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Standing up for your countryside






RESPONSE TO HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL’S 

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO THE

HORSHAM DISTRICT PLANNING FRAMEWORK (HDPF)

PUBLIC CONSULTATION 23 MARCH to 5 MAY 2015

CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) has responded to each of the HDPF Proposed Main Modifications listed in the table below. Submissions were made on-line by means of Horsham District Council’s consultation portal at: 

http://horsham.limehouse.co.uk/portal/planning/hdpfmm/hdpf_main_modifications
	Main Modification (MM) Number
	HDPF Chapter/Policy/Para and Page Number 
	In this document at:

	MM1
	Ch3, para 3.25, page 17.
	Page 2

	MM2
	Ch3, New para ‘Delivery Mechanisms’ after para 3.26, page 17.

	Page 2

	MM4
	Ch4,Policy 2c:strategic development areas, page 22.

	Page 2

	MM10
	Ch6, Para 6.3:- ‘housing need’, page 48.

	Page 3

	MM11
	Ch6, Para 6.5-15,000 instead of 13,000 new houses, page 29.

	Page 5

	MM12
	Policy 14: Strategic Policy-Housing Provision, page 50.

	Page 5

	MM13
	Policy 15: Strategic Policy:Meeting Local Housing Needs, page 51
.
	Page 6

	MM14
	Ch7 Policy SD1: North of Horsham, page 59.


	Page 7

	MM18
	Ch7 Policy SD6:North of Horsham: – ‘biodiversity’, page 62.


	Page 7

	MM23
	Ch7 Policy SD9: North of Horsham:-impact on road network –mitigation measures, pages 72 and 73.


	Page 8

	MM24
	Ch7 Policy SD10: Land west of Southwater –increased allocation, page 75.


	Page 8

	MM25
	Ch7 New Policy SD11: ‘Land south of Billingshurst’, page 76.


	Page 9

	MM26
	Ch9 Policy 26: coalescence: replacement of ‘no reduction’, with ‘no significant reduction’, page 92. 
	Page 11


MM1

CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) would like the sentence in question not only to be deleted but also replaced with an explicit statement of the Council’s position; we suggest:

‘There is no need for either a step change to an existing settlement or for a new settlement within our District.’.
MM2

1.
The opening sentence to HDC’s proposed new paragraph is factually incorrect and therefore misleading because it is developers, not the Council, who build and deliver houses. Accordingly, the housing trajectory referred to in the sentence indicates that allocated sites have the capacity to accommodate 10,000 dwellings, not that the Council will deliver them.

1.2.
Whether 10,000 houses are actually built in the specified period is dependent on there being a realisable demand for that number of houses and the willingness and ability of developers to build the houses. After all, as was demonstrated during the financial crisis, developers will not build more houses than can be sold at an acceptable to them profit.

1.3.
It should not be forgotten that house sales fell in consequence of the financial crisis and developers responded by reducing their build rates to levels below that required by the South East Plan in order to maintain profit margins. Mr Salter acknowledged in his HDPF ‘Initial Findings that the “ financial crisis and economic downturn ” had “ an unprecedented influence on house building in the local area.

1.4.
We therefore ask that the opening sentence either be deleted or rewritten to read:

’The housing trajectory indicates that allocated sites have the capacity to accommodate 10,000 dwellings in the first 15 years of the plan’ .

2.
The second sentence advises that ‘There are a number of uncertainties towards the end of the plan period including the future of Gatwick’.

2.1.
We ask that the policy be amended to recognise and acknowledge, too, the uncertainty around the target of 750 new homes per year imposed by the Inspector, including DCLG’s household projections and the allowance for employment need. The uncertainty of the latter was acknowledged by the Inspector in his HDPF ‘Initial Findings’ and the former by an Inspector who cautioned at an Appeal last year that the weight given to DCLG projections “ should take account of the fact they have not been tested or moderated against relevant const” (S62A/2014/0001, Jul14).

2.2.
This recognition and acknowledgement is essential because should there be a fall in demand for new houses below the target set by the Inspector, and developers respond by reducing build rates in order to maintain profits, as they did during the recession in response to reduced demand, the target should be reset at a lower level to reflect market conditions.

2.3.
Furthermore, it would be inequitable if the Inspectorate was to penalise the Council and the District’s communities at Appeal by allowing applications to build on unallocated sites (as is the case now).
MM4

‘South of Billingshurst’.

1.
CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) considers that Billingshurst is neither a suitable nor sustainable location for further large-scale housing development and that where and in what number houses are built at Billingshurst should be determined by the village’s community through the neighbourhood planning 
process, not by developers. HDC’s ‘strategic’ allocation is developer driven; and is contrary to the NPPF’s Ministerial Foreword, which stipulates that planning “should be a collective enterprise”, which should “include, people and communities”. Please see our response to MM25.
1.1.
The development will not provide new residents access to new employment opportunities in the village. They will have to commute out of the village by car to their work places as do the majority of Billingshurst’s residents. Consequently, the development will not comply with HDPF Policy 39, which requires a ‘rebalancing in favour of non-car modes as a means of access to jobs, homes, services and facilities’.
‘West of Southwater’

1.
CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) objects to the proposed amendment because contrary to the ‘Reason for Modification’ given by HDC, the Council has increased the allocation to reflect the developers outline application to build 594 dwellings on the site, which HDC approved earlier this year. It is a retrospective increase, and the developer, not the Planning Inspector, has caused HDC to ‘revise’ its allocation beyond the ‘c500’, irrespective of concerns about whether the development, which will result in a substantial increase in the village’s population, is truly sustainable. Please see our response to MM24.

2.
The development will not provide new residents with access to new employment opportunities in the village.They will have to commute out of the village by car to their work places as do the majority of Southwater’s residents. Consequently, the development will not achieve a ‘rebalancing in favour of non-car modes as a means of access to jobs, homes, services and facilities’ as required by HDPF Policy 39. It will therefore be in breach of Policy 39.

“ North of Horsham”

1.
CPRE Sussex Horsham District considers that the ‘North of Horsham’ development of ‘around 2,500’ houses is flawed because:

a.
Whether the development will provide sufficient funding to pay for the infrastructure needed for the development to be viable and sustainable is in doubt.

b.
There is uncertainty about the number of affordable homes that the development will provide. The assurance given at the Examination in Public (Nov 14) - that 35% affordable housing would be provided, was rescinded post the Examination. We are therefore concerned that the proportion of affordable homes is likely to be much less than the 35% required by HDPF Policy 15.

c.
Whether the development will be provided with a railway station needed ‘to provide a sustainable form of travel to the wider area’ (HDPF Policy SD1) is in doubt. Without a railway station the development will be car dependent and therefore contrary to HDPF Policy 39, which requires a ‘rebalancing in favour of non-car modes’ as a means of access to jobs, homes, services and facilities’.

d.
Whether the proposed enormous business park will attract ‘high end’ businesses employing 4,000 people, including Horsham’s school leavers’, is in doubt.

e.
The adverse impact that the development, which will consume 800 acres of irreplaceable countryside, could have on biodiversity, not only on the site itself but also on the nearby High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the adjoining Biodiversity Opportunity Area, has not been properly assessed. Please see our response to MM18.
MM10

1.
We consider that the Inspector’s imposed target of at least 750 new houses has been arrived at by means of questionable presumptions and assumptions, not by the application of any proven 
mathematical model.The resulting uncertainty is acknowledged by the Inspector in his ‘Initial Findings’ and should be recognised in the wording of the policy.

1.2.
HDC’s MM10 seems to be an attempt to give substance to and justify the Inspector’s seemingly arbitrary target based as it is on assumptions and presumptions by filling in the gaps with numbers, which together have a combined sum of 750.There is no mathematical certainty here and the uncertainty should be recognised in the policy.

1.3.
We ask that the uncertainty about the allotted target be recognised in the wording of policy.

1.4.
We ask that the target be reduced.

2.
We question whether HDC is correct in its implied presumption that the ‘2015 DCLG Household Projections – 2012 based’ do not factor in ‘the existing population’. If the DCLG figures allow for ‘the existing population’ in its household projections, HDC’s allocation of 216 homes per year ‘to house the existing population’ is unnecessary, because it would be included in the 597 houses per year.

3.
We ask HDC to confirm whether it has tested and moderated the DCLG projection for Horsham District? We ask this question because in an Appeal decision (S62A/2014/0001, Jul 14) an Inspector cautioned that the weight given to DCLG projections “ should take account of the fact they have not been tested or moderated against relevant constraints”.

4.
We ask that HDC detail the sources from which they have obtained their numbers and explain how the numbers in each source has been determined and why they consider the numbers to be sound.

5.
We ask that HDC explain and justify their belief and certainty that the Inspector’s imposed target can and will be achieved in all years to 2031, and also why they believe that economic growth will continue unabated in all years to 2031. Not least, because as is recognised by the Office for Budget Responsibility in its ‘Economic and Fiscal Outlook’ (December 2014) there is considerable uncertainty around any economic forecast.

6. We ask that HDC be mindful that:

a. Allocating sites in the HDPF with the capacity to provide the number of houses required by the Planning Inspector does not guarantee a demonstrable and achievable five-year housing land supply in all years to 2031.

b. House sales fell in consequence of the financial crisis and developers responded by reducing their build rates to levels below that required by the South East Plan in order to maintain profit margins. Mr Salter acknowledged in his HDPF ‘Initial Findings that the “ financial crisis and economic downturn ” had “ an unprecedented influence on house building in the local area.

c. It is developers, not the Council, who build houses and the Council cannot compel developers to build houses.

7.
We question and object to HDC’s inclusion of ‘a small allowance for the Coastal housing market area’.

8.
We ask that HDC specify the number of houses allowed for the ‘Coastal housing market area’, together with the identity of the Council’s whose housing needs the allowance will contribute to.

9.
We ask that the sentence be rewritten to read  ‘This will deliver 15,000 homes over the plan period 2011-2031 provided that economic growth continues unabated and subject to there being a realisable demand for new houses, and that developers are willing and able to deliver 750 new homes per year in all years to 2031’ .

9.1.
HDC’s statement that ‘this will deliver 15,000 homes over the next 20 years’ is misleading because the plan period of 20 years is 2011-2031, not as is indicated by the wording of the statement.
MM11

The sentence is misleading and unsound for the following reasons:

1. The plan period of 20 years is 2011-2031, not as is indicated by the statement ‘over the next 20 years’, 2015-2035 (e.g. 2015+20=2035).

2. Allocation of sites in the HDPF with the capacity to provide the number of houses required by the Planning Inspector cannot guarantee a demonstrable and achievable five-year housing land supply in all years to 2031. This is because developers will not build more houses than can be sold at an acceptable-to-them profit and the Council cannot compel developers to build houses should developers reduce build rates to a level below that required by the Inspector.

2.1. Planning Appeals in Horsham District have shown that permissions count for nothing in the view of the Inspectorate if the timely delivery of permitted developments is not assured.

3. The target of 750 new houses per year is predicated on the doubtful presumption that a build-and-sales rate of at least 750 new houses a year is achievable - and will be enabled by unabated economic growth and realisable demand for new homes - in all years to 2031, even though as is recognised by the Office for Budget Responsibility in its ‘Economic and Fiscal Outlook’ (December 2014) there is considerable uncertainty around any economic forecast.

4. House sales fell in consequence of the financial crisis and related recession, and developers responded by reducing their build rates in order to maintain profit margins.

4.1. The Planning Inspector, Mr Salter, acknowledged in his HDPF ‘Initial Findings’ that the ‘financial crisis and economic downturn ” had “ an unprecedented influence on house building in the local area”.

The penultimate sentence should therefore be amended to read:
‘Sites with the capacity to accommodate 15,000 homes over the plan period 2011 – 2031 years will be allocated, and the new homes delivered provided that economic growth continues unabated and subject to there being a realisable demand for new homes and the ability and willingness of developers to deliver 750 new homes per year in all years to 2031’ .
MM12

1. The Inspector’s imposed target of at least 750 new houses pa is excessive and is unjustified because it has been arrived at by means of questionable presumptions and assumptions, not by the application of any proven mathematical model. The resulting uncertainty is acknowledged by the Inspector in his ‘Initial Findings’. The target is therefore arbitrary.

2. His arbitrary target is predicated on the doubtful presumption that a build-and-sales rate of at least 750 new houses a year is achievable - and will be enabled by unabated economic growth - in all years to 2031, even though as is recognised by the Office for Budget Responsibility in its ‘Economic and Fiscal Outlook’ (December 2014) there is considerable uncertainty around any economic forecast.
3. Allocation of sites in the HDPF with the capacity to provide the number of houses required by the Planning Inspector does not guarantee a demonstrable and achievable five-year housing land supply in all years to 2031.

3.1. Planning Appeals in Horsham District have shown that permissions count for nothing with theInspectorate if timely delivery is not assured. Developers, not the Council, build houses and the 
Council cannot compel developers to build houses should they reduce build rates to a level below that required by the Inspector.

4. Should the public not buy new houses at the Inspector’s required rate and developers respond by reducing build-rates to below the level required by the Inspector, and the Inspector’s target not be achieved in consequence, the Plan will be deemed to be out-of-date by the Inspectorate and developers will again invoke NPPF paragraph 49 to seek approval to build on unallocated sites, and go to Appeal should the Council refuse them.

4.1. Note that the South East Plan’s required build rate of 650pa was not achieved in any year in period 2006/07 to 2012/13 because the financial crisis caused house sales to fall and builders to reduce annual build rates on allocated sites. The Inspector acknowledged in his HDPF ‘Initial Findings that the “financial crisis and economic downturn” had “an unprecedented influence on house building in the local area”. After all, developers will not build more houses than can be sold at-an-acceptable to them profit.

5. We ask that:

a. The allotted number to be reduced.

b. The Council obtain from the Inspectorate an assurance that they and the District’s communitieswill not be penalized (as they are now) at Appeal by the Inspectorate and that applications to build on unallocated sites will not be permitted by Inspectors should developers not build houses in numbers sufficient to meet the required annual build rate and five-year supply requirement. After all, the target has not been arrived at by a proven mathematical model/formula and is dependent on assumptions and presumptions and may therefore not be achievable. Why should the Council be held accountable and communities be penalized as they are now by having development imposed on them at Appeal should developers not meet the Inspector’s arbitrary target in all years to 2031?

c. The Council to negotiate with the Inspectorate a return to the Liverpool method for determining the District’s 5-year housing land supply. This is necessary because Sedgefield method of calculating the five-year requirement, whereby the accumulated shortfall in the number of houses built is included in the five-year requirement going forward, has substantially inflated the District’s five-year housing land requirement thereby putting the Council in a much more vulnerable position when fighting Appeals, as the Council acknowledges in its Authority Monitoring Report 2012/13.

5.1. Should the Inspector’s assumptions and presumptions prove incorrect and house sales fall and developers reduce build rates below that of his substantial target and, depending on the level and duration of reduced build rates, the use of the Sedgefield method would again result in substantially inflated five-year requirements going forward.
MM13

1.
Whether Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMA) are truly a reliable source of evidence for the housing needs of communities is doubtful.

1.1.
To reinforce our concern, we draw HDC’s attention to the ‘Statement of Reasons’, dated 22 July 2014, for the refusal of the Appeal, Reference: S62A/2014/0001.

1.2.
At the Appeal Hearing the Inspector was presented with two SHMAs on behalf of the appellant and the planning authority by independent planning consultants at broadly the same time. Both covered the same HMA and the same period and both used the latest CLG household projections and factored in predictions for employment growth from a common source (albeit with slightly different dates) and both stated that they had been prepared in accord with the advice of the then recently published PPG. Yet, notwithstanding the shared evidence base, they came to substantially different conclusions.

1.3.
The substantially different conclusions was a matter of considerable concern? for the Inspector, causing him to advise that ?the very substantial difference amply serves to illustrate the statement in the PPG that establishing future need is not an exact science; and that no single approach will provide a definitive answer. It also emphasises how essential it is that evidence such as SHMAs must be rigorously tested in order to establish that it is robust.

1.4.
It is CPRE Sussex’s view that, most certainly, SHMAs should not be allowed to override housing need as determined by communities and identified in their Neighbourhood Plans. Moreover, the Inspector’s findings illustrate the dangers of being over dependent on consultants.

1.5.
We therefore ask that:.

a.
‘as evidenced in the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment in order to create sustainable and balanced communities’ (Strategic Policy: Meeting Local Housing Needs: in first paragraph) be DELETED.

b.
‘as evidenced by the latest SHMA’ be DELETED and REPLACED with                                 ‘as evidenced byNeighbourhood Plans‘ (‘Implementation’: concluding sentence).

2.
We are concerned that excluding small-scale developments of less than 15 dwellings would result in fewer affordable homes being built, in particular in rural communities.

2.1.
We therefore ask that the proposed amendments be DELETED and REPLACED with

a.
‘On sites providing between 5 and 10 dwellings, the Council will require 20% of dwellings to be affordable or where on-site provision is not achievable a financial contribution equivalent to the cost of the developer of providing the units on site’ . And:

b.
’On sites providing 11 or more dwellings, the Council will require 35% of dwellings to be affordable or where on-site provision is not achievable a financial contribution equivalent to the cost of the developer of providing the units on site’.

2.2.
We ask that the paragraph/sentence: ‘The Council will support schemes being brought forward through Neighbourhood Plans’ (Strategic Policy: Meeting Local Housing Needs: the last sentence before section headed ‘Implementation’) be RESTORED.

3.
We are very concerned that HDC’s proposed amendments will undermine emerging Neighbourhood Plans in which Parish Councils have already invested considerable effort. Presumably HDC has informed Parish Councils of their intent?
MM14

1.
CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) objects to HDC changing 2,500 homes to ‘around 2,500 homes’, because ‘around’ is defined by HDC as ‘a guide figure that is plus or minus 10% of the figure quoted’. 

2.
This would enable the developer to increase the total build by 10% to 2,750 new homes, assuming of course that the developer respects HDC’s 10% ceiling and does not press for an even larger increase.

3.
We are concerned that the developer might sacrifice ‘green’ spaces and landscape buffer zoneswithin the development area to accommodate additional houses.
MM18

1. CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) does not support the proposed amendment because the actions specified by the 2nd paragraph of SD6, as amended by HDC, concerning ‘biodiversity’, -that the 
development shall ‘respond to' and ‘complement’ ‘the biodiversity qualities of the site’, are vague, and do not comply with, and therefore would not achieve the explicit NPPF requirements stipulated at NPPF paragraphs 7, 8, 9, 17, 109, 114,117,118 and 165, by Article 10 of the Habitats Directive and by the Natural Environment and Communities (NERC) Act 2006, Section 40 and Section 40(3).

2. We ask that the proposed modification be amended to include, at the very least, the explicit requirement: ‘to protect and enhance biodiversity in and around the strategic site’. .

2.1.
In order to do this all of the site’s habitats need to be identified and mapped, including components of the ecological networks, as required by NPPF Paragraph 117. (Nb as is made clear by the NPPF, ‘ecological networks’ are not the same as ‘green infrastructure’)

3.
In addition, how the proposed development would impact on the biodiversity of the wider area including the High Weald AONB and the Biodiversity Opportunity Area needs to be assessed.

3.1.
The results of the assessment would inform the measures needed to minimise impacts on and provide net gains in biodiversity and to establish coherent ecological networks that are resilient to current and future pressures, in compliance with the NPPF and NERC Act 2006.

MM23
1.
The policy’s provision for cyclists and pedestrians is limited to the provision of ‘safer pedestrian 
and cycle crossing points of the A264’ and ‘a safe crossing for cyclists completing the Horsham to Crawley cycle route’.

2.
We ask that the requirement to provide suitable and safe sustainable transport design in particular seeking to provide and enhance alternative modes of transport to the car in and around the strategic development, including the business park, be included in and specified by the policy to ensure compliance with:
a.
HDPF Policy 39, which requires a ‘rebalancing in favour of non-car modes as a means of access to jobs, homes, services and facilities’, and

b
NPPF paragraph 17, bullet 11, which stipulates that one of the NPPF Core Planning Principles, which should underpin both plan-making and decision-taking, is that planning should actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable.

3.
The aim must be to ensure that the traffic and environmental impact of the development does not transgress NPPF paragraph 32. 

4.
A credible objective assessment of cumulative traffic impacts has yet to be provided.
MM24

CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) objects to the proposed amendment because contrary to the ‘Reason for Modification’ given by HDC, the Council has increased the allocation to reflect the developers outline application to build 594 dwellings on the site, which HDC approved earlier this year. It is a retrospective increase, and the developer, not the Planning Inspector, has caused HDC to ‘revise’ its allocation beyond the ‘around 500’.

We are also very concerned that Policy SD9/SD10 does not, as it should, adequately recognise or address impacts on infrastructure, traffic flow on the A24 and wider road network, biodiversity and landscape:

Infrastructure:

1.
The policy does not recognise or address the need for infrastructure and services that will be needed in consequence of the development.

1.1.
We ask that the policy stipulate that development will not be permitted on the strategic site until the infrastructure and services required in consequence of the development are identified and funding and timely delivery assured.

Traffic Assessment:

2.
We ask that the policy include the requirement similar to that proposed by HDC for Policy SD8 (MM23), here adapted to read: ‘A comprehensive transport assessment to demonstrate the additional amounts of traffic movement including but not limited to the A24 that would be generated by all the residential and business development proposed in the strategic allocation shall be undertaken prior to the determination of planning applications for the site’s development. Before undertaking any modeling work to support the transport assessment, applicants will be required to agree trip rates, trip distribution and junction modeling with Surreyand West Sussex County Councils’.

Biodiversity:

3.
The policy stipulates only that that ‘the design and layout will preserve and recognise existing, sensitive heritage assets and their settings as well as the biodiversity and green infrastructure’.

3.1.
The policy needs to require much more than for ‘the design and layout’ to ‘preserve and recognise’ the site’s ‘biodiversity and green infrastructure’ in order to comply with NPPF paragraphs 7,8,9,17,109,114, 117, 118 and 165, Article 10 of the Habitats Directive, and the NERC Act 2006 and the policies and Government commitments in ‘Biodiversity 2020’.

3.2.
We therefore ask that the policy be amended to read:

‘Impacts on biodiversity must be determined and priority species, habitats and ecological networks protected and enhanced and net gains in biodiversity ensured in and around the site’,

to ensure compliance with national policies and statutory regulation.

Landscape:

4.
We ask that the policy be revised or amended to include the requirement for the design and layout of development ‘to conserve and enhance the positive landscape qualities of the site’.

4.1.
To reinforce the need for this inclusion we cite the Minister of State for Housing and Planning, Brendon Lewis MP's letter to the Chief Executive of the Planning Inspectorate, Simon Ridley, dated 27 March 2015.

MM25

1.
CPRE Sussex (Horsham District) considers that Billingshurst is not a suitable and sustainable location for further large-scale housing development and that where and in what number houses are built at Billingshurst should be determined by the village’s community through the neighbourhood planning process.

2.
“An application for 50 units recently permitted to the south of the village, has left the area to the south east of the site vulnerable to development ” is misleading because the application for this piecemeal unplanned development was approved, despite the remoteness of the site from the village’s public facilities and services, primarily because the decision-takers believed that a refusal would be overturned at Appeal. It is fear of the Planning Inspectorate and the belief that S106 payments would be lost and legal costs incurred should the Inspector overturn a refusal by the Council at Appeal, that has left the area in question vulnerable to development.

2.1.
“An application for 50 units recently permitted to the south of the village, has left the area to the south east of the site vulnerable to development ” should therefore be deleted.

Biodiversity:

3.
“Consideration of impacts on the Mens SAC in relation to Barbastelle bats may also be a consideration ”: “Consideration ..... may also be a consideration” does not make sense. Moreover, impact on the SAC in relation to Barbastelle bats is not the only biodiversity consideration, as is made clear by the HDC’s ‘Horsham District Planning Framework Sustainability Appraisal’ (SA), Proposed Modifications Update, March 2015, page 90.

3.2.
Contrary to the statement on page 90, mitigation measures have NOT been identified through the SA process, and mitigation measures have NOT been incorporated into the wording of New Policy SD11, presumably because measures have yet to be identified. This oversight needs to be rectified.

3.3.
To comply with NPPF paragraphs 7,8,9,17,109,114, 117, 118 and 165, Article 10 of the Habitats Directive, and the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 and the policies and Government commitments in ‘Biodiversity 2020’. ‘A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services’, Policy SD11 should require development to do more than ‘conserve and enhance’ biodiversity. We therefore ask that the policy be amended to read:

‘Impacts on biodiversity must be determined and priority species, habitats and ecological networks identified, mapped, protected and enhanced and net gains in biodiversity ensured in and around the site’.

High Quality Landscape:

4.
Impact of development on Billingshurst’s high quality landscape is also an important planning consideration.

4.1.
The Sustainability Appraisal advises that larger scale greenfield development at Billingshurst would have ‘some negative impacts due to the overall scale of the development and the high quality landscape around the village’, ‘although the landscape in this area has no formal protection’.

4.2.
However, HDC should be mindful that The Minister of State for Housing and Planning, Brendon Lewis MP, in his letter to the Chief Executive of the Planning Inspectorate, Simon Ridley, dated 27 March 2015, informed Mr Ridley that he had:

“ become aware of several recent appeal cases in which harm to landscape character has been an important consideration in the appeal being dismissed. These cases are a reminder of one of the twelve core principles at paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework – that plans and decisions should take into account the different roles and character of different areas , and recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside – to ensure that development is suitable for the local context ”. (underlining is mine)

“ While National Parks, the Broads, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Heritage Coasts quite rightly enjoy the highest degree of protection, outside of these designated areas the impact of development on the landscape can be an important material consideration. We are publicising some of these appeal cases more widely, with the help of the Planning Advisory Service, to promote greater understanding of how landscape character can be taken into account by local planning authorities in their decisions”. (underlining is mine)

“These cases also reflect the wider emphasis on delivering sustainable outcomes at the heart of the Framework, which means taking full account of the environmental as well as the economic and social dimensions of development proposals. And, of course, these roles should not be undertaken in isolation - the economic factors can secure higher social and environmental standards".

4.3.
Mr Lewis’s letter reinforces the importance of protecting the village’s landscape, and explicitly stating that requirement in SD11. Development that would be detrimental to the village’s high quality landscape should not be permitted.

Traffic Assessment:

5.
We ask that Policy SD11 include the requirement similar to that proposed by HDC for Policy SD8 (MM23): 

‘A comprehensive transport assessment to demonstrate the additional amounts of traffic movement including but not limited to the A29 and A272 would be generated by the development proposed in the strategic allocation shall be undertaken prior to the determination of planning applications for the site’s development. Before undertaking any modelling work to support the transport assessment, applicants will be required to agree trip rates, trip distribution and junction modelling with West Sussex County Councils, and perhaps Surrey County Council, too. After all, strategic development at Billingshurst is to meet the housing needs of areas and employment centres remote from Billingshurst’.

MM26

1.
We object to the addition of the word ‘significant’ to HDPF Policy 26, bullet ‘a’.

1.1.
‘Significant’ indicates that there is a degree of ‘reduction’, without defining the level of reduction that would not be permissible, and vice versa.

2.
Its use in this particular context is therefore vague and unhelpful to decision-takers and being imprecise would lead to dispute and exploitation at Appeals.

Dr Roger F Smith

Trustee CPRE Sussex

24 May 2015
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