure from Strategic policy as it is not adjacent to a settlement boundary.
HDC could support business use, but not residential.
DM – The NP is looking at mixed use.
EF – HDC would not support any residential use as the location would increase car dependency and
create a mini community.
ES – It is a brown field that could be cleaned up and brought back into use does that not outweigh
the position for sustainability?
EF- You need to think of the residents living there in isolation and it is not within strategic policy so
HDC could not support.
ES – We are keeping the commercial use and adding to it.
LB – 150,000 sq. m. is quite big. This is a risky site you could include it in your plan but it would
jeopardise the plan.
2

LB – Do you have any interest from Slinfold for use of the site commercially?
JB - Business survey is in the process of going out which may come back with interest.
LB – We would not support the Plan if it did not comply with basic conditions.
DM – SNPWG would like a definite answer they do not want to go forward with this site and see what
happens with a risk that the plan is jeopardised and would need to be re done if HDC decide the plan
does not meet the Basic Conditions Test at the Submission Version stage..
EF- Move forward with commercial and maybe a very small element of residential only to enable
employment opportunities.
Bridge House:
ES – Currently an equestrian centre and they want to convert to residential use.
EF – Need evidence as to why the site is not viable for commercial use.
EF – Need to have a regard to the density of housing in that area and so the top end of their range
would be too high a density. This site could be included in the plan although it does not meet
conditions its failure would not jeopardise the plan if a small number of houses were included from
here. Some parishes have gone forward with sites that HDC did not support and they have passed the
examiner. If it is going to be popular at referendum it might be worth including.
Site 9:
Too large for a NP – which has been determined by HDC and tested at the District Plan examination
as a maximum threshold for individual housing sites in Neighbourhood Plans as 200 dwellings.
Site 10:
LB – Site is within the SHLAA commercial mixed use. Need to discuss with Broadbridge Heath,
otherwise they may object at Examination.
EF – HDC would have issues with rural setting and listed building proximity and also the settlement
would be completely separate from BBH due to A281 road network there. Not really a site for this
NP may come forward later.
DM – It is more accessible to services than a site within Slinfold
EF- Need to wait until Wickhurst Green is fully delivered to decide on accessibility and how road
network will work.
DM – This would only be legitimate if it could be clearly demonstrated that there were substantial
uncertainties regarding the capacity of the highway network at this time.
Clapgate Lane Site:
ES- This has access off Clapgate Lane and A29 and could provide significant housing numbers.
DM – It has an impact on heritage setting and uncertainties of access. Mitigation measures could be
used to separate the site from the heritage area.
EF – If you separate from the heritage area then you are separating the site from the village
abutting the settlement is its positive area.
East off Hayes Lane:
HDC see it as a possibility for the next NP 11+ years currently not deliverable in the short term as at
the time the District SHLAA was undertaken the views of WSCC highway authority were not known.
DM – However a planning application has now been considered and it is understood that the Highway
Authority have not objected – therefore it would now be difficult to demonstrate to an Examiner it
is not deliverable in the first part of the plan period.
3

General:
DM asked if Plan failed at Examination could we exclude the site and go on to Reg 16 or would be have
to go back to Reg 14?
LB – Back to Reg 14 to re-consult.
DM – When looking at a submission version plan to what extent is overwhelming public support an
influencing factor?
EF – Grey Area.
LB- Basic Conditions need to be adhered to.
DM – To what extent are we affected by CP5?
LB – Nuthurst were constrained by site densities and could not achieve their affordable housing
needs numbers. The examiner queried if they had considered all sites and if there was nothing else
available.
DM/ES – Slinfold have identified a need for Affordable Housing of about 20 units
LB – Cannot go less than CP5.
EF – Confirmed that the Sustainability Assessment was structured clearly. Employment opportunities
need highlighting for sites able to provide this.
EF- On October 21st the Council are recommended to resolve to adopt the HDC LP and after this time
it will hold more weight.
Green Spaces:
DM – Does a large number of Green Sites increase the likelihood of challenge.
LB – Many Parishes have a large number of sites. Henfield has got through examination.
DM – Thanked all for attending.
The meeting ended at 4.10pm
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APPENDIX 10
MEETINGS WITH HORSHAM DISTRICT
COUNCIL

SLINFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
Notes of the meeting with Horsham District Council’s Officers Laura Burke
(Neighbourhood Plans) and Emma Faith (Sustainability) 29th July 2015 at Horsham
District Council Offices

Attendees: Laura Burke (LB); Emma Faith (EF) - Horsham District Council (HDC)
Dale Mayhew (DM) - Consultant to Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan and Ed Skeates (ES) - Chairman
Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (SNPWG)
Jane Bromley (JB) – Administrator
DM referred to his letter of 28th July which had set out the key issues that the SNPWG has wanted
to discuss.
Housing Numbers:
The Slinfold Housing Needs Consideration Report had set out a range of methodologies with which
housing needs figures had been calculated for Slinfold with an eye on the HDC Local Plan need as well.
After applying constraints and taking out the high end of the calculation which was attributable to
the artificially high growth over the last 10 years, a range of between 60 and 100 units was arrived
at and what was HDC view of this range?
LB – HDC would advise that all sites which had come forward would be put through the sustainability
test which will then arrive at what sustainably can be provided within the Parish.
DM – Raw numbers have not be sustainably tested, is this a deficiency?
EF – No sufficient to look at sites on offer.
DM – How does this enable you to demonstrate need in the Parish?
EF – Additionally you need to identify local need and find a happy medium with what is sustainable
within the Parish.
LB – The sites within the SHLAA should be used as a starting point and then it is down to Localism
and what the Parish Council feel appropriate. Don’t fix on numbers you need to bring forward
appropriate sustainable sites. HDC would like to see early drafts before the public consultation of
the Plan.
Site Selection:
ES – Went through the process of Stakeholder engagement and JB advised of the format for the
developer presentations that occurred on 17th and 18th April. ES advised that a clear indication of
preferred sites was given from that presentation which has taken the sites away from what would be
considered sustainable with the legislation.
LB – The consultation results have to sit alongside the Sustainability Assessment results. The
Consultation results will not replace sustainability.
ES – Extra sites have come in since the public consultation what would you advise regarding these?
LB – You may get more at the draft consultation phase and they will have to be assessed.
LB - I note some sites are both green spaces and sites which way are you going with these?
EF - You need to tell the story that biodiversity and impact on Conservation area etc. have led you
down the route of Green Space Designation.
1

Central Fields Sites:
DM – With regard to the central fields individually they have received a poor Sustainability Apprasial
score due to proximity of Conservation Area. If the central sites are amalgamated mitigation of
impact on conservation area might be possible and then they may score differently in sustainability
terms.
EF – In the Sustainability Assessment talk cumulatively about amalgamated sites but score the sites
individually.
LB- M Bright is doing some work for you on Landscape Visual Impact and this may provide some
further information to justify the Green Spaces designation and for the Sustainability Tests.
EF – There is no reason why HDC will not support your allocation of Green Spaces.
LB – Have supported all Parishes who have included Green Spaces in their Neighbourhood Plans which
are within the designation criteria.
DM – Do you consider that the Central Fields are within the criteria given the extent of the area?
LB – Developers may challenge the designation but HDC would support.
EF – HDC have identified a field West of Spring Lane in SHLAA near the central fields, this could be
investigated.
EF – HDC would not support Rear of Red Lyon for heritage reasons.
DM – Should we extend site assessments to include West of Spring Lane?
EF – Yes as it is in the SHLAA an examiner would expect to see it assessed.
LB – Testing all sites strengthens the evidence base.
Crosby Site:
DM – Would you support the Crosby site?
EF – Not in the SHLAA.
DM- Any problems with NP supporting Crosby and not Red Lyon?
EF - Justification for the two must be equal and then apply additional evidence e.g. visual landscape
survey. HDC would not support Crosby site if commercial use were lost, this needs to be relocated or
incorporated. HDC have a lack of commercial space and they would not support the loss of existing
space.
Nowhurst:
DM - Nowhurst is an important site for the NP and the commercial use is currently derelict.
EF – Nowhurst is a departure from Strategic policy as it is not adjacent to a settlement boundary.
HDC could support business use, but not residential.
DM – The NP is looking at mixed use.
EF – HDC would not support any residential use as the location would increase car dependency and
create a mini community.
ES – It is a brown field that could be cleaned up and brought back into use does that not outweigh
the position for sustainability?
EF- You need to think of the residents living there in isolation and it is not within strategic policy so
HDC could not support.
ES – We are keeping the commercial use and adding to it.
LB – 150,000 sq. m. is quite big. This is a risky site you could include it in your plan but it would
jeopardise the plan.
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LB – Do you have any interest from Slinfold for use of the site commercially?
JB - Business survey is in the process of going out which may come back with interest.
LB – We would not support the Plan if it did not comply with basic conditions.
DM – SNPWG would like a definite answer they do not want to go forward with this site and see what
happens with a risk that the plan is jeopardised and would need to be re done if HDC decide the plan
does not meet the Basic Conditions Test at the Submission Version stage..
EF- Move forward with commercial and maybe a very small element of residential only to enable
employment opportunities.
Bridge House:
ES – Currently an equestrian centre and they want to convert to residential use.
EF – Need evidence as to why the site is not viable for commercial use.
EF – Need to have a regard to the density of housing in that area and so the top end of their range
would be too high a density. This site could be included in the plan although it does not meet
conditions its failure would not jeopardise the plan if a small number of houses were included from
here. Some parishes have gone forward with sites that HDC did not support and they have passed the
examiner. If it is going to be popular at referendum it might be worth including.
Site 9:
Too large for a NP – which has been determined by HDC and tested at the District Plan examination
as a maximum threshold for individual housing sites in Neighbourhood Plans as 200 dwellings.
Site 10:
LB – Site is within the SHLAA commercial mixed use. Need to discuss with Broadbridge Heath,
otherwise they may object at Examination.
EF – HDC would have issues with rural setting and listed building proximity and also the settlement
would be completely separate from BBH due to A281 road network there. Not really a site for this
NP may come forward later.
DM – It is more accessible to services than a site within Slinfold
EF- Need to wait until Wickhurst Green is fully delivered to decide on accessibility and how road
network will work.
DM – This would only be legitimate if it could be clearly demonstrated that there were substantial
uncertainties regarding the capacity of the highway network at this time.
Clapgate Lane Site:
ES- This has access off Clapgate Lane and A29 and could provide significant housing numbers.
DM – It has an impact on heritage setting and uncertainties of access. Mitigation measures could be
used to separate the site from the heritage area.
EF – If you separate from the heritage area then you are separating the site from the village
abutting the settlement is its positive area.
East off Hayes Lane:
HDC see it as a possibility for the next NP 11+ years currently not deliverable in the short term as at
the time the District SHLAA was undertaken the views of WSCC highway authority were not known.
DM – However a planning application has now been considered and it is understood that the Highway
Authority have not objected – therefore it would now be difficult to demonstrate to an Examiner it
is not deliverable in the first part of the plan period.
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General:
DM asked if Plan failed at Examination could we exclude the site and go on to Reg 16 or would be have
to go back to Reg 14?
LB – Back to Reg 14 to re-consult.
DM – When looking at a submission version plan to what extent is overwhelming public support an
influencing factor?
EF – Grey Area.
LB- Basic Conditions need to be adhered to.
DM – To what extent are we affected by CP5?
LB – Nuthurst were constrained by site densities and could not achieve their affordable housing
needs numbers. The examiner queried if they had considered all sites and if there was nothing else
available.
DM/ES – Slinfold have identified a need for Affordable Housing of about 20 units
LB – Cannot go less than CP5.
EF – Confirmed that the Sustainability Assessment was structured clearly. Employment opportunities
need highlighting for sites able to provide this.
EF- On October 21st the Council are recommended to resolve to adopt the HDC LP and after this time
it will hold more weight.
Green Spaces:
DM – Does a large number of Green Sites increase the likelihood of challenge.
LB – Many Parishes have a large number of sites. Henfield has got through examination.
DM – Thanked all for attending.
The meeting ended at 4.10pm
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SLINFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
Notes of the meeting with Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group 23rd October
2015

Attendees: SNPWG: Ed Skeates; Simon Bailey; Dowcett Mayhew Consultants: Laura Bourke. HDC NP
Officer: Maggie Williams.
Jane Bromley (JB) – SNPWG Administrator
Introductions were made.
ES commenced the meeting confirming to MW that sites had now been identified that fitted within
the sustainability criteria for the Neighbourhood Plan. There had been earlier consultations when
peripheral sites had been identified as most popular with the residents. These sites as well as being
peripheral to the village were also brown field and it was thought at that time that they would be
sustainable because of their brownfield status. Discussion with HDC had however determined that
they would not be considered sustainable since they were not within the settlement boundary and as
such a further consultation was now being planned for the residents to choose from the now
identified sustainable sites.
LB advised MW that Scoping and Sustainability Assessments had been carried out and that it was
expected that the draft plan would be put forward for consultation before Christmas.
ES advised that there was alot of back ground information including a Landscape Accessibility
assessment for most site.
LB confirmed that AECOM had also reported on the sites.
MW asked for clarification that the consultation last weekend was cancelled.
ES confirmed it was, as they were consulting with a Neighbourhood Parish, Broad Bridge Heath, and
there had been insufficient time to obtain their thoughts on a site which bordered their Parish
before the consultation.
LB also mentioned that the SNPWG now had the benefit of the inspector’s comments on the HDC
Local Plan and so the new timing for the consultation was much better.
SB confirmed that a formal response to the meeting and the site which borders the BBH Parish
would be given following their BBH Parish Council meeting on 2nd November 2015.
ES clarified that from the previous HDC meeting he had had, he considered that HDC did not feel
that this site was appropriate at this time due to the fact that Wickhurst Green was in its infancy
This, combined with the fact that the BBH PC were likely to not be in favour of the site, he felt
precluded the site from inclusion in the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan.
ES queried whether the site owners should be told if their site was not to be included in the WG
preferred sites allocation.
MW confirmed that there was no obligation other than to advise them of the consultation. But what
is done for one should be done for all and all should be treated equally,
ES asked if MW wanted to go over the sites?
MW suggested that a list of sites be sent to her and that the draft plan be looked at by HDC before
it went to Reg. 14 draft consultation.

SNPWG meeting with HDC Maggie Williams NP Officer 23-10-15
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LB clarified that some sites may fall out after the Consultation in November and a list of sites should
be sent to MW after the consultation. ACTION JB
MW asked if there were any obvious issues arising that she be informed sooner rather than later.
LB mentioned the equestrian site- Bridge House. She understood that HDC had flagged this as a site
which should not be put forward as a residential site but should retain its economic value.
ES confirmed that those site proposers had come in to talk to HDC.
MW clarified that the NPPF was clear on retaining employment sites.
ES mentioned the Rapkyns site off the A281 which had been presented to the SNPWG which
represented a significant extension to the current facilities.
MW was not aware of this site and asked that the details be sent to her. She thought it may be
possible to include this in the plan under a specific policy or set of policies. ES confirmed that the
details that had been given to the SNPWG would be sent to her and JB confirmed she would do this
once she had checked with the originators as they had been supplied as confidential documents.
ACTION JB
MW asked if there were any other sites with issues ?
ES thought there were not and confirmed the housing need had been worked out at 60-100. Going
through the sites about 80 dwellings had been established as sustainable.
JB asked when the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Assessment would be available and MW
thought before Christmas.
ES enquired whether the sheltered housing scheme within the centre of Slinfold at a site called
Cobblers could be included in the plan. The facts were the site was in need of modernisation and the
SNPWG thought that it could be improved and enlarged and could provide up to 10 further dwellings.
Saxon Weald who owned the site did not at this time have the financial capacity to improve or
enlarge it but the WG felt that within the time frame of the plan that this would be achievable.
MW thought that although this could not be within the HDC LP 5 years land supply it was never the
less within the 15 years of the SNP and that it could be included.
MW asked if employment sites were going to be planned for.
LB confirmed there would be policies in the plan for this.
ES asked for advice on how to approach the residents re the sustainability issues of the peripheral
sites.
MW advised that it was important to manage the resident’s expectation. Many thought that the
Neighbourhood Plan was a chance to choose what the Parish liked and that it was a mechanism to
prevent development. It was a mechanism to direct development and that it was important to stress
that without a NP that development would be controlled by planning and appeals and applications
would most likely be allowed at appeals. When the NP process came in no one took it seriously and
since it has been given more importance, proposers have been challenging plans as a last resort. Not
one challenge has been successful at High Court however. So long as the correct procedure is
followed then the Plan should be successful.
JB asked if a draft plan would hold any weight for planning considerations.
MW said a draft plan could not be relied upon as it still had to go through the examiner for the basic
conditions test. As the plan worked closer to being a ‘made’ plan then it gathered strength.
LB confirmed that the draft plan would most likely be submitted before Christmas.
SNPWG meeting with HDC Maggie Williams NP Officer 23-10-15
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APPENDIX 11
MEETING WITH BBH PARISH COUNCILLORS

Notes of meeting with Broadbridge Heath Parish Councillors 7th October 2015.
Attendees:
Geoff Clark and Jonathan England (BBH PC) Paula Redmond, Simon Bailey, Ed Skeates
(SNPWG)
BBH had started a Neighbourhood Plan but stopped process when all sites came forward
and their ability to have any affect on future development was diminished and NP seemed
pointless.
ES explained SNPWG background of; call for sites, consultations, advice from HDC and SNP
Landscape Assessment. SNPWG relayed Site 9 Lyons farm was in the original list of sites and
included in the public consultations. Feedback of HDC was that Lyons Farm was too big
(above 200) and should not be considered in NP .Lower Broadbridge Heath Farm (LBH) was
introduced late to the SNPWG sometime around April 2015 after the public consultations. At
first the LBH scheme comprised employment and over 200 units.
Feedback of HDC was that that LBH did not properly relate to the BBH settlement and that
the A281 was a strong barrier. LBH responded with reduced scheme of 50 units and
employment and this was the scheme presented at the meeting to BBH.
BBH response was negative as the parish feels it has been overwhelmed with development
and this scheme did not relate to the built form. There was talk about the provision of
schooling and other amenities which are delayed in coming forward with the Wickhurst
Green project.
BBH questioned SNPWG view on this site. It was explained that WG primary objective was to
deliver a robust plan. So far the LBH had not been consulted on with the wider parish, only
the Lyons Farm scheme but SNP was due to reconsult in mid November. Our plans identified
a need for 60-100 units and so did not need this site so could be ambivalent to it if it did not
endanger the plan. However, SNPWG wanted to offer the opportunity to BBH PC to include
it in our plan and through that, use the opportunity to negotiate community benefits. The
alternative to this is to leave it out of the Plan and the developers would apply direct and
negotiation would be lost to Horsham. BBH thanked SNPWG for the offer and would go
away and consider and report back in early November

Email BBH Clerk to SNP 4th Nov 2015
Dear Jane
Further to our telephone conversation earlier today, I can confirm that at their meeting on
Monday 2nd November, Broadbridge Parish Council resolved unanimously to strongly
oppose/object to any development on land at Lower Broadbridge Farm. Furthermore the
Parish Council agreed that if this appears in the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan that they would
seek further expert advice to oppose it.
Please would you keep the Parish Council appraised of developments in connection with this
site.
Also, would you share Chris Lyons (with his permission) views on this site please?
Thank you
Kind Regards
Mary Burroughs, Clerk to Broadbridge Heath Parish Council

APPENDIX 12
SLINFOLD PRIMARY SCHOOL CAPACITY

From: Vanessa Cummins [mailto:vanessa.cummins@westsussex.gov.uk]
Sent: 25 November 2015 12:24
To: Childs, Barbara
Cc: Williams, Maggie; edskeates@hotmail.co.uk; info@slinfoldplan.org; Graham Olway; Lynn
Grinsted; Linda Bubb; Sally Collins
Subject: RE: Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan - Slinfold Primary School

Hi,
Thank you for your email. Graham Olway, Principal Manager Capital
Planning and Projects, and I met with the school recently. I believe
Graham Glenn may have met with the school on a previous occasion and I
understand Graham Olway and Sally Collins from the Diocese have also
visited.
Your chaser is timely as yesterday we had our projections meeting looking
at mainstream primary and secondary school places in the north of the
County including the Billingshurst locality. Our projections forecast that
there will not be an immediate issue with primary school places in the
locality but we are conscious of housing growth particularly in Billingshurst
itself which may impact in years to come. With this in mind, a new
primary is planned for the east of Billingshurst but this maybe several
years away. We therefore hope that some of the rural schools in the area
may take a few extra children until the new school is provided but this will
be monitored carefully. It maybe that we approach Slinfold about setting
up an extra class and the availability of the nursery classbase would make
this option more favourable.
We do welcome the proposal to set up a nursery and enhancing the
facilities/outside space at Slinfold school and I have copied in Lynn
Grinstead of the Early Childhood team who may wish to comment in more
detail from an Early Years perspective. However, as mentioned at the
meeting, we do not wish to advise on any particular housing development
and its appropriateness, benefits, or advantages or disadvantages. I hope
you agree that it is for the Neighbourhood Planning Working Group/Parish
Council to lead and the residents of Slinfold to consider and weigh up the
benefits or otherwise of new housing.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss further or you
may want to speak to Graham Olway if required.
Kind regards,
Ness Cummins

Vanessa Cummins | Schools Planning Officer, Strategic Planning & Place, West
Sussex County Council
Location: Second Floor, Northleigh, Tower Street, Chichester, PO19
1RH Internal: 23046 | External: 0330 222 3046 | E-mail:
vanessa.cummins@westsussex.gov.uk

From: Childs, Barbara [mailto:Barbara.Childs@horsham.gov.uk]
Sent: 25 November 2015 11:26
To: Vanessa Cummins
Cc: Williams, Maggie
Subject: FW: Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Hello Ness,
I hope you are well? All good here and looking forward to the adoption of our local plan on
Friday.
The email below came through to our newly appointed Neighbourhood Planning Officer today
asking for our help. I have rung and left a message but could you possibly come back to
either Maggie or me today please to let us know when you may respond to Slinfold PC’s
query and whether you would in fact support an additional class at Slinfold Primary School?
Many thanks
Barbara

Barbara Childs
Head of Strategic Planning and Sustainability

The linked image cannot be displayed. The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted.
Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

Telephone: 01403 215181 |
Email: Barbara.Childs@horsham.gov.uk

From: Beth Brown <bethbrownemail@aol.com>
Sent: 24 November 2015 22:26
To: edskeates@hotmail.co.uk
Subject: Proposal
Dear Mr Skeates
I have been notified by Ann and Tim Marsden that their proposal of building a new Preschool had not reached you.

Ann Marsden outlined the proposal for 50 houses in Slinfold with a proposal for a
new pre-school for Slinfold School on land behind our premises.
This would mean we could increase our class sizes from 20 to 25 children ( in the
lower years of the school we are already over our pan of 20 children) and this would
enable more local children who might move into the area in the future to attend the
school. The current pre-school would become a classroom which I feel would
enhance Slinfold School to become a one form entry primary school. The proposal
of a larger pre-school would also mean that we can offer more sessions, be open for
longer, and admit more children.
I was disappointed to hear that no one from WSCC or schools planning had
contacted you about it, we only had a meeting in October to discuss the proposal,
and everyone present thought it was very good.
I would be grateful if you would consider the proposal as I feel it will benefit the
future children of Slinfold.
Kind regards

Beth Brown
Chair of Governors Slinfold School.
From: lphibbs@slinfold.w-sussex.sch.uk <lphibbs@slinfold.w-sussex.sch.uk>
Sent: 24 November 2015 21:24
To: edskeates@hotmail.co.uk
Subject: Re: Planning Proposal in Slinfold

Dear Ed,
Am happy to see you on Friday. Anytime after 3.30pm is good for me. I usually meet
the chair of Governors at 2pm so we could see you together if it was at 3.30pm ish.
Many thanks
Laura

On 2015-11-24 21:11, edskeates@hotmail.co.uk wrote:
Dear Laura
Many thanks for this email.
As a critical community asset the school needs to be part of our plan, at the least in
our policies so we would welcome a discussion with you direct. I think we have
tried to have a disalogue with WSCC but for whtever reason this has not been
successful. We have a Working Group meeting on wednesday night and I will raise
your email with the group and we will come back to you with a view to meeting
up. this may not work but are you available this Friday towards the end of the day?
Regards
Ed

From: lphibbs@slinfold.w-sussex.sch.uk <lphibbs@slinfold.w-sussex.sch.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2015 19:00
To: edskeates@hotmail.co.uk
Cc: tim.anne.marsden@talk21.com
Subject: Planning Proposal in Slinfold

Dear Mr Skeates,
I have been asked to write to you as the Headteacher of Slinfold School by Tim and
Ann Marsden.
I met with Ann Marsden and Sue Glover along with Clare Bartlett (Strutt and Parker),
Ness Cummins (Schools Planning) and Graham Olway from WSCC in October. Ann
and Sue outlined their planning proposal for 50 houses in Slinfold along with a
proposal for a new pre-school for Slinfold School on some land behind our current
site.
I was very interested in their proposal as it would mean we could then increase our
current pan from 20 to 25 children and therefore admit local children who might
move into the area in the future. The current pre-school would become our 6th

classroom thus enabling us to become a one form entry primary school. This is of
great benefit to the children to not be taught in mixed age classes and also to the
teachers. The proposal of a larger pre-school also means that we can offer more
sessions, be open for longer and admit more children.
I was in favour of this idea and was disappointed to hear that no one from WSCC or
schools planning had contacted you about it. I was unaware that it was partly my
responsibility to contact you, as I thought this was the role of the schools planning
officer and not the role of the headteacher.
I do hope that you may reconsider the proposal as I feel it would definitely benefit
the school and the families that may move into the village. Please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any further questions on 01403 790253.
Kind regards
Laura Phibbs
Headteacher
Slinfold CofE Primary School

Email correspondence with School November 2015
Dear Jane
I would be grateful if you could pass this on to Miss Phibbs

Dear Miss Phibbs
I am writing on behalf of the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan Working Group, who are in the
final stages of the preparation of the Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan.
The Plan is important as it will direct the development of Slinfold over the next fifteen years.
It is unavoidable that further housing will be built in Slinfold.
Eventually there will be, contained within the plan, designated sites for housing. The
Working Group understand that some of the site proposers may have had a conversation
with either you or West Sussex County Council with regard to providing facilities for the
school. It would be useful for the working group to know of any such conversations or
meetings in order that they might take into account the merits of all site proposals. If you
are aware of anything with regard to this please could you let myself or Ed Skeates (Chair of
the Working Group) know. It would also be useful for your thoughts and knowledge as to
further capacity of the school which will of course be required with additional housing and
whether WSCC have any plans with regard to this.
Kind regards
Jane Bromley
Slinfold neighbourhood Plan Administrator
Dear Jane,
Thank you for your email.
We met with Graham Olway and Ness Cummins from WSCC in October and some
residents who are proposing a new pre-school to be built on a site behind the
school in conjunction with a number of houses in Slinfold.
WSCC are also keen for us to increase our pan to 25. If this was the case we
would need another classroom. Ideally I would like the school to be a one form
entry school with a pan of 30 in the distant future but I am not sure yet as to the
predicted numbers from admissions.
I hope this helps.
Laura Phibbs
Headteacher
Slinfold Primary School

APPENDIX 13
13TH AND 14TH NOVEMBER 2015
CONSULTATION

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Public Consultation on Preferred Sites
Friday 13th November 4.00pm to 7.30pm and
Saturday 14th November 10.30am to 2.30pm
Slinfold Village Hall - Drop In Event
www.slinfoldnplan.org
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SLINFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN UPDATE
The Neighbourhood Plan is making steady progress and we hope to be publishing the draft
plan in the near future as part of the public consultation process. Progress has been slower
than we would have wanted but this Neighbourhood Plan is our way of determining what
gets built and where, so it is important we get it right. We have to ensure that the plan is a
thorough piece of work based on national policy, strong evidence and proper due diligence so
that the Examiner recommends the plan can proceed to Referendum. No plan or a failed plan
opens the door to speculative developers across all sites so we are working to get this right.
At the time of the consultation earlier this year (in May) when potential development sites
were put before the Parish, it appeared that the preferred sites at Nowhurst and Bridge Farm
would be able to fulfil most of the Parish’s build requirements and as a consequence, there
was no need to consider sites close to or within the existing village boundaries. Due to the
pressure that Horsham District Council (HDC) were under from the Planning Inspector to reevaluate their own plans for the district, they were not able to provide any useful insight into
these preferred sites until recently.
We reported in the August issue of the Slinfold Parish Magazine that the preferred sites from
the May consultation raised conflict with national and HDC policy. National policy specifies
that sites need to be ‘sustainable’ and therefore it must have three crucial dimensions support economic growth, protect the environment and deliver social benefits through a
strong and healthy community. The NP process has been highly iterative with a vast amount
of data gathering and surveying covering each of these areas. Fundamentally the centre of
the village has the majority of the facilities particularly the school, shop, pub and bus stops
and so the further any development takes place from these key amenities, the less
sustainable it is.
We have now been in to see HDC and they confirmed that we need to try and bring more of the
new housing development closer to the existing facilities to secure their support and improve
the chances of an Examiner recommending the plan can proceed to Referendum. The sites at
Nowhurst and Bridge Farm are classified by HDC as Economic Sites (i.e. commercial) so they
would support only a small amount of housing to help fund commercial development on these
sites.
We have also had the results of the independent Landscape Assessment which we
commissioned to survey each site in detail and assess their respective merits for being
developed.
Subsequently this has meant that all sites have had to be reconsidered and others revised to
bring together a list of sites that stands a strong chance of passing the Examination.
We are holding an Exhibition & Consultation at the Village Hall on 13th and 14th November
which will set out the sites for development that the Working Group is proposing should be
put forward as part of our Neighbourhood Plan. Please come along and find out more.

SLINFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

PREFERRED HOUSING SITES
EXHIBITION & CONSULTATION
Slinfold Village Hall
Friday 13th November 2015, 4.00pm – 7.30pm
Saturday 14th November 2015, 10.30am –
2.30pm

List of Sites
Site
No.

Site

1.

East of Hayes Lane

2.

End of West Way/

3.

No. of
Units

Status

15

PROPOSED

18

PROPOSED

Nowhurst Busines
, s Park

10

PROPOSED

4.

Crosby Farm/Nort 1of Cricket Pitch

21

PROPOSED

5.

Bridge House Eque: trian Centre

4

PROPOSED

6.

West of Clapgate U n e - Fladgates

so

NOT PROPOSED

7.

Rear of Red Lyon

20

NOT PROPOSED

8.

East of Spring Lane

55

NOT PROPOSED

9.

Lyons Fann

200

NOT PROPOSED

10.

Lower Broadbri dg IFann

so

NOT PROPOSED

4-5

NOT PROPOSED

ibletts Farm

11.

15.

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Landscape Capacity Appraisal of Sites
Summary
LANDSCAPE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT DEFINITIONS
Capacity Score
Negligible/None

Low

Moderate
Moderate/High

High

Definition
Key characteristics of the landscape are highly vulnerable to development.
Development would result in a significant and adverse effect on landscape character
and should be avoided.
Key characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change. There may be limited
opportunity to accommodate development without changing landscape character.
Great care would be needed in locating development.
Some of the key characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change. Although
the landscape may have some ability to absorb some development, it is likely to cause
some change in character. Care would be needed in locating development.
Few of the key characteristics of the landscape are vulnerable to change. The
landscape is likely to be able to accommodate development with only minor change
in character. Care is still needed to avoid adversely affecting key characteristics
Key characteristics of the landscape are robust and would not be adversely affected
by development. The landscape is likely to be able to accommodate development
without a significant change in landscape character.

Site 1- Land East of Hayes Lane, Slinfold
Landscape Capacity: Low to Moderate
Partially contained site.
Capacity within the central and western parts of the site only.
Northern, eastern and southern parts of the site have a low capacity.
Site 2 - Land at end of West Way
Landscape Capacity: Negligible / Low
The site lacks containment to the east
Negligible/Low capacity for housing which might only be feasible, confined to the western
part of the site
Any development in the centre is liable to be perceived as ‘backland’ infill and could lead to
the loss of the existing green gap between properties.
Site 3 - Nowhurst Park, Guilford Road.
Landscape Capacity: Moderate - High
Capacity for housing within southern and central part of the site.
Northern part of site has Low capacity.

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Landscape Capacity Appraisal of Sites
Summary
Site 4 – Land North of the Cricket Pitch
Landscape Capacity: Negligible/Low
Low capacity for housing to the west of the existing Crosby Farm business units
Negligible/no capacity in easternmost part of the site which is part of a much larger open
field and is poorly contained.
Site 5- Bridge House Equestrian Centre
Landscape Capacity: High
Largely well contained site.
High Capacity, subject to the access onto Five Oaks road not requiring extensive hedgerow
removal, associated with visibility splays.
Site 6- Land west of Clapgate Lane
Landscape Capacity: Negligible
Open, prominent site, lacking any existing containment on its western and northern
boundaries.
Size of the site is disproportionate to the scale of the village and if developed would not
respect historic linear pattern. There is a potential danger that development of the site
could appear as ‘urban sprawl’.
Any likely roundabout access from the A29 could be very visually intrusive and damaging
to character.
Site 7- Land behind the Red Lyon Pub
Landscape Capacity: Negligible/Low
Only partially enclosed site, which has a strong relationship with pasture fields to the south
and the Slinfold Conservation Area.
Limited capacity for housing which might only be feasible, confined to the western part of
the site.
The central and eastern parts of the field are considered to have no capacity.

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Landscape Capacity Appraisal of Sites
Summary
Site 8- Land to the east of Spring Lane
Landscape Capacity: Negligible
Partly contained site, but there is a lack of any strong relationship with the existing settlement
edges.
No capacity for housing in the larger, central and western parts of the site, possibly
only 2-3 widely spaced properties, set back from Spring Lane, could be feasible.
Access from Spring Lane for a substantial number of new properties could be very damaging to
the rural, wooded character of this lane and access from Park Rd could disturb a quiet
residential neighbourhood.
No capacity for housing in the centre of the site, possibly only 2-3 properties set back from
Spring Lane.
Site 9- Land to the east of Spring Lane

Not Assessed
Site 10 - Land at Lower Broadbridge Farm
Landscape Capacity: Moderate
Moderate-High capacity in the southern part of the site, excluding the setting of the listed
building,
Low-moderate capacity in the northern part of the site.
Negligible/Low capacity associated with small scale field pattern, large residential plots in the
south west of the site.
Site 11- Land to the West of Spring Lane
Landscape Capacity: Low
Partly contained site, but there is a lack of any strong relationship with the existing
settlement edge of Slinfold.
Access from Spring Lane for a substantial number of new dwellings could be very damaging
to the rural, wooded, tranquil character of Spring lane and the site.
Only 1-2 properties in very large plots, set back from Spring Lane might be feasible.

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Landscape Capacity Appraisal of Sites
Summary
Site 12- Gate Lodge

Not Assessed
Site 13 - Cobblers

Not Assessed

Site 14 – Crosby Farm East

Site Withdrawn
Site 15 - Nibletts

Not Assessed

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed Sites
FEEDBACK FORM
No Plan or a poor Plan = unlimited development of up to 890 homes
At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development.
A Plan needs to consider the housing NEED for the parish and be based on SUSTAINABLE
sites capable of delivering homes in the lifetime of the Plan (i.e. the next 15 years).
AND the Plan needs to be robust in front of a Neighbourhood Plan Examiner. It is not a
popularity contest!
It is critical that the Plan be agreed and accepted at the earliest opportunity as currently
Slinfold has no protection from development.

How to complete the Feedback Form
1. How would you assess these sites? (see site boards for details)
2. Complete the form today by assessing sustainability for the sites for these criteria:
Social

Economic

Environmental

3. Score the benefits out of 10 where…..
10 is the MOST SUSTAINABLE and 0 is the LEAST SUSTAINABLE.
4. Following the exhibition and feedback received, the Working Group will present their

recommendations to the Parish Council to approve.

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed Sites
FEEDBACK FORM
Please enter your details below:
Title:

Forename:

Surname:

Your Postcode
Please score the 3 criteria (Social, Economic & Environmental) for each site,
between 0 and10

10 = MOST sustainable; 0 = LEAST sustainable
Site
no.

Site

1.

East of Hayes Lane

2.

East of West Way/Nibletts Farm

3.

Nowhurst Business Park

4.

Crosby Farm/North of Cricket Pitch

5.

Bridge House Equestrian Centre

6.

West of Clapgate Lane - Fladgates

7.

Rear of Red Lyon

8.

East of Spring Lane

9.

Lyons Farm

10.

Lower Broadbridge Farm

11.

West of Spring Lane

12.

Gate Lodge

13.

The Cobblers – Hayes Lane

14.

Crosby Farm – (East)

15.

Nibletts

Comments

Social
0-10

Economic
0-10

Environmental
0-10

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Consultation - November 2015 - Comments
21 November 2015
Form No.
Name

136 Mr

Site No

Comments

J

Leslie

4

It is NOT a sports ground as on
plans but is the cricket pitch
(restrictive covenants in the Trust
Deed)

140 Mr

R

West

1

Moving to the village. Sites
should be chosen to minimise
traffic and provide as much
community benefit as possible.
School capacity/facilities

141 Mrs

J

West

1

we are moving to the area and
want to ensure our voice is heard.
Community facilities and schools
are so important and vital to
Slinfold.

99 Mr

Tom

Mullen

10

Lyons Farm and Lower
Broadbridge Farm are not part of
the village and would tend to
form a "bridge" between Slinfold
and Broadbridge Heath

99 Mr

Tom

Mullen

9

Lyons Farm and Lower
Broadbridge Farm are not part of
the village and would tend to
form a "bridge" between Slinfold
and Broadbridge Heath

194 Mr

Neil

Peachey

6

Will be cut off from village.

194 Mr

Neil

Peachey

4

Unclear how it will be accessed.

194 Mr

Neil

Peachey

2

Village green is useless if cannot
easily access from village centre.
Would need access via pub.

131 Mr

David

Hodgson

6

same comments as form 155.
(Looks like same handwriting for
both)

131 Mr

David

Hodgson

3

same comments as form 155.
(Looks like same handwriting for
both)

GU5 0HL

RH12 3LR

RH13 0JQ

RH13 0QU

Page 1 of 7

Form No.

Name

Site No

Comments

155 Mrs

Deborah

Hodgson

6

Very opposed to 6 due to
ruination of views in unnspoilt
part of village + access problems.

155 Mrs

Deborah

Hodgson

4

Opposed to 4 - opportunist owner
with no consideration other than
to make as much money as
possible. Possible vulnerability of
houses to cricket balls (legal
precendent in village near
Beaconsfield

Louise

Sims

4

very least sustainable site.
Insufficient consulation about
this particular site. Impact on
village and its setting will be
huge. see attached scanned

154 Miss

Karen

Hodgson

6

Agst site 6 as development will
ruin unspoilt part of village and
cause terrible traffic problems

154 Miss

Karen

Hodgson

4

Agst site 4 as new owner just
wants to make £, important views
will be affected & will bring traffic
to village

Sue

Glover

4

Where will the existing barns be
rebuilt?

21 Mrs

Penny

Glaister

4

Don't know what's best. Not
Nimbyism but agst Site 4 - bats &
barn owls flight path across field.
Where will existing barns be
moved to?

165 Prof

David

Glaister

4

See wife's comments (form 21)

J

Speed

28 Mrs

RH13 0QV

RH13 0QY
7 Mrs

RH13 0RD

RH13 0RF
10 Mr

15

Slinfold Village expansion should
only take place within the current
village boundary. Reinforce the
centre. Small numbers of
dwellings per year and can
comfortably be provided well
within sites 2, 7 , 8, 11, 13 & 15.

RH13 0RO
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Form No.

Name

176 Mr

Site No

Comments

Keith

Mackness

2

Be a town planner! Only
development behind the pub and
Westway suchi s in the centre of
the village by all facilities and can
avoid cul-de-sacs

Tim

Bryan

1

Stitch up !

Stephen

Fairless

15

The proposed development sites
do look the most agreeable for
the village in terms of the three

Pia

Fairless

15

The proposed development sites
do look the most agreeable to the
villagebearing in mind (social,
economic and environmental
factors)

119 Mr

Graham

Boyd

10

Site is barely practical due to
Spring Lane being single-track

119 Mr

Graham

Boyd

8

Site is barely practical due to
Spring Lane being single-track

119 Mr

Graham

Boyd

2

All drawings that include Tannery
Close are showing and inaccurate
border for House #2. The "FB" is
in our garden - it is not a public
footbridge. Site is v unfairly
skewed westwards and needs to
be rotated eastward. The most
westerly part of site is wetland.
Farmer never cuts it - risk of
getting bogged down. Village
green useless as no parking.
Approving this site will open the
floodgates for sites 8 and 7. It will
just be a matter of time.

132 Mr

Brad

Burges

1

Sites (9 & 10 while not having
easy social access to Slinfold
village, would have social access
to extended Broadbridge Heath).

RH13 0RR
121 Mr

RH13 0RU
3 Mr

51 Mrs

RH13 0RW

RH13 0RX
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Form No.

Name

Site No

Comments

93 Mrs

Liz

Cox

1

Need to take into account more
about important views - Crosby
Sitehas 6 arrows vs other sites
with 1 or 2 arrows. Must consider
conservation area Crosby Farm
backs on to this !

92 Mr

Mark

Cox

1

Need to take into account more
about important views as per
important view board shown.

Michael

Perret

71 Mr

Keith

Feltham

48 Mr

Robin

Sherwin Smith

147 Mrs

Anne

77 Mr

8 Major

15

Hayes Lane (maybe expand), 2 (4)
Crosby Farm, 3 Cobblers, 4
(7)Rear of Red Lyon, 5 West of
Clapgate (but not adjaent to A29)
preschool ?? But add houses to

1

Has a lot of comments including a
diagram - scanned copy attached.

15

I consider this form is
unnecessarily complicated. To
require separate answers under
the 3 headings when you have nt
defined the 3 criteria makes
itless than helpful. I do not agree
wit some f the comments about
sustainability of the various sites.

Allen

1

Pedestrian access/safety to be
given consideration to allow
walking throughout the village
and improved bus service. No
medical or health failities locally
at the moment.

Peter

Allen

1

It seems there are about 5 scout
huts but no health centre or
doctors or dentists.

Uri

Baran

1

Thank you for ignoring the
residents wishes. My little cul de
sac will become a through road.
We have a history of sewage and
drainage problems and you want
to add more!

RH13 0RY

RH13 0SA

RH13 0SB
187 Mr
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Form No.

Name

197 Mrs

Site No

Comments

Ashley

Brooks

1

Difficult to truly rate each site on
its sustainability without much
information, would prefer a
professional to appraise the
proposed sites on eah topic
individually and recommend.

Pauline

Chandler

1

Noguarantee that any of this is
really affordable. Plans chanted!
Why are we being asked to
comment on the not proposed
sites. What is a small no. of
houses going to achieve? Who are

RH13 0SE
190 Mrs

they aimed at? Larger devs where will people work? How will
they get there?

RH13 0SF
85 Mrs

Gillian

Collier Morgan

2

There has to be considerable
improvemens to the size of the
road. Also what about access to
doctors, schools, hospitals etc.
West wat is not a suitable
entrance either via nibletts or the
red lyon. What about existing
residents in Cobblers ?

Pauline

Barker

2

Slinfold is no longer rural = purely
suburban

145 Mrs

Lucy

Kindon

6

Why isn't site 6 proposed? It's
perfect location for access,
social, economic and

137 Mr

Mark

Wellesley-Wood

Jane

Slipper

90 Ms

Anja

Bew

15

30 Mr

Tony

Caller

1

RH13 0SL
171 Mrs

RH13 0SN

15

Go for it !

RH13 0SP
189 Mrs

1

Please leave Hayes Lane alone!
We already have 25 coming!

RH13 0SQ
Strongly oppose any houses East
of Hayes Lane, the fields are not a
suitable site for many reasons
top far away from amenities.
Ribbon development on Hayes
Lane is worse than the original
proposal
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Form No.

Name

Site No

Comments

67 Mrs

C

Elvey

1

Same comments as Mr Elvey with
a bit more vitriol

66 Mr

Graham

Elvey

1

the site at Hayes lane should not
be included just because Taylor
Wimpey may appeal. The clear
result of the first vote was that it
was the least favourable options.
Reasons against all same as
before - flooding, traffic, parking
etc. Parking should be in the
centre of the village on a number
of sites.

24 Mr

Martin

Hill

1

There is no logic to most of the
proposals. You're not listening to
the population. You seem to be
making lots of assumptions not
based on fact

31 Ms

Jennie

Tomlinson

1

Smaller development at Lyons
Farm wouldn’t affect so many
existing residents - do we need all
of it ? I don’t like the proposal for
ribbon development at site 1, it
would look much worse/more
crowded from the road, than the
original proposal.

114 Mrs

Sheelagh

Whillock

13

I think the quantity of houses on
all sites is ridiculous. This is only
a village - there are plenty of
market towns in w.sussex Henfield, Storrington, Bllingshurst
etc that have 'facilities' shops,
restaurants, doctors surgeries
etc.Slinfold has none of these so
when the description of the
various sites says 'availablility of
services and amentities...Where
are they ? On the key issues - you
mention views across the fields
along the Downs link - so why is
the housing in Hayes Lane such a

130 Mr

John

Willcox

15

Site 14 - that always looked
cynical; will it ever come back?
Thanks for all the hard work!

130 Mr

John

Willcox

2

I was previously unaware of this
site. I always understood that
Central fields was untouchable!

130 Mr

John

Willcox

1

Nothing further than the proposal
could ever by allowed!
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Form No.

Name

113 Mrs

Site No

Comments

Jane

Williams

1

No to linear development . If any
housing should be set back into
the green area away from Hayes
Lane. Remaining green area to be
conserved as GREEN.

126 Mrs

Margaret

Bailey

1

Very important to build suitable
housing types for older/disabled
people in the heart of the village single storey, 2/3 bedroom,
generous living area, good access
by foot/buggy to bus and shop

185 Mrs

Emma

Grundy

1

I don’t see that most of the sites
proposed have any economic
value as such. With site 1 any
development will cause traffic
and flooding. Developer will
appeal for 50 anyway, do we need
to say no to this site or are we
giving development in principle.
all site need to be developed
sympathetically.

167 Mr

Steve

Grundy

1

The School continues to worry
me; there is already too many
children for the classrooms

59 Mrs

Denise

McGovern

1

Traffic

1 Mr

Adrian

Roberts

RH13 0TH

11

This is located in Spring Lane
which plays a major part in the
recreation of villagers and
campers (ie running, walking and
dog walking as part of the village
loop). This development will bring
more traffic to Spring Lane and
theaten the safety of many who
use this low footfall/traffic
environment. A suggestion to
soften the impact would be for
developers to include an off road
treelined country path (trees
either Side ) to run along the West
side of Spring Lane and therby
maintain ??, country feeling and
soft look and feel. I can be
contacted on 07775 702193 if you

EXTRA Comments scanned in by Camilla….

Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed Sites

Questions & Answers fact sheet for Public Exhibition
Q:
A:

I thought Localism meant we could do what we want - why do we have to have any houses?

Q:
A:

Why has the Working Group ignored the previous public vote?

Q:
A:

Why isn’t Nowhurst sustainable?

Q:
A:

Why are there more houses now being proposed than before?

Q:
A:

Hayes Lane was voted the least favourable site before, why it is it still being proposed?

Q:

A lot of the schemes propose public space but how can these be safeguarded against future
development?

A:
Q:
A:

Localism means that things are done locally but they still need to satisfy national agendas:
• We have to plan for homes that match local demand
• There is a general presumption IN FAVOUR of development
• Development must be sustainable, i.e. have economic, social and environmental benefits

The previous public exhibitions were undertaken when the Working Group was in ‘fact finding’
mode and public opinion is an important part of that process. Since then we have also gathered
evidence about the landscape quality of the sites and how sustainable they are.

Nowhurst is a brownfield employment site and HDC want to see it brought back to use to provide
jobs and local economy. As a housing site it would generate excessive traffic movements as it is far
away from the school, pub and shop causing.

Since the last exhibition we have had a further [6] sites come forward with a total of 592 houses.
Our proposals cover only 7 of the 15 sites and 91 of the possible 592 homes so we are in fact
looking at less homes.

If we ignore Hayes Lane then it is more than likely that the developer will appeal the HDC decision which may
result in 50+ homes being built. The Neighbourhood Plan proposal is a compromise of fewer homes and
some certainty around public space.

It’s simple give and take. By granting ‘some’ housing on the sites we can enter a contractual
agreement with the developer to dedicate the green space to the Parish for ever.
What is the point of the scoring?
The forms are a helpful way of taking residents through the sustainability assessment process that
the Working Group has had to consider and demonstrate the complexity of issues that have to be
balanced. We intend reviewing the outcomes but appreciate that some parishioners may not have
not had as much exposure to the sites, are unlikely to have visited EACH site individually and have
not had the professional guidance that the Working Group has had.

If you have any more questions or need clarification on any aspect of the Exhibition,
please speak to a member of the Working Group

Slinfold Consultation Results – November 2015

APPENDIX 13a
HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENTS

Site 1: East of Hayes Lane
Site Context
Site Area

1

3.86 ha

Current Land Use

Grassland & self-seeded scrub (not cultivated for 30 years)

2

PDL / Greenfield

Greenfield

Boundary Treatment

North – Downs Link bridleway, trees & shrubs;
East & South – hedgerow
West – trees, hedgerow & Hayes Lane

Topography

gently undulating

Planning History

DC/15/0591 Refused 21 Jul 2015: The erection of up to 50 residential
dwellings, new Scout hut, formation of new vehicular and pedestrian access
onto Hayes Lane and pedestrian access onto South Downs Way, provision of
children's play area, sustainable urban drainage system, associated car parking
and landscaping.

SHELAA Assessment

3

SA337 : Yellow : 11+ Developable : 30 Units
“The landowner has expressed an interest to develop the site, meaning the site
is available. This site is also relatively flat and close to existing residential
development meaning some linear low density development on the southern
portion of the site may be appropriate to mirror that on the opposite side of
Hayes Lane. A recent application for 50 units was refused due to the urbanising
impact it would have on landscape and townscape character. Due to the
uncertainties surrounding the site it is unlikely development would come
forward in the short term.”

HDC Landscape Capacity

SPC Landscape Capacity

4

5

SF5 (part): Low-moderate
Many landscape features and qualities are sensitive to housing development.
The moderate-high landscape character sensitivity and visual sensitivity and the
proximity of the Downs Link means there is a limited capacity for small scale
housing development, and capacity for development has been assessed as lowmoderate. Development close to the Downs Link could erode its amenity value
as a long distance countryside route.
Low to Moderate
• Partially contained site.
• Capacity within the central and western parts of the site only.
• Northern, eastern and southern parts of the site have a low capacity.

Biodiversity and Arboriculture
Biodiversity

• “Bat surveys recorded low-moderate levels of bat activity.”
• “[There is] information [regarding] the potential of the site as a foraging
ground for Barn Owls [and] on the presence of Nightingales, Great Crested
6
Newts and Glow Worms” .

Arboricultural Designations
7
8
(e.g. ASNW /TPO )

• Ancient species-rich hedgerows (as per Sussex Wildlife Trust Guidelines) to
east and west of site.
• Substantial & visually important trees along western boundary.
• TPOs on 2 trees on Downs Link directly across from N. boundary
• TPOs on 5 trees along W. boundary (Hayes Lane)
• Registered Traditional Orchard across Downs Link on N. boundary.

Last edited 03 January 2016
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Site 1: East of Hayes Lane
Heritage Assets
Listed Buildings

“Wild Harry’s farm building and associated barn, which are Grade II Listed, are
located approximately 210 metres to the south of the application site. Wild
Harry’s is a seventeenth century, timber-framed and red brick building with an
eighteenth century barn. [Two] other Listed Buildings (known as the Gaskyns)
9
are located approximately 330 metres to the north of the site.”

Conservation Area

N/A

Landscape
Affects Important views

10

Protects Downs Link
Respects village BUAB

None
Directly adjacent to Downs Link on north border for approx. 190m

11

Separated from BUA to north by Downs Link, &
to south by Hayes Lane.

Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
Within site

Footpath FP1467 – just within Southern boundary

Adjacent

Downs Link BW3569 – adjoining Northern boundary
12
Footpath FP1466 – “passes approximately 10 metres from the … site.”
Footpath FP1468 – “is located approximately 200 metres to the south of the
site.” (ibid)
Footpath FP1470 – “is located approximately 600 metres to the east of the site,
connecting Lyons Road to Five Oaks Road.” (ibid)

Flood Risk
Strategic Flood Risk
Surface Water Flood Risk
Survey Comments

Flood Zone 1
13

Medium - Northern and Eastern boundaries
Medium to High - Western boundary (Hayes Lane)
Slinfold Flood Action Group reports: Flooding occurs along Hayes Lane for the
length of the western boundary of the site, and that this is a Principal Flood
Hotspot.

Accessibility
14

Proximity (in km) to:
Primary school Slinfold C of E –0.9 km
Secondary school Tanbridge – 5.8 km ; Weald

15

– 6.8 km

16

Post Office/Convenience store Slinfold Stores – 0.7 km
Tesco Superstore – 4.8 km
17

18

Health Facility - GP Surgery Horsham – 7.0 km; Rudgwick – 7.6 km;
19
Billingshurst – 7.6 km (either route)
[All accessible by bus.]
Children’s play area KGV – 0.8 km; Six Acres – 0.5 km on foot; 0.6 km by road
Formal sports pitch(es) Cricket field – 0.8 km; Cherry Tree (football & tennis) – 0.3 km
Bus stop: 0.6 km
20
& frequency to Horsham – twice hourly (Arriva 63 and Compass 100)
Billingshurst – hourly (Compass service 100)
Guildford – hourly (Arriva service 63)
Railway station Horsham – 7.7 km; Billingshurst – 7.1 km

Last edited 03 January 2016
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Site 1: East of Hayes Lane
Vehicular access constraints

The narrowness of Hayes La. & street parking opposite the site will considerably
constrain access (especially for larger vehicles). Additionally, the access road for
the approved development of 23 units is on the opposite side of Hayes Lane.
Access visibility is further compromised by third-party fences and mature
vegetation, including oak trees (5 of which are subject to TPOs).

Utilities
Water, electricity supply

No observable utilities other than adjacent to Hayes Lane.

Foul drainage

Adjoins Hayes Lane

Surface Water drainage

Adjoins East and West Surface Water Flood risk areas

Site Considerations
Source:

Estimated Housing Capacity

21

NWPG

77 - 96

22

SHELAA

Developer

30

50
23

Deliverable/ Developable/
Achievable

See Planning Application DC/15/0591, Officer’s Report & Decision.

Employment on site

N/A

Other comments
Notes:
1
Site Area (in ha) as measured from Development Boundary as shown in the map/aerial view on page 1 of this
document (drawn on map by Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG)).
2
PDL = Previously developed land, i.e. “Brownfield”
3
SHELAA = Strategic Housing & Employment Land Availability Assessment (Horsham District Council, Nov 2015),
www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/housing-land-availability
4
Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment, April 2014,
www.horshamdistrictldf.info/Core_Strategy/docs/Landscape-Capacity-Study2014.pdf
5
Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Appraisal of Potential Housing Sites at Slinfold, on behalf of Slinfold Parish
Council, August 2015, by David Huskisson Associates
6
HDC Development Management Report, 21 July 2015, §1.16 & 1.19.
7
ASNW = Ancient & Semi-Natural Woodland
8
TPO = Tree Preservation Order. All TPO information has been taken from a map dated 30 Jan 2012, supplied by
HDC, but no further details are readily available.
9
HDC Development Management Report, 21 July 2015, §1.23.
10 Important views as designated in the Slinfold Conservation Area leaflet (www.slinfold-pc.gov.uk/Slinfold-ParishCouncil/UserFiles/Files/SlinfoldConservationAreaAdviceLeaflet.pdf)
and/or by the Slinfold Parish Design Statement (www.slinfold-pc.gov.uk/Slinfold-ParishCouncil/UserFiles/Files/design/SlinfoldDesignStatementFinalFinalasdistributed.pdf
)
11 BUAB = Built-up Area boundary as shown at www.horshamdistrictldf.info/Files/LP_Slinfold_2007_CONS.pdf
12 HDC Development Management Report, 21 July 2015, §1.30
13 Environment Agency Map: Risk of Flooding from Surface Water watermaps.environmentagency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiyby.aspx?topic=ufmfsw&scale=8&ep=map&layerGroups=default&lang=_e&y=131860&x
=513135#x=511943&y=130947&scale=11
14 Where possible, all distances are measured from proposed site entrance from nearest road
15 Tanbridge House School (www.tanbridge-house-sch.co.uk/) is the nearest Horsham secondary school for
all/most sites, but there are several other secondary schools in Horsham. Many pupils from Slinfold attend the
Weald School, Billingshurst (www.theweald.org.uk), which has a school bus service from Slinfold.
16 Slinfold Stores (www.facebook.com/pages/Slinfold-Village-Store/308556019346290) includes a Post Office open
3 mornings per week (http://www.openinghourspostoffice.co.uk/Post+Office+Slinfold++Horsham+(West+Sussex)/RH13%200RP/Horsham/9541).
17 Horsham GP distances are measured to Riverside Surgery, but Orchard, Courtyard & Park Surgeries are all
approx. the same distance as Riverside. No info on Dental Surgeries.
18 Rudgwick Medical Centre also includes a Dental Surgery (upstairs - no lift).
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Site 1: East of Hayes Lane
19
20
21
22
23

There is also a Dental Surgery in Billingshurst (several large steps up to front door) – distance similar to GP
Surgery, but not measured.
Daytime frequencies, Mon-Sat.
Estimated Housing Capacity range calculated by Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG) is a theoretical
range calculated using the whole site area (see Note 1) with a housing density range of 20 – 25 units / ha.
See Note 3.
HDC Development Management Report, 21 July 2015
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Slinfold Neighbourhood Plan
Housing Land Availability Assessment
Site 2 : End of West Way

Legend

Potential Development:

Ancient Woodland

Parish Boundary

Sites 1 – 9 & 11

Deciduous Woodland

Built-up Area Boundary

Site 10

Reg’d Traditional Orchards

Conservation Area Boundary

Approved Developments

Econet Grassland

Public Rights of Way

Reg’d Community Assets

Scheduled Monuments

Listed Buildings (Grade II)

Bus Stops

SSSIs

Last edited 10 March 2016 JB
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Site 2: End of West Way
Site Context
Site Area

1

2.15 ha

Current Land Use

agricultural / hay / grassland

2

PDL / Greenfield

Greenfield

Boundary Treatment

North – hedgerow; East – fencing; South-East – gardens;
South-West – important drainage ditch/stream; West – hedge.

Topography

Gently undulating

Planning History

SHELAA Designation

• None shown by map search relating directly to this site.
• Several permitted applications for conversion of storage buildings to
dwellings on the adjoining ‘Nibletts’ land
3

SA061 Land at West Way : Red : Not Currently Developable
The site is relatively flat and adjoins the existing settlement edge of Slinfold,
Access to the site could be obtained off West Way, however the junction into
this cul de sac off Hayes Lane is very narrow. The site is also located within an
area of lowlying land abuting the Slinfold Conservation area. This area makes an
important contribution to the setting of Slinfold and the landscape features
would be sensitive to development.

HDC Landscape Capacity

SPC Landscape Capacity

4

5

SF1 (part) : Low/No
Key landscape features and qualities in this area are very sensitive to housing
development. The rural character of this area together with its important
contribution to the setting of Slinfold, and the high moderate-high visual
sensitivity are key factors that result in a low/no capacity for small scale housing
development.
Negligible / Low
• The site lacks containment to the east
• Negligible/Low capacity for housing which might only be feasible, confined
to the western part of the site
• Any development in the centre is liable to be perceived as ‘backland’ infill
and could lead to the loss of the existing green gap between properties.

Biodiversity and Arboriculture
Biodiversity

•
•
•
•

Arboricultural Designations
6
7
(e.g. ASNW /TPO )

• 3 TPOs at NW corner of site & several close to SW corner.
• Traditional Orchard priority habitat, qual. 1 (high) (ref: WSUS0098) close to
W boundary.

Historical Common Land (Tithe Map 1843)
Improved grassland.
N boundary – species-rich hedgerow
W & SW boundaries – species-rich hedgerow & stream.

Heritage Assets
Listed Buildings

Conservation Area
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• Eastern boundary of site adjoins ‘garden extensions’ of 3 listed buildings (all
Grade II): Taylors, Chapel Cottage, & Littlehammers; also very close to
Holdens.
• Site is also overlooked by / visible from 9+ other listed buildings on S & W
sides of The Street.
Site is separated from Conservation Area only by ‘garden extensions’ of 3 listed
buildings
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Site 2: End of West Way
Landscape
Affects Important views

8

Protects Downs Link
Respects village BUAB

Site visible from:
• 3 “Important views in and out of Conservation Area to be retained”
• 2 additional “Important views” noted in Parish Design Statement
Visible from Downs Link, including 1 “Important view” noted above.

9

• Site adjoins BUA to SE & W
• Site could create a ‘bridge’ between BUA at Spring La./The Street to the east
and BUA at Hayes La. to the west.

Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
Within site

None

Adjacent

None

Flood Risk
Strategic Flood Risk
Surface Water Flood Risk

Flood Zone 1
10

Survey Comments

• Important drainage ditch along SW & W boundaries.
• Medium to high risk along access road (West Way) and adjoining the ditch
along SW & W boundaries.
Close to Slinfold Flood Action Group hotspot on Hayes Lane

Accessibility
11

Proximity (in km) to:
Primary school Slinfold C of E – 0.6 km
Secondary school Tanbridge – 5.5 km ; Weald

12

– 7.5 km

13

Post Office/Convenience store Slinfold Stores – 0.4 km
Tesco Superstore – 4.3 km
14

15

Health Facility - GP Surgery Horsham – 6.6 km; Rudgwick – 7.3 km;
16
Billingshurst – 7.3 km (via Park St) & 8.2 km (via Hayes La)
[All accessible by bus.]
Children’s play area KGV – 0.5 km; Six Acres – 0.5 km on foot; 0.6 km by road
Formal sports pitch(es) Cricket field – 0.5 km; Cherry Tree (football & tennis) – 0.9 km
Bus stop: 0.3 km
17
& frequency to Horsham – twice hourly (Arriva 63 and Compass 100)
Billingshurst – hourly (Compass service 100)
Guildford – hourly (Arriva service 63)
Railway station Horsham – 7.3 km; Billingshurst – 8.4 km
Vehicular access constraints
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Pinch points at:
• junction of West Way and Hayes Lane; and
• in Hayes Lane immediately south of junction with Lyons Road / The Street.
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Site 2: End of West Way
Utilities
Water, electricity supply

Facilities available at West Way (proposed access road).
33kV cables cross adjoin Site 8 overhead on pylons.

Foul drainage

Facilities available at West Way (proposed access road)

Surface Water drainage

unknown

Site Considerations
Source:

Estimated Housing Capacity

18

NWPG

42-53

19

SHELAA

Not Developable

Developer
18

Deliverable/ Developable/
Achievable

Accessibility queries subject to WSCC – see under “Vehicular access constraints”

Community Benefits

village green / open space

Employment on site

N/A

Other comments
Notes:
1
Site Area (in ha) as measured from Development Boundary as shown in the map/aerial view on page 1 of this
document (drawn on map by Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG))
2
PDL = Previously developed land, i.e. “Brownfield”
3
SHELAA = Strategic Housing & Employment Land Availability Assessment (Horsham District Council, Nov 2015)
www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/housing-land-availability
4
Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment, April 2014,
www.horshamdistrictldf.info/Core_Strategy/docs/Landscape-Capacity-Study2014.pdf
5
Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Appraisal of Potential Housing Sites at Slinfold, on behalf of Slinfold Parish
Council, August 2015, by David Huskisson Associates
6
ASNW = Ancient & Semi-Natural Woodland
7
TPO = Tree Preservation Order. All TPO information has been taken from a map dated 30 Jan 2012, supplied by
HDC, but no further details are readily available.
8
Important views as designated in the Slinfold Conservation Area leaflet
(www.slinfold-pc.gov.uk/Slinfold-Parish-Council/UserFiles/Files/SlinfoldConservationAreaAdviceLeaflet.pdf)
and/or by the Slinfold Parish Design Statement (www.slinfold-pc.gov.uk/Slinfold-ParishCouncil/UserFiles/Files/design/SlinfoldDesignStatementFinalFinalasdistributed.pdf
)
9
BUAB = Built-up Area boundary as shown at www.horshamdistrictldf.info/Files/LP_Slinfold_2007_CONS.pdf
10 Environment Agency Map: Risk of Flooding from Surface Water, watermaps.environmentagency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiyby.aspx?topic=ufmfsw&scale=8&ep=map&layerGroups=default&lang=_e&y=131860&x
=513135#x=511943&y=130947&scale=11
11 Where possible, all distances are measured from proposed site entrance from nearest road
12 Tanbridge House School (www.tanbridge-house-sch.co.uk/) is the nearest Horsham secondary school for
all/most sites, but there are several other secondary schools in Horsham. Many pupils from Slinfold attend the
Weald School, Billingshurst (www.theweald.org.uk), which has a school bus service from Slinfold.
13 Slinfold Stores (www.facebook.com/pages/Slinfold-Village-Store/308556019346290) includes a Post Office open
3 mornings per week (http://www.openinghourspostoffice.co.uk/Post+Office+Slinfold++Horsham+(West+Sussex)/RH13%200RP/Horsham/9541).
14 Horsham GP distances are measured to Riverside Surgery, but Orchard, Courtyard & Park Surgeries are all
approx. the same distance as Riverside. No info on Dental Surgeries.
15 Rudgwick Medical Centre also includes a Dental Surgery (upstairs - no lift).
16 There is also a Dental Surgery in Billingshurst (several large steps up to front door) – distance similar to GP
Surgery, but not measured.
17 Daytime frequencies, Mon-Sat.
18 Estimated Housing Capacity range calculated by Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG) is a theoretical
range calculated using the whole site area (see Note i) with a housing density range of 20 – 25 units / ha.
19 See Note 3.
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Site 3: Nowhurst Business Park
Site Context
Site Area

1

12.56ha

Current Land Use

Not in use. Former use as Civil Engineering Contractors Depot & Motor Salvage
Depot.

2

PDL / Greenfield

Predominantly PDL

Boundary Treatment

North – Woodland & earth bunds to adjoining property (Brookhurst Farm); East
– earth bunds To Road (A281);
South-East – Private Road/Public Bridleway (Nowhurst Lane), Ancient Woodland
& Deciduous Woodland;
South-West – farmland; North-West – river & Ancient Woodland

Topography

Earth bunds to East mainly flat then steep slope to river.

Planning History

No applications or enforcements within the past 5 years.
Prior to that there was an extensive and complex planning history, primarily
relating to previous commercial use of the site as, variously, a civil engineering
depot and, motor salvage yard. A full list of cases back to 1997 is provided in the
Appendix.

SHELAA Assessment

3

SA041. Not currently developable.
The site is in an isolated rural location away from any settlement boundary. It
has existing permission for business use and it is considered that this use should
be retained. There may be some contamination issues arising from the previous
uses on site which could impact viability. A small amount of enabling
development may be suitable to unlock the economic potential of the site, for
example housing work for workers on site adding to the existing linear
development to the south however this would need to be part of a
comprehensive development. Overall the site is considered not currently
developable for residential use.

HDC Landscape Capacity
SPC Landscape Capacity

4

5

N/A
Moderate – High
• Capacity for housing within southern and central part of the site.
• Northern part of site has Low capacity.

Biodiversity and Arboriculture
Biodiversity

N/A

Arboricultural Designations
6
7
(e.g. ASNW /TPO )

•
•
•

NW boundary adjacent to Ancient Woodland (Millmead Copse) across river.
SE boundary adjoins Deciduous Woodland at Nowhurst Lane, part of which
(not adjoining site) is Ancient Woodland.
No TPOs.

Heritage Assets
Listed Buildings

Smithaw (Grade II) situated at SE corner of site.
Old Strood (Grade II) situated close to SE corner of site.
Nowhurst Farmhouse (Grade II) situated along Nowhurst Lane, SW of site.
Archway to south west of Farlington School and Main building at Farlington
School (both Grade II) situated across A281 close to site entrance.

Conservation Area

N/A
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Site 3: Nowhurst Business Park
Landscape
Affects Important views

8

Protects Downs Link
Respects village BUAB

N/A
N/A

9

Unrelated to any BUA

Public Rights of Way (PRoW)
Within site

None

Adjacent

•

•
•

Bridleway 1443 (Nowhurst Lane) runs along SE boundary of site, and
provides a foot/cycle route to Slinfold village. It also forms part of the
Sussex Literary Trail.
Bridleway 1440 runs off Nowhurst Lane and variously provides connections
to parts of Slinfold and Broadbridge Heath.
Bridleways 1439/1 & 1439/4 run from the other side of the A281
(respectively opposite the site entrance, and opposite Nowhurst Lane) and
provide connections to Warnham

Flood Risk
Strategic Flood Risk
Surface Water Flood Risk

•
•
10

Survey Comments

NW part of site (adjoining the North River) – Flood Zone 3
Remainder of site – Flood Zone 1

Largely very low risk, but with small areas of low, medium & high risk across
parts of the site.
None

Accessibility
11

Proximity (in km) to:
12

Primary school Slinfold C of E – 2.5 km (foot/cycle ); 4.7 by road via Clemsfold
Shelly, Broadbridge Heath – 3.4 km
Warnham – 2.9 km
Secondary school Tanbridge – 4.4 km ; Weald

13

– 10.9 km

14

15

Post Office/Convenience store Slinfold Stores – 2.5 km (foot/cycle ); 4.7 – 5.3 km by road
16
17
BBH Stores – 2.4 km (foot/cycle ); 2.9 km by road
Tesco Superstore – 3.5 km
18
Warnham Village Stores – 3.2 km
19

Health Facility - GP Surgery Horsham – 5.9 km; Rudgwick
[Both accessible by bus.]

20

– 7.3 km

Children’s play area There are various playgrounds & playing fields (including 2 cricket fields, tennis
courts & football pitches) located in and between Warnham and Broadbridge
Formal sports pitch(es) Heath villages, mostly c. 3 – 4 km from the site. Additionally, Broadbridge Heath
Leisure Centre is 3.5 km from the site.
Bus stop: adjacent to site entrance
21
& frequency to Horsham –hourly (Arriva service 63X)
Guildford – hourly (Arriva service 63X)
Railway station Horsham – 6.5 km
Vehicular access constraints
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None: would use the existing site access from a roundabout on A281.
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