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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Parish Council (PC) and the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (SG) are committed to 

creating a neighbourhood plan that responded to needs and aspirations of the local community. It 

will provide a framework for the future development of the parish, by ensuring it responds to the will 

of the local community and gives the community the ability to influence planning decisions made 

over the plan period.  

1.2 The submitted Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan is the result of considerable interaction and 

consultation with the community and businesses within the parish. Work has involved community 

groups over approximately four years, as well as surveys, public meetings and events. Activity was 

suspended for most of 2019 due to uncertainty around the revised NPPF and its potential impact 

on neighbourhood planning. The development of the plan has been overseen and coordinated by 

Rudgwick Parish Council, alongside the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and six working 

groups, which were formed to focus on distinct topic areas which would influence the plan, these 

were: 

• Business and Employment 

• Education 

• Environment and Sustainability 

• Health and Wellbeing 

• Sport and Recreation 

• Transport and Road Safety 

1.3 Throughout the process, the Steering Group and the Parish Council worked with Horsham District 

Council (HDC) to develop the plan submitted. In the early stages of the RNP, the Special Advisory 

Service from the Southdowns National Park Authority was employed to assist with the Housing 

Needs Assessment and later with the evaluation of Local Green Space. More recently, Squires 

Planning has assisted in revising the plan from the first Regulation 14 consultation to submission.  

STRUCTURE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

1.4 This Consultation Statement sets out how the PC and SG have engaged with the local community 

whilst preparing the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan. It broadly aims to set out what we have done, 

how we did it, what we learnt and then what we did with what we learnt at each stage.  

1.5 Section 3 of this document fulfils the legal obligations of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 Regulation 15(1) which requires a Consultation Statement to accompany the 

submission of a plan. Regulation 15(2) of the above-mentioned regulations confirm that a 

‘Consultation Statement’ is a document which: 

a. contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 

b. explains how they were consulted; 

c. summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

d. describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 
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CONSULTATION & ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 

1.6 Throughout our activities to date we have sought to include all parts of the community and to 

ensure that key stakeholders have been included wherever possible, these include but are not 

limited to: 

• Horsham District Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Nearby Parish Councils 

• English Heritage 

• Environment Agency 

• Highways England 

• Historic England 

• Natural England 

• Sport England  

• Local landowners 

• Local developers and agents 

1.7 We have also sought to engage with the community via a variety of means, these include:  

• Setting up a Steering Group consisting of Councillors and community representative 

volunteers; 

• A dedicated section on the Parish Council Website showing all key documents and 

meeting notes; 

• Updates on Facebook and Twitter; 

• Progress updates in the Annual Parish Report; 

• Articles/progress updates in the Parish Newsletter (The Rudgwick Magazine); 

• Press Releases; 

• Public Events to inform and gather views; 

• A Parish Survey in 2015 to gather opinions, views and concerns; and, 

• Consultation meetings with stakeholders as appropriate. 
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2. CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES UP TO REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION 

2.1 The Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan has been in development since 2016 and over the past four 

years there has been much engagement with the local community encompassing numerous 

events, consultation activities.  

2.2  This section sets out the consultation activities undertaken up to the Reg.14 Consultation. 

ANNUAL PARISH MEETING (14 MARCH 2016) 

2.3 To help determine whether a neighbourhood plan should be prepared, several interested 

Councillors attended a training session to learn more about the process and what was involved. 

These Councillors prepared a briefing note and Agenda item on Neighbourhood Planning which 

was discussed at length. Around 70 people attended the meeting and had the ability to make 

comments during the public participation section of the meeting.  

2.4 The outcome of the meeting (notes included in APPENDIX 1) was that a decision to go ahead with 

a plan for Rudgwick parish was made and individuals volunteered to get involved in the process. 

Those who volunteered were asked to complete a short questionnaire confirming what their 

interests were. 

DESIGNATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN AREA (APRIL – JUNE 2016) 

2.5 Following the Parish Council meeting in April 2016, an application for the designation of the Parish 

of Rudgwick as a neighbourhood area for the purpose of producing a neighbourhood development 

plan was made on 18 April 2016. 

2.6 Horsham District Council ran a 4-week consultation on the proposed designation with details being 

hosted on their website and via a public notice in the Horsham District Post on 26 May 2016. 

Further discretionary publicity included paper copies of the application documents being available 

for inspection at the Council’s principal offices in Horsham during the consultation period. 

2.7 Following the consultation Horsham District Council formally designated the parish as a 

neighbourhood plan area on 28 June 2016 (decision included in APPENDIX 2). 

PUBLIC RNP MEETING (20 JUNE 2016) 

2.8 A public meeting was held in Rudgwick Hall which was well attended with around 80 people 

attending. The intention was to increase awareness of the plan within the community and an 

overview of the process and how the plan for the area may progress. The meeting also established 

the setting up of 5 Focus Groups (Business & Employment, Education, Environment & 

Sustainability, Health & Wellbeing and Sport & Recreation. Presentations were made by: 

• Horsham District Council who talked about the legal process and confirmed how they 

would contribute and support towards the making of a plan. 

• Nuthurst Parish Council talked about their experiences to date and the benefits of 

preparing a plan for the local community being the first area in Horsham to prepare a 

neighbourhood plan. 

• Dowsett Mayhew talked about the process and how they may be able to assist the Parish 

Council and Steering Group to prepare a plan. 
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2.9 The meeting was very helpful and provided the emerging focus groups and community with a 

useful overview of what to expect and enabling them to effectively plan ahead (information 

provided at the event is included in APPENDIX 3) 

PUBLIC RNP MEETING (5 SEPTEMBER 2016) 

2.10 The initial findings of the now established Focus Groups were presented at a public meeting to 

ensure the community were kept fully informed and ensure that the communities views were 

considered as the plans progressed.  

2.11 The meeting was publicised with posters and a published agenda and around 70 people attended.  

2.12 The general format was the chair of each Focus Group made a short presentation and then held a 

short question and answer session. The comments made were taken into account moving forward, 

the notice, agenda and minutes of this meeting are included in APPENDIX 4.  

FIRST STEERING GROUP MEETING (7 NOVEMBER 2016)  

2.13 This was the inaugural meeting of the Steering Group and Terms of Reference were circulated for 

approval and signed. A secretary was also elected. The Steering Group consisted of 4 Councillors 

and the 6 members of the public elected as chairs of the Focus Groups. Each Focus Group had 

already met several times. (APPENDIX 5 has both the minutes & terms of reference) 

2.14 The Steering Group agreed to look into a number of topic areas which would inform the plan, The 

Focus Groups were asked to collate evidence on their respective topic areas which were: 

• Business and Employment (led by P. Wightman) 

• Education (led by V. Jarvis) 

• Environment and Sustainability (led by H. Rogers) 

• Health and Wellbeing (led by S. Blackstone) 

• Sport and Recreation (led by J. Barr) 

• Transport and Road Safety (led by P. Whyles) 

2.15 Each group then went off and looked at the relevant topic areas. Alongside this an email database 

was created which enabled any interested party to sign up to receive email updates. 

2.16 A representative from Horsham District Council attended our Steering Group meeting to update us 

on what we would need to do to progress our plan. The updated also included an update on other 

plans such as Henfield which had recently been quashed due to insufficient evidence.  

2.17 The meeting was helpful in that it highlighted the importance of having a robust evidence base 

which supports the policies. It helped galvanise minds moving forward. 

PUBLIC MEETING (5 DECEMBER 2016) 

2.18 A meeting was held to update the community on work undertaken to date by each of the Focus 

Groups and that the South Downs Consultancy would be assisting moving forward. The event was 

advertised using a poster and around 70 people attended which was considered a success.  
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2.19 The event was really helpful in that it also assisted to set the communities expectations at an 

appropriate level with the consultants providing a useful overview of what can and cannot be in the 

plan. A detailed discussion was also held around housing numbers and what the parish’s ‘fair 

share’ would be from the amount given the neighbourhood plans to deliver by the Horsham District 

Planning Framework (the agenda and minutes from this meeting are included in APPENDIX 6). 

ANNUAL PARISH MEETING (13 MARCH 2017) 

2.20 As part of the annual parish meeting, an update presentation was made on the progress of the 

neighbourhood plan (notes from this meeting are included in APPENDIX 7). It was also announced 

that a Housing Needs Assessment had been commissioned to be undertaken by the South Downs 

Consultancy and this report should be completed in Summer 2017, it would include an appropriate 

housing number of Rudgwick Parish. 

ANNUAL PARISH MEETING (12 MARCH 2018) 

2.21 As part of the annual parish meeting, an update presentation (included in APPENDIX 8) was made 

on the progress of the neighbourhood plan. Discussion at the meeting concentrated on the 

possible introduction of the standard methodology by central government would result in a 

significant increase in the number of new homes which would need to be brought forward. There 

was a strong desire by the Parish Council and Steering Group expressed by Councillors to prevent 

spending time and money on a plan which may not be able to deliver an outcome the community 

would support. 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING CONFERENCE (26 SEPTEMBER 2018) 

2.22 Horsham District Council hosted a Neighbourhood Planning Conference on 26 September 2018 for 

all groups who were working on a plan. This event updated key members of the Steering Group on 

Horsham District Council’s plans for a new Local Plan which would be adopted by 2021. 

STEERING GROUP & PARISH COUNCIL MEETINGS (NOVEMBER & DECEMBER 2018) 

2.23 In November & December 2018 it was decided to resume the preparation of the neighbourhood 

plan for the area in light of the information learned from the neighbourhood planning conference 

and the proposed timetables for the preparation of the new Local Plan. At a Steering Group 

meeting held on 12th December 2018 it was decided that the next step was to proceed with a call 

for sites, commencing as early as possible in 2019. This was subsequently undertaken between 

26th February and 5th April 2019. 

2.24 The call for sites was advertised online and offline online. It was advertised on the Parish Council 

website, the Parish Council Facebook page, the Village Notice Boards and the Rudgwick 

Magazine which is hand delivered to every property in the Parish (advertisements included in 

APPENDIX 9). 

2.25 The Steering Group asked landowners in the Parish of Rudgwick who may have an interest in 

promoting their land for development to come forward and submit their site, regardless of whether 

they had already submitted their site to Horsham District Council. They were asked to submit: 

a. A clear statement of which types of development you wish your land to be considered for, 

e.g. residential, leisure, employment, etc. 
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b. The area of the land in hectares. Please note that sites must be at least 0.5 hectares in size 

to be considered. 

c. A plan which clearly shows the extent of the land that you wish to be considered. Ideally 

this should be on an Ordnance Survey base or equivalent. 

d. An understanding of how the site would be accessed by vehicle and opportunities for linking 

in with existing footpath/pavement and cycle routes 

e. Any relevant planning history for the site, e.g. extant planning permissions that have not 

been brought forward. 

f. Any legal issues such as covenants restricting the use of the land. 

g. Whether there are any restrictions to your site coming forward in the short term. 

2.26 Six sites were submitted to the Steering Group in response to this call for sites. However, as 4 of 

these were already on the SHELAA, there were just 2 new sites (Riverside Farm and land behind 

Rosemary Cottage, Church Street). In total there were 16 sites, 14 already logged onthe SHELAA. 

ANNUAL PARISH MEETING (11 MARCH 2019) 

2.27 As part of the annual parish meeting, an update presentation was made on the progress of the 

neighbourhood plan advising that the plan was progressing again. Notes from this meeting are 

included in APPENDIX 10.  

2.28 A presentation was also made by Mr Chipp (CEO of Horsham District Council) about the 

challenges the Council are facing, local issues such as house prices, infrastructure, ageing 

population and other development pressures.  

Steering Group Meeting (April 2019)  

2.29 On 18th April 2019 the Steering Group met to discuss the desired approach to delivering housing in 

the plan area. Following the update given by Mr Chipp at the March meeting, and the letter 

received from HDC on 13 March 2019 (see APPENDIX 11) and other information gleamed at that 

time it was decided to reconsider the approach following the Call for Sites completion.  

2.30 Despite willingness to progress the site assessments and meet housing need locally, it became 

apparent by the Steering Group meeting on 22 July 2019 (minutes included in APPENDIX 12) that 

it would not be feasible to do this within the timeframe being given by HDC. Therefore, a decision 

was made to defer the allocation of sites to Horsham District Council and they would allocate sites 

in the in emerging Local Plan. The Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan would now focus on relevant 

policies to address local need (not including housing site allocations). 

FIRST REG 14 CONSULTATION (1 JANUARY 2020) 

2.31 Once the Steering Group had prepared the draft plan it was put out for Regulation 14 Consultation. 

Prior to this consultation the draft document had been considered at the Parish Council Meeting on 

9 December 2019 (minutes included in APPENDIX 13), accordingly members of the public had the 

ability to view the document in advance and pass comment on the document during the Public 

Participation session of that meeting. 

2.32 The consultation took place over a period of 8 weeks between 23 December 2019 and 17 February 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

9 

2020. Extensive advertising took place with 300 hundred copies of draft plan distributed to key 

locations around the parish for people to collect and read. Three banners were also erected on 

main junctions to ensure maximum visibility. Evidence of advertising activities are included in 

APPENDIX 14.  

2.33 A public meeting was held on 6 January 2020 (see APPENDIX 15 for agenda and minutes). A 

presentation was made to those who attended followed by a considerable Q&A session. Around 60 

people attended the meeting, but it was made clear to all that comments should be made in writing 

in response to the consultation. 

2.34 At the Village Hall Day, a drop-in session was held where the public could meet SG members and 

discuss issues/views regarding the neighbourhood plan. Around 150 people attended the Village 

Hall Day with around 30 taking an interest in the plan. Again, it was made clear to all that 

comments should be made in writing in response to the consultation. Photos from this event are 

included in APPENDIX 17. 

2.35 A presentation (included in APPENDIX 18) was also made to a group called the Rudgwick Book 

Exchange on 12 February 2020 on the draft plan over their monthly lunch. Paul Kornycky spoke to 

around 40-50 attendees and also held a Q&A session. This event was useful as it targeted the 

older members of the community who would not have been reached by online methods. 

2.36 Following an initial look at the responses, a planning consultant was appointed to review the 

responses and assist with the necessary revisions. Unfortunately, after an initial review the 

consultant advised the Sub-Committee that the changes required were significant. Accordingly, the 

Steering Group set about preparing the necessary evidence and updating the plan. 

MEETING WITH RUDGWICK PRESERVATION SOCIETY (20 JANUARY 2020) 

2.37 A meeting with a subcommittee of the Rudgwick Preservation Society (RPS) (specifically formed to 

engage with the neighbourhood plan) was held following the Regulation 14 Consultation. This was 

to ensure that their comments made during the first Regulation 14 Consultation were considered 

as the plan was taken forward. The RPS has over 250 members and were a key organisation in 

the production of the Rudgwick Parish Design Statement, their views and input are therefore 

considered very important to the Steering Group as they represent a large section of our 

community. 

2.38 The minutes from this meeting are included in APPENDIX 16. 
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3. REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION 

3.1 This section provides the information required to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood 

Planning Regulations 2012. It specifies: 

(a) details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed Neighbourhood 

development plan; 

(b) explains how they were consulted; 

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood development plan. 

3.2 The second Regulation 14 consultation, and the one which is relevant in accordance with the 

regulations was undertaken between 18 May 2020 till 19 July 2020. 

3.3 The consultation commenced during the COVID-19 lockdown and great consideration was given 

as to the best way for the consultation to proceed whilst complying with the lockdown restrictions 

and social distancing measures in place. Great care was given to the need for a deposit copy of 

the plan. As a result, the consultation was extended to ensure that, for at least two weeks, people 

could visit the Parish Council office and view the hard copy. It is noted however that guidance was 

updated in May 2020 (after the start of the consultation) to state: 

‘There are also requirements in the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 that 

require at some stages of the process for neighbourhood planning groups and local planning 

authorities to publicise the neighbourhood planning proposal and publish details of where and 

when documents can be inspected. It is not mandatory for copies of documents to be made 

available at a physical location. They may be held available online. Local planning authorities 

may be able to advise neighbourhood planning groups on suitable methods that will provide 

communities with access to physical copies of documents.’ 

Paragraph: 107 Reference ID: 41-107-20200513 

Revision date: 13 05 2020 

3.4 Accordingly, the consultation was carried out in a way that exceeded the relevant requirements as 

set out in this section. 

WHO WAS CONSULTED? 

3.5 Efforts were made to consult as many people that may have a stake in the parish as possible. The 

following bodies were sent emails (example at APPENDIX 22 ) notifying them of the consultation: 

• Adur & Worthing Council 

• Arun Council 

• Brighton & Hove City Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• Mole Valley District Council 

• South Downs National Park 

• Surrey County Council 

• Waverly Borough Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Albourne Parish Council 

• Angmering Parish Council 

• Bolney Parish Council 

• Burpham PC 

• Bury Parish Council 

• Capel PC 

• Charlwood Parish Council 

• Clapham Parish Council 

• Cranleigh Parish Council 

• Findon Parish Council 

• Fulking PC 

• Lancing Parish Council 

• Loxwood Parish Council 

• NHS 

• EDF Energy 

• English Heritage 

• Environment Agency 

• Highways England 

• Historic England 

• Natural England 

• Network Rail 

• Scotia Gas Networks 

• Scottish Southern 

• Southern Water 

• Sport England 

• Thames Water 
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• West Sussex Local Access 
Forum (WSLAF)  

• Ewhurst Ellens Green Parish 
Council 

• Broadbridge Heath Parish 
Council  

• Slinfold Parish Council 

• Warnham Parish Council  

• Abinger Parish Council 

• Newdigate Parish Council 

• Patching PC 

• Slaugham Parish Council 

• Sompting Parish Council 

• Stopham PC 

• Twineham Parish Council 

• Wisborough Green Parish 
Council  

• UK Power Networks 

• Telefónica UK LIMITED 

• Coal Authority 

• Marine Management 
Organisation 

• Billingshurst Parish Council 

3.6 In addition, 147 others were consulted. This included local developers and agents (including 

relevant site SHEELA site owners) and those who had previously responded to the consultation 

were notified by email. Unfortunately, specific details of these cannot be published here for GDPR 

reasons.  

3.7 It should be noted that landowners of proposed Local Green Space designations were also 

specifically notified of the consultation and included details of the proposed designation on their 

land (see APPENDIX 24 for a copy of the notification they received). 

HOW WERE THEY CONSULTED? 

3.8 Efforts were made to consult with as many people as possible. The main methods adopted to raise 

awareness of the consultation are set out below.: 

• The Rudgwick (Parish) Magazine was still in circulation despite COVID-19 and hand 

delivered to every residential property in the parish. The neighbourhood plan had a 

distinctive 4 page inset in the May and June issues. The May & June issue both included 

a notice regarding the consultation and some other supporting information. Copies of 

these are included in APPENDIX 19 and APPENDIX 20 respectively. 

• Announcements on the Parish Council website and other social media platforms. 

Examples included at APPENDIX 21.  

• Direct emails to all local businesses or organisations who can be identified by the Steering 

Group. 

• Letters to those whose land is identified to be designated as Local Green Space (included 

in APPENDIX 24). 

• Direct email on the day the consultation starts to consultation bodies referred to in 

paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 whose interests the qualifying body considers may be affected 

by the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan. 

• Direct emails to everyone on the Parish Council’s database, the HDC consultee database 

and those that have previously been involved with the preparation of the neighbourhood 

plan (who have asked to be notified and email details kept on file). Emails were sent at 

the start of the consultation (see APPENDIX 22) and reminder emails send on 3rd July, 16 

days before the end of the consultation (see APPENDIX 23). 

• A3 Poster and large Banner (see APPENDIX 25) were put up advertising the consultation 

in locations still visited during lockdown:  

o Village Noticeboard adjacent Co-Op parade of shops 

o Banner at main junction of Church Street with the A281 
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3.9 Those interested were able to inspect the documents in the following ways: 

• Online on the Parish Council website. All consultation documents were available to view, 

download and/or print 24/7 for the duration of the consultation period. 

• The consultation documents were available to be inspected in people’s own homes. If 

individuals were unable to access the documents on the Parish Council website, they 

could phone the Parish Council and request a hard copy of the document(s) they wish to 

see. Hard copies would then be printed and delivered to the person who requested them 

either in person or via the royal mail. 

• Finally, a hard copy (or copies of the documentation) were available to be read at 

Rudgwick Hall by appointment in the final two weeks of the consultation period once the 

lockdown had eased. Suitable PPE and disinfectant were made available to those visiting.  

3.10 Representations on the plan and associated documents were accepted in the following ways: 

• Via an online consultation response form. 

• By competing a consultation response form that was downloadable from the Parish 

Council website (word document included at APPENDIX 26) and emailing it back to the 

Parish Council.  

• By downloading a consultation response form from the Parish Council website, printing it, 

completing it and posting it back to the Parish Council.  

• By phoning the Parish Council and requesting a paper form which will be delivered to the 

person who requested it (aim is within 36 hours). 

• Any other form of written submission, such as a letter to the Parish Council. 

MAIN ISSUES AND CONCERNS RAISED & HOW THEY HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED 

3.11 This section considers the main issues and concerns raised in the responses to the Regulation 14 

Consultation. It sets out how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where 

relevant, addressed in the submission version of the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan. 

3.12 For transparency, we include anonymised verbatim Regulation 14 Consultation representations in 

APPENDIX 27 of this document. Against each comment is a brief response from the Steering 

Group setting out how that comment has been taken into account. It should be noted that whilst we 

have made every endeavour to include all responses and comments made, some were too lengthy 

to include in our database, we were also unable to collate graphics in it meaning they are not 

complete.  

3.13 The comments received covered a range of matters with the majority seeking clarifications of text 

of policy, correction of typographical errors or factual information or other small amendments. 

Following consideration of the comments received at the regulation 14 consultation, the main 

issues/concerns raised, and how they have been addressed, are set out below: 

(a) The vision and objectives were not clear. 

3.14 On reviewing the consultation responses, it was apparent that the vision and objectives were 

written in a way that was not easy to understand. The vision is written looking from the end of the 
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plan period back to the current day. Many thought that it was setting the scene as it stood today 

and disagreed with the statements.  

3.15 The Steering Group reviewed the vision and objectives to simplify them, removing superfluous text 

and changing formatting so that it is clear what its purpose is. 

(b) Whether the Spatial Strategy conflicts with the NPPF / HDPF. 

3.16 The spatial strategy set out RNP1 was met with widespread support from the community, but 

concerns were raised by consultees. These concerns included: 

• Whether the policy requirement for development to ‘not result in the further coalescence 

of the six parish settlements or the diminution of a settlement’s identity or built pattern’ is 

realistic given the need for new housing and that neither the adopted HDPF nor the 

emerging Local Plan say that such a requirement could be included within a 

neighbourhood plan.  

• That RNP1.3 could act as an unnecessary constraint on sustainable development and 

does not provide sufficient flexibility moving forward. It was suggested that flexibility is 

required in the RNP to ensure that the Plan does not conflict with the emerging Horsham 

Local Plan. 

3.17 These concerns were considered and despite the Steering Group not agreeing with the points 

made the policy was amended to provide greater clarity and ensure the wording reflected the 

intention of the Steering Group.  

3.18 The amendments made include a clarifying point to RNP1.1 to confirm that outside of defined built 

up areas (set by the District Council) new residential development should only be on allocated 

sites. RNP 1.3 which sought to prevent coalescence has been amended to confirm that sites 

outside of defined areas should be designed in a way to reduce coalescence.  

3.19 With regard to RNP1.3 the Steering Group fundamentally disagree with the concern raised. Gov.uk 

confirms that: 

‘Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their 

neighbourhood and shape the development and growth of their local area. They are able to 

choose where they want new homes, shops and offices to be built, have their say on what those 

new buildings should look like and what infrastructure should be provided, and grant planning 

permission for the new buildings they want to see go ahead. Neighbourhood planning provides 

a powerful set of tools for local people to plan for the types of development to meet their 

community’s needs and where the ambition of the neighbourhood is aligned with the strategic 

needs and priorities of the wider local area. 

Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 41-001-20190509 

Revision date: 09 05 2019 

3.20 Seeking to ensure that defensible boundaries are retained is an important element of the shaping 

the development and growth of the plan area which is entirely in line with the NPPF.  

3.21 Notwithstanding the above, the policy wording has been amended to provide additional clarity and 

caveats to ensure that this plan will not conflict with any future plan produced by Horsham District 

Council. 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

14 

(c) Whether the plan should allocate sites for new housing. 

3.22 Some responses, primarily from those promoting land for development, criticised the plan for not 

addressing local housing need and specifically allocating sites for residential development. Whilst 

this question has been considered several times by the Steering Group it was discussed again 

after the Regulation 14 consultation and the outcome was the same.  

3.23 Horsham District Council are currently progressing a new Local Plan for the area to meet the 

District wide need. Guidance confirms that the local planning authority should proactively and 

positively work in a collaborative way with the qualifying body to resolve local issues, including 

housing provision. This has been done and an agreement has been made by both parties for the 

District Council to consider and address new housing in their plan.  

3.24 Accordingly, this plan does not allocate sites for new housing  

(d) Whether the requirements for housing type/mix, tenure and standards are supported by 

evidence. 

3.25 The Regulation 14 version of the plan included policies which sought to control the mix of housing 

(RNP2), type of affordable housing provided (RNP4) and housing Density (RNP5). Concerns were 

raised by several consultees that these policies were either not in general conformity with the 

strategic policies in the development plan or were not based on robust evidence.  

3.26 The policies relating to housing were all based on and informed by the relevant evidence gathered 

and is set out in the ‘Housing Matters’ report. This includes the Housing Needs Assessment1 which 

scrutinised the existing housing stock and demand for housing against the existing Horsham 

District Council evidence2 regarding housing mix. This assessment flagged that the housing mix 

requirements in Rudgwick are distinctly different from the rest of the District. Furthermore, the 

Steering Group has undertaken a detailed analysis3 of development that has occurred in the plan 

period since 2011 and this reveals an overprovision of larger dwellings and under provision of 

smaller dwellings. Findings which have directly influenced the policies put forward.  

3.27 Notwithstanding this, following receipt of these comments the steering Group have reviewed the 

evidence and proposed policy wording. In addition, and in direct response to the concerns raised, 

further analysis has been undertaken which is set out in the Housing Matters report. This has 

resulted in a slightly different requirements now being proposed in the submission plan. In addition, 

the Steering Group have sought to ensure the policy requirements are reasonable and have 

introduced a suitable degree of flexibility to allow a site by site solution, whilst addressing the 

identified needs of the community. 

3.28 The relevant policies in the submission RNDP have taken the comments received at the 

Regulation 14 consultation into account and seeks to rectify the existing imbalance that exists 

within Rudgwick’s housing stock. Through the use of the policies, which are based on robust 

evidence, local provision at the end of the plan period will align with the strategic aspirations of the 

HDPF, the NPPF and what the community needs. 

(f) Whether the plans policies are too restrictive. 

3.29 A common critique of neighbourhood plans is that they are too restrictive and seek to prevent 

development that should arguably come forward from taking place. The plan includes a range of 

 
1 South Downs National Park, Rudgwick Housing Needs Assessment (July 2017)  
2 Chilmark Consulting, Market Housing Mix (November 2016) 
3 Rudgwick Steering Group, Housing Matters (May 2020), Section 2 

http://www.rudgwick-pc.org.uk/media/20467/rudgwick-hna-report.pdf
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/66493/Crawley-and-Horsham-Market-Housing-Mix-Report-November-2016.pdf


Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

15 

policies aimed at supporting development to come forward within the plan area in a way that 

accords with local aspirations.  

3.30 Accordingly, the policies within the plan is not considered to be restrictive. Instead it seeks to guide 

development to ensure that it comes forward in an appropriate way. 

(g) Whether the policies in the plan will render development unviable. 

3.31 Several parties have raised concerns over the impact of policy requirements on the viability of 

development and asked that the policies and plan is accompanied by evidence demonstrating this.  

3.32 The impact of the plan on development viability has been at the forefront of the Steering Groups 

minds throughout the development of policies and given concerns remain many of the policies 

have amended to ensure that restrictions may be loosened where viability is threatened. Most 

notably: 

• RNP2 - Housing Mix, includes a clause to allow the mix specified to not be met if there are 

compelling reasons to deviate, based upon local demonstrable housing needs. 

• RNP3 - Homes For Older People, has been amended to decrease from ‘a significant 

proportion’, to just 15%, the amount of new homes that should be bungalows or open 

market retirement housing. It is noted that this requirement should positively impact 

viability as such properties can command better values. RNP3.4 states that all new 

homes should achieve M4(2)* of the optional requirements in the Building Regulations, it 

is important to note that it does not say must. As a result, there is some flexibility and 

where the policy cannot be met (for viability reasons for example) some leniency will be 

shown. 

• RNP4 - Affordable Housing, protects minimum levels of affordable home ownership 

housing without prejudicing the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of 

specific groups locally. 

• RNP5 - Housing Density, has been amended to remove the reference to a density cap, 

instead utilising an assessment-based approach to ensure development comes forward in 

line with the surrounding area. Such an approach is in accordance with development plan 

policy. In addition, exceptions have been included to specify where development of a 

higher density may be considered acceptable. 

• RNP8- Development Height, has again been amended to ensure that it is not 

unnecessarily restrictive whilst ensuring the character of the Parish is retained. 

3.33 Overall, considerable changes have been made to the plan to ensure viability is not negatively 

affected by the policies in it. 
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APPENDIX 1 – Notes from Annual Parish Meeting (March 2016) 

 

 

Annual Parish Meeting: 14th March 2016 at RH, 7.30pm 

Extract relating to Neighbourhood Plan 

 

Introduction to Neighbourhood Planning and its impact on Rudgwick 

The Rudgwick Parish Plan had been undertaken in 2006 and the Design Statement in 2009. Unlike the Parish Plan, 

a neighbourhood plan would be legally binding, and residents would have a say in where future development 

should be located and what infrastructure and amenities they wanted. The question was whether it was the right 

thing to do and if there were the necessary resources. A Steering Group of 3 parish councillors and 9 residents 

was needed. Mr Roger Nash, Chairman of the Preservation Society, stressed the need to work with the Parish 

Council in every way and suggested that residents look at the completed Neighbourhood Plans of Kirdford, 

Loxwood and Wisborourgh Green for information. If Rudgwick did not have a Neighbourhood Plan HDC would 

dictate where future developments would be located. The consensus of the meeting was that Rudgwick should 

undertake a Neighbourhood Plan and commence as soon as possible. 

The Chairman invited residents to look at the displays showing the HDC Strategic Housing Land Availability 

(SHELAA) and information about neighbourhood planning and make comments on housing numbers and types, 

infrastructure community facilities and potential housing sites. 

 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

17 

APPENDIX 2 – Decision to designate plan area 
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APPENDIX 3 – Information from public RNP meeting on 20 JUNE 2016 
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APPENDIX 4 – Notice, Agenda & Minutes of public RNP meeting on 5 September 2016 
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APPENDIX 5 – Steering Group Minutes (June 2016) & Terms of Reference 
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APPENDIX 6 – Agenda & minutes from public meeting on 5 December 2016 
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APPENDIX 7 – Notes from Annual Parish Meeting in March 2017 

 

Annual Parish Meeting: 13th March 2017 at RH, 7.30pm 

Extract relating to Neighbourhood Plan 

Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan Update 

Parish Councillor Ian Maclachlan, Chairman of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, gave an update on the 

past years’ activities. 

Four public meetings had been held and quite well attended. The Steering Group and six focus groups had been 

setup and a number of meetings held. From the investigations that were being made it was discovered that the 

primary school was nearly full and that a proportion of the pupils did not live in the parish. The governors of the 

school had been made aware of this and it was agreed that places would be for local children. New development 

would require extra capacity at the school. The medical centre has the capacity for further patients and can meet 

the demand. Cllr. Maclachlan thanked all the volunteers who were trying their best to represent the village and its 

views. The Neighbourhood Plan will help to achieve sustainable development of the type and in the places that it 

is wanted. Pressure from central government for more and more housing in the end comes down to the people 

who are impacted locally, and the aim is to try to make sure that the impact is as acceptable as possible. The 

current position with the Neighbourhood Plans has been complicated by the challenge in court, and rejection, of 

the Henfield Neighbourhood Plan as the evidence was not judged to be acceptable. Plans will have to be more 

rigorous and new rules are being introduced. There is a lot of new input from HDC and a need for them to be 

much more involved. Currently 23 parishes, with different levels of sustainability and detail were putting 

Neighbourhood Plans together. HDC were not currently giving out numbers of housing but it could be in 

Rudgwick’s interest to complete their Neighbourhood Plan before the Local Development Plan adopted in 2015 is 

reviewed. The next step is to revisit and assess the parish housing requirements. Housing needs surveys tend to 

focus on social housing but there is also a need for downsizing market housing. HDC state that this can easily be 

met within the District, but people want to stay where they have always lived. 

Sites for development need to be put forward and then there is a rigorous assessment process backed up by 

professional consultants.  

Cllr. Maclachlan said the Neighbourhood Plan Team would do their best and residents were invited to ask 

questions. 

Definition of sustainability – a strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal was an obligatory 

part of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Development at Rudgwick Metals – how was the new application approved with more houses than the previous 

application. The previous provision for a community facility had been removed and the housing increased. The 

site had been specifically allocated for development. The approval was contrary to the views of the HDC 

Conservation Officer and both the Parish Council and the Preservation Society. Cllr. Maclachlan suggested setting 

up a group of councillors and residents to try and work with the developers to mitigate the urbanisation of the 

site. 

Distribution of 1600 new homes throughout the villages of Horsham District – of the 23 parishes carrying out 

Neighbourhood Plans a number would be unsustainable and unlikely to have any development. If Rudgwick can 

complete its Neighbourhood Plan, with a sustainable number of houses before HDC review the Local Plan it 
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stands a better chance of being accepted. Interim development can be taken into consideration in terms of 

impact on the sustainability of future developments but not to reduce the numbers. 

Continuing viability of the Focus Groups – should they carry on if there is no impact on the land. Assurance was 

given that more facilities would be needed, and the work of the Focus Groups should continue. 

Rural Housing Alliance – was it worth looking at a specifically managed housing scheme where the Parish Council 

can take the lead in certain types of development. The schemes were for affordable housing and there was also a 

need for a mix of market housing. Mrs Jo Bowen proposed a vote of thanks to Cllr. Maclachlan and all those 

working so hard on our behalf and this was unanimously agreed. 

 

 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

59 

APPENDIX 8 - Presentation made at Annual Parish Meeting in March 2018 

 

Annual Parish Meeting: 12th March 2018 at RH, 7.30pm 

Extract relating to Neighbourhood Plan 

 

Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan (RNHP) Update 

Cllr Ian Maclachlan, Chair of the Steering Group reported on the latest developments. Planning criteria have seen 

a number of changes in the last 12 months. 

The Housing Needs Assessment covers all sections of society, i.e. needs of the elderly, young people, etc. rather 

than the previous focus on “social housing”, Southdown National Planning Team Consultants undertook this role 

on behalf of Rudgwick. The assessment was submitted to HDC Planning Department and no significant changes 

were required. The number of proposed new dwellings ranged between 70 and 100 (by 2031). HDC Planning 

Department advised to aim for the upper end and confirmed that the 20 additional Windacres development could 

be included, however not the original 35 Windacres dwellings or Summerfold development. 

Government Consultation in September 2017 “Right Homes, Right Places” resulted in an increased expectation of 

number of houses in the Horsham Council District: from 16,000 to 19,200 (including 750 windfall developments 

and 1,600 from village Neighbourhood Plans. 

Grounds are shifting: a possible review of build-up boundaries for the HDC villages in the very near future; a 

tightening up of boundaries of Cox Green (Surrey/West Sussex). The Steering Group has met, attended a HDC 

Conference on Neighbourhood Plans and this has resulted in the decision to wait three to four months until 

further information is available. 

The Steering Group is disappointed with the slow progress but is aware of the time and money being spent on a 

plan that will not meet requirements/have the approval of the local community. 

QUESTIONS: 

Should we not press on and have a RNHP so we can limit the number of developments to the 100? - 

Considerations are to be given to spending a large amount of money on a plan that will be objected against. 

Is there a mechanism for pausing the plan? - No, no one is required to be informed. 

Can we be sure that a plan is produced? - There is hope for that. However, we must ensure that the plan 

appropriate and for that we shall require further clarity. 

Three out of 23 neighbourhood plans have been drawn up. Two parishes have had their plan overturned. Up to 

now £3,000 has been spent on the plan and this could go up to £20,000, possibly more. 

  



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

60 

APPENDIX 9 – Call for sites notice 

 

 
RUDGWICK NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN: CALL FOR SITES 
 
As part of the preparation of the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan, it is important for us to 
consider the merits of making site allocations for development in order to address local needs. 
We are therefore placing a call out to landowners in the Parish of Rudgwick who may have an 
interest in promoting their land for development. The Neighbourhood Plan is looking to address 
our needs over the next 15 years.  
If you are a landowner – or represent a landowner - and wish for your land to be considered for 
allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan, you are required to provide us with the following details:   
a) A clear statement of which types of development you wish your land to be considered for, 
e.g. residential, leisure, employment, etc.   
b) The area of the land in hectares. Please note that sites must be at least 0.5 hectares in size 
to be considered.  
c) A plan which clearly shows the extent of the land that you wish to be considered. Ideally this 
should be on an Ordnance Survey base or equivalent.  
d) An understanding of how the site would be accessed by vehicle and opportunities for linking 
in with existing footpath/pavement and cycle routes  
e) Any relevant planning history for the site, e.g. extant planning permissions that have not 
been brought forward.  
f) Any legal issues such as covenants restricting the use of the land.  
g) Whether there are any restrictions to your site coming forward in the short term.   
It is important that you submit your sites as part of the Neighbourhood Plan process.  It 
establishes the principle of development of the land in question for that particular use. At 
present, much of the land around Rudgwick is not established as land for development and so 
is unlikely to have a good  
prospect of securing planning permission for development; an allocation would change that.   
Equally however, it is important that the sites which are allocated contribute towards achieving 
the vision and objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan, as set by the community.  
If you have already made a submission to Horsham District Council in respect of its Strategic 
Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), we request that you also 
make a submission to the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan process if you wish for the site to be 
considered for allocation within the Neighbourhood Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan is focusing 
on potential local – as opposed to strategic – scale allocations so this is particularly important 
for small (non-strategic) sites. If you do not submit your site to the Rudgwick Neighbourhood 
Plan Call for Sites process then there is no guarantee that it will considered through this 
process.  
We require all submissions to be made in writing by 5pm on Tuesday 2nd April 2019. 
Submissions must be made to the Rudgwick Parish Council office,Rudgwick Hall, Bucks Green, 
Rudgwick , West Sussex, RH12 3JJ 
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APPENDIX 10 – Notes from Annual Parish Meeting in March 2019 

 

Annual Parish Meeting: 11th March 2019 at RH, 7.30pm 

Extract relating to Neighbourhood Plan (Draft Minutes) 

 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee 

 Cllr Maclachlan, Chairman provided a brief update on the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee (NHPSC) 

work. He briefly reflected on the changes of housing requirements, using his grandparents’ housing history as an 

example. Just as in the nineteen twenties and sixties, there is a shortage of affordable housing, especially for 

people with specific housing requirements such as young people, the elderly. It was important to meet those 

needs, in general and in Rudgwick in particular – there is no need for five-bedroom houses in small villages. 

Development should be focussed in cities, addressing homelessness, bad housing stock and making use of brown 

field sites. The Rudgwick NHPSC halted their work last year, waiting for the latest information from HDC. It has 

now issued a call for site, advertised on village notice boards, Parish Website and Facebook page – the closing 

date being 2nd April 2019. 

 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

62 

APPENDIX 11 – Letter from Horsham District Council dated 13 March 2019 
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APPENDIX 12 – Minutes of Steering Group meeting on 22 July 2019 
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APPENDIX 13 – Minutes of Parish Council meeting on 9 December 2019 
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APPENDIX 14 - First Reg.14 advertising material 

Rudgwick Neighbourhood Development Plan 

(published on the Neighbourhood Plan Page of the RPC website)  

The Rudgwick Parish Council has approved the Regulation 14 consultation process for the 

Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan. This commences on 23rd December 2019 and last for 8 

weeks until 17th February 2020. 

Following the consultation, the Steering Group will undertake any necessary revisions 

and submit the resulting document for the Regulation 15 process. The Regulation 14 

process is announced on this Rudgwick Parish Council website, on the Council Facebook 

page and in the Rudgwick Magazine. Appropriate material will be put on the Parish 

Notice Boards and Banners strategically placed around the Parish. 

Download versions of the plan are available on this Website here and hard copies 

available from the Parish Clerk at Rudgwick Hall during the consultation period. We look 

forward to receiving you views and comments. If you wish to do this online, please click 

online survey.  

If you wish to send the clerk your information by email (on a word document, with all 

details as on hard copy document), please ensure that you are aware of the following: A 

summary of all comments made will be publicly available. 

Please note that any other personal information provided will be confidential and 

processed in line with the Data Protection Act 1998 and General Data Protection 

Regulations. The Parish Council will process your details in relation to this preparation of 

this document only.  

As part of the Consultation and in line with the new General Data Protection Regulations 

(GDPR) please confirm that you are happy for the Parish Council to pass your contact 

details (name, address/email address) onto Horsham District Council (HDC) so that they 

can contact you at Regulation 16 consultation. Please confirm that you are happy for the 

Parish Council to pass your details onto HDC: 

A presentation will be given at Rudgwick Hall at 7.00pm on 6th January 2020, all 

welcome. 
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APPENDIX 15 - Agenda and minutes of meeting held on 6 January 2020 
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APPENDIX 16 – Minutes from meeting with RPS (21/02/2020) 
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APPENDIX 17 - Photos from Village Hall Day (25/01/2020) 
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APPENDIX 18 – Presentation to the Rudgwick Book Exchange on 12 February 2020 

Presentation/Talk to Book Exchange – 12th February 2020 

What is in a Neighbourhood Plan, and, what is not? 

Or, perhaps better put, what can a Neighbourhood Plan control & what can it not? 

Firstly, the number of Houses to be built in Rudgwick Parish is not determined by the Neighbourhood 

plan. 

The Government impose an overall figure on Horsham District and then they tell us our share. 

We have no veto on this figure, we have to work with it. 

The figure we have been given is 50 houses to be built on new sites…….that’s on new sites like Rudgwick 

Metals, Summerfold……any infill homes, like Farn Brakes, Boreham  are extra…..as are Barn Conversions 

in the Countryside…..and we do get quite a few of those. 

So, who chooses these sites? 

The Neighbourhood Plan could have done this, but because of Horsham imminently reviewing its Local 

Plan including an assessment of all possible sites, we determined that they should do it.  

And, after all they are paid professionals who can stand-up to unscrupulous developers, better than we 

can. 

So, what’s left & why bother? 

Well, the Plan can influence the type, size, design etc  of housing…….and we consequently have policies 

preferring smaller homes, reasonably spaced, in keeping with existing style……and others addressing 

safety for pedestrians & cyclists, retention of green space & trees, adequate services, allotment 

provision etc. 

We are also specifically encouraging Bungalows and some different Sheltered Accommodation (eg. like 

McCarthy & Stone) to supplement the Hawkridge offer. 

We think that these are all good things for Rudgwick that should be supported, that’s why they are in 

our plan. 

And there’s another very good reason to have a plan. 

Developers now have to pay a tax on every house they build for the market. It is called CIL. For Horsham 

District it is £150 per square metre, so even a modest detached house will pay £12,500. 

Rudgwick Parish gets a share of this tax to spend on our facilities. 

With a Plan, we will get 25%, without a plan we get 15%. So, on just one modest house we will lose 

£1250, without a plan………….and if we have to have 50 houses …….you can see that the Parish will lose 

lots of money for community initiatives…….like traffic calming. 
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So, in summary, the Housing number is pre-determined by Horsham & they will allocate sites…..in fact 

their consultation on this starts on 17th Feb, when ours ends. 

Our plan will help shape Rudgwick’s housing up to 2031, we believe for the better…..and will also secure 

extra community funds for parish projects & facilities. 

I personally believe that there is nothing bad in it for Rudgwick & urge you to read it and hopefully 

support it.  

Any Questions ? 

Paul Kornycky 

Afterwards: Distribute Consultation Response Forms. 
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APPENDIX 19 – May 2020 Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan News Pages 

 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

116 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

117 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

118 

 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

119 

APPENDIX 20 – June 2020 Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan News Pages 
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APPENDIX 21 – Regulation 14 Online Notices & Advertising 

 

  



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

124 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

125 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

126 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

127 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

128 

 

  



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

129 



Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan  
 

 

130 

 



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

131 

APPENDIX 22 – Example Regulation 14 notification email 
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APPENDIX 23 – Example Regulation 14 reminder email 
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APPENDIX 24 - Regulation 14 notification to Local Green Space owners 
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APPENDIX 25 – Regulation 14 consultation posters 
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APPENDIX 26 - Regulation 14 response form 
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APPENDIX 27 – Verbatim Regulation 14 representations 

Ref. Pg. Policy Ref. Comment Response 

214/6 1 Front page As there have been two Reg 14 versions of the RNDP and there is no 
date on the front page – it might be useful to include this in order to help 
identify the latest version.  It is noted that the date is inserted at the top of 
each page within the document.  

Noted. Document date added to 
front cover.  

88/9 2 
 

Message from the Chairman: His name should be spelled out in full, 
instead of ‘Ian Mac’ (Maclachlan) 

Noted - change made. 

89/9 2 
 

“want” should be “wants” in line 3, 2nd para (community is singular) Noted - change made. 

90/9 3 
 

Table of contents: 
8. Infrastructure (RNP 15) – can allotments be ‘Infrastructure’? 
9. ‘Green infrastructure’ – we do not think ‘infrastructure’ is a correct 
word in this context. 
Will come back to this when we get to the section later. 

Changes made as necessary. 

91/9 4 
 

1.3: “The RNDP is to structure development”. An odd phrase and 
‘structure’ does not sound right. Perhaps omit that phrase and just 
continue “The RNDP provides guidance to any interested parties...” as in 
the rest of the text. 

Noted - amended 

92/9 4 
 

1.5: Rudgwick Parish (all references should have capital P unless used 
generically). 

Noted - change made. 

93/9 4 
 

1.5: “via Guildford to the M25”. Reason: the A3 is on the other side of 
Guildford. 

Noted - change made 

215/6 4 Chapter 1 It may be useful to reference within this section – the Consultation 
Statement (due to be submitted at Reg 15) and summary of key issues 
identified through the various consultation exercises, plus any 
Environmental Statements, the background documents and any other 
accompanying information that help underpin the policies within the NP.  

Noted 

216/6 4 Paragraph 1.1 Please include the date of the adopted HDPF Change made. 

217/6 4 Paragraph 1.5 Please ensure there is consistency throughout the document with 
reference to the capital P of the word parish.  In this paragraph it has a 
small ‘p’.  

Change made. 

218/6 4 Paragraph 1.5 Make reference to Figure 1 in this paragraph. Change made. 

219/6 5 Figure 1 Title refers to Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan and not Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, the correct terms is Neighbourhood Development 
Plan. 

Change made. 

220/6 5 Paragraph 
1.11 

The details regarding a review of the RNDP could be combined with 
information within paragraphs 1.15 and 1.16 regarding the Local Plan 
review.   

Change made. 

94/9 6 
 

1.13: The policies [etc.] Noted - change made. 

95/9 6 
 

1.16: “...until 2031. However, [and later] “...adopted, and content 
known,..." (cap and commas) 

Section amended 

221/6 6 Paragraph 
1.13 

First bullet point has letter missing at the start of the sentence.  It should 
read the (and not he). 

Change made. 

222/6 6 Paragraph 
1.15 

It would be useful to include any reference made about Rudgwick within 
the HDPF.  

Change made. 

223/6 6 Paragraph 
1.16 

It would be useful to provide an update on the Local Plan review 
timetable within this section. In addition, it would be useful to provide an 
overview on how the LP review will identify an appropriate provision of 
housing for the parish, and appropriate site allocations to meet that 
housing provision. 

Change made. 

267/16 6 1.16 The NP has a plan period of 2031, but also acknowledges that 
it may need to be reviewed to keep pace with the new emerging Local 
Plan for Horsham. 
The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) also states that, “Most 
Local Plans are likely to require updating in whole or in part at least every 
5 years”. (Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 12-008-20140306). 
Given the complexities and challenges involved in producing a NP, it is 
by no means certain that the local political will or resources will be in 
place to undertake a review/produce a new one. Therefore, if the 
residents of Rudgwick wish to continue to influence what happens in the 
village it is not the correct strategic approach for the NP to not allocate 
housing. The Plan needs to be ‘future proofed’. 
A more flexible, contingency based approach to allocation is 
recommended given that the NP is expected to cover the next 11 years 
(2 potential Local Plan reviews). 
It is highly unlikely that no housing development will be allocated towards 
Rudgwick in the future given its position within the settlement hierarchy. 
 
the plan should: 
1. Allocate housing sites within Rudgwick to meet the 1500 unit Strategic 
Plan target for Horsham District. 

Comments noted. We disagree. 
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2. Notwithstanding that the above is the preferred approach, should the 
NP forum continue with not including housing sites for allocation, at the 
very least there should be a mechanism within the document to guide 
what sites come forward in the future, in line with reviews of the Local 
Plan and increased numbers. 
To achieve this housing sites could be allocated as “white land” with 
additional policy wording saying that it would come forward should a lack 
of a five year housing land supply be identified, a negative Housing 
Delivery Test returned or higher housing numbers identified within future 
reviews of the Horsham Local Plan. 
The Land Behind Rudgwick Metals identified above would also be a 
suitable candidate for “white land” allocation. 

96/9 7 
 

2.2: “many are now disassociated from the land”. Remove “much” from 
“and much later an 18th century pub. 

Noted - text amended 

97/9 7 
 

2.2.: “The church and 18th century. pub...” Noted - text amended 

98/9 7 
 

2.2: “far from being in a central location, were peripheral”. Noted - text amended 

99/9 7 
 

2.3: “in the case of Rudgwick,... (comma) Noted - text amended 

100/9 7 
 

2.3: the word “presenting” doesn’t sound right, just “providing”? Noted - text amended 

224/6 7 Figure 2 The photograph is of Rudgwick’s Conservation Area but there is no text 
or map outlining what a Conservation Area is or what it includes within 
the village. The RNDP appears to make little reference to the CA 

Noted. This neighbourhood plan 
does not seek to duplicate policy or 
information included in other 
planning policy documents. 
Conservation Areas are designated 
by the District Council in accordance 
with the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
and this is why the plan is relatively 
silent on the matter. That said, we 
have included reference to the 
Conservation Area. 

101/9 8 
 

2.6: “and the equally Cox Green...”- just delete “the equally” Noted - text amended 

102/9 8 
 

2.8: change to “linear village of Rudgwick” Noted - text amended 

103/9 8 
 

2.8: “Bucks Green (still with commercial...)” - do we need the word “still” 
and should we add “some commercial”? 

Noted - text amended 

104/9 8 
 

2.10: does not read right because of only a slight increase in the oldest 
group so perhaps: “and with a slight increase...” 

Noted - text amended 

105/9 8 
 

2.11: wouldn’t “influx of immigrants” be just as good as “international 
migrants”? 

Noted - text amended 

225/6 8 Paragraph 2.9 It would be useful to clarify if the reference to Rudgwick within this 
paragraph refers to the parish and not just the village of Rudgwick.  

Noted - clarified 

38/43 9 
 

Point 2.22 referring to Downs Link crossing A281 East of village needs 
urgent attention, due to poor visibility for motorists and pedestrians, 
cyclists and horse riders.  Current road speed sign directly on top of 
crossing, not only blocking views, but needs to be moved at lease 100m 
East  as traffic still doing 60pmh into and out of Rudgwick. Needs 
flashing crossing light installed. 

Noted - text updated. 

106/9 9 
 

2.15: no reason for “Village Life” being in caps. Remove. Noted - text amended 

107/9 9 
 

2.16: “Rudgwick Primary School”. It has not been called Rudgwick CP 
School for many years. 

Noted - text amended 

108/9 9 
 

2.16: “is essential...” (delete “an”) Noted - text amended 

109/9 9 
 

2.18: the words “in England” should be moved to “Rikkyo School in 
England”, as the full name of the school 

Noted - text amended 

110/9 9 
 

2.18: “also follow GCSE...” – “also includes”? Noted - text amended 

111/9 9 
 

2.19: King George V - why underlined? Same applies to all the 
underlinings in this paragraph. 

Noted - text amended 

112/9 9 
 

2.19: “tennis courts. The King George V Building provides” Noted - text amended 

113/9 9 
 

2.19: if singular, then “is well used”, or if plural “playing fields are all...” 
singular? 

Noted - text amended 

114/9 9 
 

2.19: “Role Play” does not require caps. Noted - text amended 

115/9 9 
 

2.19 Parish Hall and Churchman’s Meadow- why underlined? Noted - text amended 

116/9 9 
 

2.19 “ad hoc games can be played and where there is a children’s...” Noted - text amended 

117/9 9 
 

2.21: “(B2128 –see 2.23) shouldn’t this be simply the village of Church 
Street (B2128). 

Noted - text amended 

118/9 9 
 

2.21: “parish which is located...” Noted - text amended 

119/9 9 
 

2.21: delete the word “safe” pedestrian… Noted - text amended 

120/9 9 
 

2.22: suggest reads: “including the Downs Link long-distance footpath 
which provides...” [that is, delete “Downs Link, The”] 
“The Downs Link long-distance path bridleway which provides a 

Noted - text amended 
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recreational links between the towns and intervening countryside. The 
Downs Link…” 
Additional changes which use the singular. As a linear path with no 
deviation, it can only provide one sort of link. Using “bridleway” coveys 
the sense of walking cycling, riding in the word “recreational”. 

226/6 9 Paragraphs 
2.12 onwards 

This is a really useful section on infrastructure.  However – there is no 
reference made to any maps that illustrate where these facilities/main 
roads are located, this will be particularly helpful for those using the plan 
that may not be familiar with the area.  

Noted 

227/6 9 Paragraph 
2.15 

It is not very clear what is meant by this paragraph.  The words village 
life do not require capital first letters.  What is meant by ‘providing 
support for additional equipment and staff training’? What is the 
additional equipment? A date for the Ofsted outstanding category should 
be provided.  

Noted - changes made 

228/6 9 Paragraph 
2.16 

The reference to ‘The school has a Pupil Admission Number of 30’ may 
be better referenced by saying the school is one form entry – this may be 
easier for the reader to understand.  

Noted - changes made 

7/24 10 
 

2.24 - spotted a typo - should be "all". Thanks 

24/33 10 
 

Accessibility/Highway network.    Page 10. Para No 2.24.  Missing 
reference to shortage of accessible bus stops on south side of A281. 

noted - incorporated into plan.  

121/9 10 
 

2.24: delete “whatsoever” Noted - text amended 

122/9 10 
 

2.24: “Saturday service concludes...” [or “Saturday services conclude”] Noted - text amended 

123/9 10 
 

2.24: “none at all to...” Noted - text amended 

124/9 10 
 

2.26: delete “broadly”? Noted - text amended 

125/9 10 
 

2.27: be good to know what the “pro-active” means/ has produced! 
This section is something or nothing, adding little of substance. What is 
its purpose? If the pro-active measures could be spelt out it would add 
some meat. There is nothing about pollution, a growing concern to us. I 
think it is something we will wish to use against any development off the 
A281 in future. 
Pollution is not currently measured in Bucks Green. We think it should 
be. RPC, through the plan, should be campaigning for a pollution 
measuring kit, such as they have in Cowfold and Storrington, which I 
believe are the nearest places! 
I wish it were true the only victims are children. Anyone walking along the 
inadequate footways (narrow, poorly surfaced) is at risk. 
Needs a re-think about the whole section. 
Alternatively, delete the paragraph entirely? 

Noted - text amended 

229/6 10 Paragraph 
2.25   

This needs to make reference to figure 4. Also, reference should be 
made as to where the source of mapping information.  

Noted - changes made 

126/9 11 
 

2.28: explain “Gatwick Diamond Economy”? “GD Business Location” 
(from website). 
However, the map shows Rudgwick to be in the fringe area, not outside. 
“Rudgwick lies on the western fringe of the Gatwick Diamond Business 
Location” (or GD initiative) is more 
accurate. [in case of doubt, the map clearly shows Dunsfold Park to be in 
the defined area as well] 

Noted - text amended 

127/9 11 
 

2.29: “...small traders” – perhaps such as? Pren Plants are the only 
representative of small businesses mentioned by name. What about 
Firebird? James Paul? Cnc-It? 

Noted - text amended 

128/9 11 
 

2.30: “plants the wholesale...” was this meant to say “to the wholesale 
trade” 

Noted - text amended 

129/9 11 
 

2.33: seems to be a mix here with 2.29 above Some duplication, mixed 
message in 2 
paragraphs. Overall farming/horticulture are given prominence. Whilst we 
have no issue with that, the secondary and tertiary economy needs 
emphasising too. A more conventional breakdown would be by sector: 
One para on closure of brickworks and farming/horticulture 
Second on manufacturing, e.g Cnc-it, Firebird 
Third on services, lots of examples, including in Bucks Green and Old 
Brickworks 

Noted - text amended 

130/9 11 
 

2.33: “Other enterprise is also flourishing…”, change to “Another 
enterprise which is flourishing…” 

Noted - text amended 

230/6 11 Paragraph 
2.28 

Is there something missing from this paragraph? Should it end with the 
word economic, or is this a reference to the Local Economic Partnership? 
Notwithstanding this – is it relevant to include this within the RNDP? If 
the parish falls outside of the Gatwick Diamond area – perhaps there is 
no need to make reference to it?  

Noted - paragraph removed. 

22/31 12 
 

I'd just query the point in 3.8 regarding the provision of single storey 
accommodation: 
" elderly downsizers have been able to stay in the village with appropriate 

This is the vision for the future you 
are referring to. We hope to resolve 
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home types having been built, especially bungalows." 
 I am struggling to think of any such provision  (other than 2 chalet 
bungalows built at Farnbrakes) - Barleycroft doesn't seem to have 
included any, so I'm not sure if I've missed something? Certainly talking 
to older residents during lockdown this is something they still feel they'd 
like in order to stay in the village. 

the issue you highlight through the 
plan. 

23/32 12 
 

The section of the Plan relating to bus services is unhelpful.  While, the 
village is part of Horsham District and improved bus connections there 
could be seen as a primary requirement, in reality the objective of 
adequate public transport is most likely to served by an improved 
connection to Cranleigh.  Cranleigh has a very much better bus service 
than Rudgwick both in terms of frequency and the parts of the day and 
week that it covers.  The extension of this level of service to a terminus at 
the Fox Inn would greatly improve the village's access to shops, and a 
major centre and railway station at Guildford.  The inclusion of a 
reference in the Plan to a bus service to Billingshurst Railway Station 
(para 8.11) is meaningless, and the marginal cost of additional services 
to Horsham would be prohibitive.  This, in particular, will be for ever 
exacerbated by the ongoing "horror story" concerning the revised road 
layout at Broadbridge Heath. 

Noted. Much of this text referred to 
has been removed from the plan. 

26/34 12 
 

Hello, thank you for pulling together such a well considered, detailed, 
comprehensive plan. I have two  comments: 1. Point 3:15 comments that 
the bus service supports commuting. It does not support commuting to 
London. There is only one service morning and evening that enables 
connection to trains in London, and these do not offer the flexibility that 
supports the needs of someone working in London. That is : MORNING: 
6:36 am at the Kings Head, arriving Horsham 7:07am connecting with 
the 720am train that arrives London Victoria 8:14 am....the next bus is 
8:08am, too late to get to London for a 9am start; EVENING: 19:14 from 
Horsham Station , arriving at the Kings Head at 19:50. This connects 
with the 18:05 train from London Victoria, that arrives Horsham 18:57. 
There previous bus service at 17:58 could only be used if leaving London 
on the 16:35 train. While this offers a workable solution if, for instance, 
your car was broken down and  you needed another option it is not 
sustainable for regular commuting (especially if trains are delayed or late.  

Noted - section three includes the 
vision which has now been clarified 
as several people have misread this 
section in the Reg.14 plan. 

29/35 12 
 

P 12 para 3.2. the original paragraph has not being changed, and my 
original comment still stands. Knapped flint in Churchman's Meadow is 
definitely not part of the old village character and neither are the three-
storey flats at Martletts Court. This is a misleading statement and is to be 
regretted. 

Noted. Section 3 includes the vision 
for the area looking back from the 
end of the plan period. This has 
been redrafted to provide clarity on 
this point.  

131/9 12 
 

3.3: “of around 100…”, definitely not an abbreviation. Noted - text amended 

132/9 12 
 

3.5 “where appropriate” and “should help” doesn’t fit with the hopefully 
achieved 
vision/objectives. We already have such sites now. 
“Where appropriate, our currently designated Sites of Nature 
Conservation Importance will help achieve this.” 

Noted - text amended 

133/9 12 
 

3.6: what does the term “sites of specific interest” mean? 
We are concerned that we boast of maintaining levels of biodiversity 
across the parish, when we patently have not, and nor has anyone else. 
There is a lot of similar rubbish like this in the new Horsham Plan. We 
should be more honest, thereby showing we recognise that development, 
agriculture, traffic, etc is slowly destroying habitats and biodiversity. This 
then becomes a stronger argument against development in the future. 
Rudgwick had no control or veto over development prior to writing this 
plan. What we should be doing is laying claim to the moral high ground in 
future. 
“Careful planning has helped to ensure that levels of biodiversity across 
the parish have been maintained and sites of specific interest have not 
been threatened.” 
Suggest change to: “HDC Policies restricting development in the 
countryside have helped to limit damage to ecosystems, habitats and 
biodiversity in parishes like Rudgwick. In the context of this Plan’s 
policies, we will strive to both limit and enhance biodiversity in our 
parish.” Something along those lines? 

This section relates to our vision for 
the Parish and looks backwards from 
the end of the plan period. Text 
amended to read: ''Careful planning 
has ensured that biodiversity across 
has been greatly enhanced.' to be 
appropriate.  

134/9 12 
 

3.8: first-time (add hyphen) Noted - text amended 

135/9 12 
 

3.10: “high-speed” in full Noted - text amended 

136/9 12 
 

3.13: “Village Hall” caps removed Noted - text amended 

137/9 12 
 

3.14 “station” in twice. Definitely needed once. Please do not use 
Americanism “train station”! 

Noted - text amended 

138/9 12 
 

3.14: Sunday service as well? Text deleted 

139/9 12 
 

3.15: We think the ambition is good but what development is likely to 
provide for cyclists (maybe car parking if we can somehow get the BT 
site). 

Noted - text amended 
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231/6 12 Chapter 3 
Vision 

The vision is considered lengthy and it is suggested just one paragraph 
under each of the subheadings would be appropriate if the vision is set 
out in this format. In detail: 
 
• SNCIs are now referred to as Local Wildlife Sites.  In paragraph 3.6 – 
capitals are not used for SSSI but should be. In paragraph 9.1 it states 
that Rudgwick has no nature reserves, or other areas of special 
conservation such as Sites of Nature Conservation Interest. How does 
this tally with the vision? 
 
• It is not possible to guarantee that all new infrastructure will be in place 
before houses are built (paragraph 3.7). It is recommended that this part 
of the vision is amended to create a more achievable statement that can 
then be delivered through objectives and policies.  
 
• Paragraphs 3.9 and 3.11 are too detailed for a vision.  These may have 
been issues raised through various consultation exercises and are better 
placed in Chapter 1 where a summary should be included of the key 
issues raised during consultation.  
 
• Similarly – paragraphs 3.14 and 3.18 are too detailed for a vision. 
 
There is a commitment to protect and enhance the natural environment 
and heritage. However, there is no mention of how these assets may be 
utilised in relation to developing a vibrant visitor economy which is crucial 
for promoting the district offer. How might residents and visitors be 
encouraged to stay and spend their leisure time in Rudgwick? There is a 
brief mention of attractions such as the café and micro-brewery, as well 
as the Canfields Organic Farm and Glamping Site. These are just 
mentioned in the introductory section. How the visitor economy may be 
promoted and fostered would be worth including, considering some of 
the businesses Rudgwick currently has. 

Noted - the vision has been 
simplified in light of these comments 
and text relocated within the 
document as appropriate.  

30/35 13 
 

Page 13. "3.16 The needs of those with limited mobility have been 
carefully considered with suitably designed pavements connecting key 
village facilities." NOT true.  In reality the pavements are poorly 
maintained, much re-patched, in places non-existent, narrow and 
frequently blocked with overhanging hedges, including, on Wednesdays, 
wheelie bins that prevented motorised wheelchair access between 
Foxholes and Jubilee Hall, thus a resident was unable to attend the Book 
Exchange. 

Noted. Section 3 includes the vision 
for the area looking back from the 
end of the plan period. This has 
been redrafted to provide clarity on 
this point.  

31/35 13 
 

Page 13 "3.18 The access on the East side of Church Street from the 
Church to the shopping area and schools has been improved." NOT true. 
As I commented before This is completely untrue. No pavement has 
been constructed, though the Victorian footpath to the east of Church Hill 
and made of Horsham stone slabs has recently been restored. It has 
been mooted in the past to construct a new path to the east side of 
Church Street. This thankfully has been rejected as unnecessary in a 
rural community. And such a footpath would conflict with (REF RNDP) 
Policy Number 14, Local Green Spaces, item 6.  

Noted. Section 3 includes the vision 
for the area looking back from the 
end of the plan period. This has 
been redrafted to provide clarity on 
this point.  

32/35 13 
 

Page 13 Para 3.21 pont 2 ."...and of the Book Exchange and 
Games Hub (the latter two predominantly provide services to the more 
elderly 
residents)." please add " Book Exchange is a facility for residents of ANY 
age". 
 Whilst it is true that the Book Exchange provides services to the more 
elderly residents who appreciate the monthly lunches, it should be made 
clear that the Book Exchange is a facility for residents of every age who 
wish to exchange books for free, and which also offers a cafe 
atmosphere to encourage community spirit. 

Noted. Section 3 includes the vision 
for the area looking back from the 
end of the plan period. This has 
been redrafted to provide clarity on 
this point.  

140/9 13 
 

3.17: and traffic pollution? Text deleted 

141/9 13 
 

3.18: destroying what in doing so? Change wording to “from the east 
side”? (i.e. crossing places) 

Noted - text amended 

232/6 13 Objectives Several of the objectives are not followed through as policies. For 
example, Objective 3 makes reference to Conservation Areas and yet 
there is no policy that focusses on the CA.  

Noted - test added to explain this. 

233/6 13 Objective 2 The details of facilities are not required within the objective.  The 
objective should read: ‘To promote a balance of social mix and age 
distributions within the Parish. This includes the sustaining of the Youth 
Centre, and of the Book Exchange and Games Hub (the latter two 
predominantly provide services to the more elderly residents)’. 

Noted, objectives have been 
amended in light of your comments.  

234/6 13 Objective 3 "To safeguard conserve and enhance the character and heritage of the 
Parish regarding design and development in the Conservation Area and 
the hamlets that make up the Parish," Suggested wording should be 
more closely aligned to the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 
1990 being to "conserve and enhance" rather than safeguard. 

Noted, objectives have been 
amended in light of your comments.  
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235/6 13 Objective 5 The plan’s objectives refer to encouraging and sustaining ‘appropriate’ 
businesses within the Parish but does not expand on what would or 
would not be considered an ‘appropriate’ business. What is to be 
considered an appropriate business would benefit from being clarified 
within the plan. 

Noted, objectives have been 
amended in light of your comments.  

34/36 14 RNP1 RNP1.1 This ought to mention support for Local Plan policies that 
generally permit development in BUAB, but not outside of it unless 
specifically site allocated. 

Noted. This is supported in RNP1.1 

36/38 14 RNP1 Policy RNP 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 are very good in their intent and will no 
doubt be fully supported by the majority of the parish. However, if the 
boundaries and features described exist, which plainly they do and which 
most residents could identify, why could they not be indicated on a plan? 
This would make it plain for anyone considering a potential development 
where the ‘no go’ areas were and save a lot of time and effort for 
everyone involved. A picture saves a thousand words as they say and 
this seems to be a pretty simple method of conveying an otherwise 
subjective concept. 

Noted - The policy has been updated 
to address this. 

49/1 14 RNP1 The diocese welcomes the deletion of Policy 1 of the earlier draft RNP 
and supports the Spatial Strategy principles set out in Policy RNP1 of the 
revised plan. 

Noted 

50/1 14 
 

The recognition, in paragraph 4.7 of the RNP, that development along 
the eastern section of Lynwick Street is similarly linear in form to that of 
the rest of the settlement of Rudgwick, is welcomed. 

Noted 

51/1 14 
 

Notwithstanding the decision not to allocate housing sites in this plan, the 
diocese wishes to reiterate its view that additional low density 
development of the glebe would contribute to meeting housing needs in a 
way that is consistent with the principles set out in Policy RNP1. 
 
It would not result in any coalescence of any of the six identified 
settlements within the plan area and it would be consistent with the 
pattern of development as it has evolved in Rudgwick while preserving 
the character of the area (including preservation of the small woodland 
strip to the west of the glebe) without incursion into open countryside and 
within defensible boundaries. 

Noted 

58/3 14 RNP1 RNP1 Spatial Strategy 
2.2.2 Policy RNP1 identifies a proposed spatial strategy for the six 
settlements which comprise the Parish of Rudgwick. In this respect, 
Gladman support Policy RNP1.1, which seeks to ensure the 
neighbourhood plan supports the strategic development needs set out in 
the adopted Horsham District Planning Framework. 
2.2.3 RNP1.2 states that development should not result in the further 
coalescence of the six parish settlements or the diminution of a 
settlement’s identity or built pattern. However, as Section 2 of the RNP 
describes, the Parish has already experienced significant evolution in 
development form and pattern over the last 100 years, with a discernible 
“linear pattern from Tisman’s church (St John’s) to Cox Green, through 
Bucks Green and Church Street in Rudgwick”. Further change in the 
settlement pattern is noted after 1945 with the development of new 
Council and private estates alongside the impact of the physical 
geography of the Parish, with paragraph 2.8 highlighting that Rudgwick 
Parish is presently a relatively nucleated but linear village, with loose knit 
patterns between minor clusters and various roads. 
2.2.4 In addition to the evolving settlement patterns experienced in 
Rudgwick Parish, Gladman note that neither the adopted HDPF nor the 
Council’s emerging Local Plan afford any policy protection which reflects 
the inclusion of RNP1.2 within the Neighbourhood Plan. Indeed, the 
emerging Horsham Local Plan appears to suggest that it appropriate to 
allocate further development and expand settlements outside of build-up 
areas3. 
2.2.5 In this regard, it is unclear what this aspect of the policy is trying to 
achieve as it is evident that the form and pattern of the settlement(s) has 
evolved considerably over the last century and does not have a distinct 
character which has been protected or requires protecting. Furthermore, 
the RNP evidence base provides no justification for the inclusion of this 
policy principle. In this regard Gladman suggest that RNP1.2 is deleted. 
It is clear that further development could be brought forward without 
resulting in the loss of any perceived or claimed sense of coalescence. 
2.2.6 As currently drafted, Gladman believe that RNP 1.3 could act as an 
unnecessary constraint on sustainable development and does not 
provide sufficient flexibility to ensure the Plan is responsive to changes in 
circumstances which may occur over the plan period. As discussed 
previously, significant flexibility is required in the RNP to ensure that the 
Plan does not conflict with the emerging Horsham Local Plan. 
2.2.7 Gladman suggest that this aspect of Policy RNP1.3 is deleted, or 
the wording amended to provide greater flexibility and to reflect the 
NPPF. 

Comments noted. The policy is 
considered appropriate. The 
intention is to try and manage 
development, avoiding natural 
sprawl as has occurred historically 
as pointed out. Policy wording 
updated to provide further clarity. 
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142/9 14 
 

4.2: “Billingshurst parish borders” Noted - text amended 

143/9 14 
 

4.7: The second 4.7 should be 4.8! Noted - text amended 

268/16 14 RNP1.3 
Spatial 
Strategy 

This policy is overly proscriptive. It should make allowance for rounding 
off and infill development around the edges of the settlement. 
This sort of development will compliment the defensible boundaries and 
provide for additional windfall housing during the plan period. These are 
standard planning approaches appearing in the majority of development 
plans. 
Include additional policy wording in support of infill and rounding off 
development. 

Comments noted.  

273/18 14 RNP1 Parish Spatial Strategy: Policy RNP1 – Spatial Strategy 
We support the approach taken in part RNP1.1 of the policy. This 
ensures a clear framework for proposals to be considered against. 
We likewise broadly support parts RNP1.2 and RNP1.3 – including the 
policies supporting text set out in paragraphs 4.1 – 4.7, acknowledging 
the key characteristics of the Parish’s 6 main settlements. 

Support noted. 

13/26 15 
 

Page 15 Footnote 1  suggest adding Rudgwick as it appears to be the 
South Downs National Park Housing Needs Assessment 

Noted - changed 

59/3 15 RNP2 2.2.8 In principle, Gladman support the general thrust of this policy which 
seeks to provide a mix of housing types. However, it is currently unclear 
how the proposed housing mix, which seeks to support a high 
percentage of 1-3 bedroom homes and minimal provision of 4-5 bed 
houses, has been derived. 
2.2.9 The adopted HDPF states in Policy 16 that development should 
provide a mix of housing sizes to meet the needs of the community as 
evidenced through the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA). This is supported in Policy 17 of the emerging Local Plan which 
also adds that other factors may be taken into account such as, “…locally 
and robustly prepared evidence such as a ‘Made’ or referendum-stage 
Neighbourhood Plan or a local (parish) housing needs assessment”. 
2.2.10 In this regard the Parish Council have included significant 
statistical information in relation to housing matters within the evidence 
base, including the July 2017 Rudgwick Parish Council Housing Needs 
Assessment (HNA). Table 8 of this assessment sets out the proportion of 
homes in Rudgwick by the number of bedrooms, a particularly low 
number of one and two bedroom properties is depicted. 
2.2.11 However, there is no analysis of current or projected demand for 
different sizes of housing other than a brief interview summary held with 
a local estate agent in which it is stated there may be a shortage of 
smaller properties which appeal to young families. The HNA was 
updated in 2019, however this does not include any reference to dwelling 
sizes. It is not considered that this an appropriate or sufficiently robust 
evidence base to justify the use of the RNP’s prescriptive housing mix 
targets. 
2.2.12 Housing mix needs will inevitably change over time. Therefore, it 
is considered that this policy should seek to secure a greater degree of 
flexibility going forward to ensure it does not become outdated as new 
evidence of local need comes to light; this is of particular relevance in 
Rudgwick and Horsham given the status of the emerging Local Plan. 
2.2.13 Gladman suggest that this issue is discussed with the Council to 
ensure that the RNP’s policies align with the Council’s housing mix and 
tenure policies, and recommend that prescriptive reference to housing 
mix figures is deleted to ensure the Plan can respond positively to future 
changes in housing need circumstances. 

Please look at the evidence base 
which supports the plan in more 
detail. The justification for the policy 
is clearly set out.  

144/9 15 
 

5.4: Just to be clear “This plan” replace with “The RNDP therefore...” Noted - text amended 

145/9 15 
 

5.7: “occupants’” We think occupants’ as the possessive Noted - text amended 

266/16 15 5.2 This approach is incorrect. Without allocations the Neighbourhood Plan 
(NP) fails to help boost the supply of housing and would fail the tests set 
down within the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
Policy 15 of the Horsham District Framework sets out that to provide 
future housing there should be “4. The provision of at least 1500 homes 
throughout the district in accordance with the settlement hierarchy, 
allocated through Neighbourhood Planning.” 
The policy states the housing numbers should be allocated in 
Neighbourhood Plans. It does not state that this is not necessary if 
planning permissions has been given through appeal, outside of the 
strategic allocation policies. The numbers arising from such decisions 
should be considered under any windfall allowance, which is not capped. 
Paragraph 29 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states 
that, “Neighbourhood plans can shape, direct and help to deliver 
sustainable development, by influencing local planning decisions as part 
of the statutory development plan. Neighbourhood plans should not 
promote less development than set out in the strategic policies for the 
area or undermine those strategic policies.” 

Comments noted. We disagree. 
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There is also no indication within the NPPF that houses approved under 
the appeal system alleviates the duty to plan for future generations within 
the Development Plan system. 
There is no indication of this type of debate or assessment of numbers 
remaining from the 1500 within the neighbourhood plan to provide 
sufficient certainty that it will achieve the purposes set down within the 
(NPPF). 
 
Allocate sustainable housing sites within the settlement of Rudgwick 
such as: 
• Land Behind Rudgwick Metals – see attached plan Location Plan – 
LOC.01. This site is sustainably located adjoining an existing residential 
site and will not extend the boundary of the village beyond its defensible 
boundaries. 
• It is available, deliverable and developable. 
The NP should also acknowledge that Rudgwick shares a boundary with 
neighbouring Waverley Borough Council. Development which comes 
forward adjoining the boundaries should be supported if demonstrated 
that it is suitably located and can provide housing towards the economic 
growth of the settlement in a sustainable manner. Sites such as the Land 
at Windacres Farm (WA/2018/1458) would fall under this category. 
Additional text showing support for sustainably located development 
adjoining the boundaries of the settlement within Waverley Borough 
should be included. 

274/18 15 RNP2 Residential Development: Policy RNP2 – Housing Mix 
Paragraph 2.2 sets out the NP does not make any allocations for new 
residential development. Instead it seeks to guide all residential 
development during the plan period to ensure it addresses existing 
deficiencies in the Parish’s housing stock. 
As set out in our representations to the preceding Regulation 14 NP 
document, we understand and support the approach in not seeking to 
allocate sites – instead taking up the opportunity presented by Horsham 
District Council for strategic site allocations to be identified, assessed 
and allocated through the review of the current Horsham District 
Planning Framework (HDPF) plan. 
However, we are concerned by the proposed housing mix presented in 
the current NP document and the evidence base upon which it has been 
developed. The process leading to the mix has been explained within the 
supporting Housing Matters (2020) document. This refers the Steering 
Group have had regard to: analysis of market housing delivery in the 
Parish since 2011; comparing this against the target mix identified within 
the ‘Chilmark’ Strategic Housing Market Assessment (November 2016); 
assessing the differences between the two datasets: followed by seeking 
to arrive at a mix ‘correcting’ 
the identified overprovision of larger properties within the remaining fair 
share of new homes allocated/sought under the HDPF to the end of the 
plan period 2031. Whilst the employed process and intent is admirable it 
is not consistent with national policy or guidance. Paragraph 31 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires the preparation 
and review of all policies (in the Development Plan) should be 
underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence  
This should be proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and justifying 
the policies concerned, and take into account relevant market signals. As 
evidenced in the Estate Agent Interview section of the Parish’s HNA 
2017 report, there isn’t market demand for apartments in the Parish 
(typically the housing type delivering smaller units), and downsizers 
typically look for 3-bedroom homes to accommodate visiting families. 
Rudgwick is a relatively rural Parish where it is to be expected there will 
be a higher 
proportion of larger housing, given market demand in the area is likely to 
primarily be from families with children. Moreover, in November 2019 the 
District Council published a Strategic Housing Market Assessment which 
recommends the following housing mix: 
· 1-bed properties: 5% 
· 2-bed properties: 30% 
· 3-bed properties: 40% 
· 4+ bed properties: 25% 
This shows a significantly higher demand for 3-4 bedroom units that 
Policy RNP2 in its current form, and reflects the need to be flexible to 
changing demand over the lifetime of the Plan. Whilst the 2019 SHMA 
does not yet comprise evidence underpinning an extant local plan it is 
highly likely its dataset and recommendations will be similar, if not 
identical form, to that which will underpin the new Horsham Local Plan. A 
Plan programmed to achieve adoption by late 2021/early 2022 – well 
within the plan 
period of the NP.  
Therefore, the conflict between the housing mix advocated by Policy 
RNP2, latest published evidence and the future new local plan and its 

Comments noted. We are content 
that the evidence utilised, and 
methodology adopted to support 
policies is appropriate. 
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policies can and should be avoided. We recommend the policy be 
amended to introduce greater flexibility whilst still supporting the delivery 
of smaller homes, for example: 
‘Sites delivering 10 dwellings or more should provide a mix of housing 
types and sizes, 
including for market housing a high proportion of 2 and 3 bedroom 
properties, to 
accommodate the needs of young families and downsizers.’ 
This proposed amended wording reflects wording of housing policies in 
the Storrington, 
Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan, which was recently 
‘made’ following a 
successful referendum. 
In the event the current housing mix and wording of Policy RNP2 is to be 
retained, we would strongly urge the Parish to consider, and establish 
robust evidence, of the potential impacts of this mix to the viability of 
developments coming forward during the plan period. Likewise, to the 
potential conflicts that compliance with this mix may generate to other 
policies in this Reg.14 Plan, i.e. density of development, etc. 

25/33 16 RNP3 Cannot find any specific reference to making the Parish disabled 
friendly:- well maintained pavements, dropped kerbs, dedicated parking 
spaces etc. 

the plan includes a policy 
requirement for new dwellings to 
meet M4(2) of the building 
regulations. This means that homes 
are accessible and suitable for a 
range of users - including some 
wheelchair users. Also, bungalows 
are promoted under RNP3 not only 
for the elderly, but also the disabled. 
Requirements regarding footpaths, 
parking spaces etc are dealt with by 
existing highway standards and 
requirements.  

43/88 16 RNP3 Given the emphasis on increasing provision for older residents (RPN3), 
additional consideration could be given to meet this demographic's 
needs (section 8), such as improved healthcare, more structured road 
crossings, wider pavements, etc. 

Noted. Unfortunately, the matters 
you have set out are outside of the 
scope of this plan.  

48/111 16 RNP3 I feel there should be some provision for sheltered accommodation in the 
village. 

This is covered in RNP 3, specifically 
RNP 3.3 

60/3 16 RNP3 2.2.14 Gladman support this policy in its endeavour to ensure that the 
housing needs of all demographics are met in new residential 
developments. 
2.2.15 However, whilst the Housing Matters Document within the RNP 
evidence base states that the Steering Group wish to encourage the 
provision of bungalows as suitable housing for elderly people, we submit 
that there is no empirical evidence or justification for RNP3.3. This states 
that major developments must provide a significant proportion of all new 
homes as bungalows or ‘market based’ sheltered housing. 
2.2.16 Should the Steering Group wish to secure the provision of such 
accommodation in the parish, we believe that it would more appropriate 
for the RNP to ‘encourage’ its delivery as part of an enabling policy 
framework, rather than seeking to impose unjustified policy requirements. 
2.2.17 Furthermore, RNP3.4 states that all new homes must achieve 
M4(2) of the optional requirements in the Building Regulations. Gladman 
highlight that the Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) 2015 made by Eric 
Pickles makes clear that optional technical standards relating to 
construction, internal layout or building performance can only be 
progressed through a Local Plan, and only then based on evidence of 
need and viability. The WMS specifically states that these standards 
should not be progressed through neighbourhood plans. In this regard, 
this aspect of policy RNP3 should be deleted. 

Comments noted. The need for 
homes suitable for older people is 
well established through evidence 
and the need for more bungalows is 
based on local knowledge and the 
housing need study. We believe 
there is evidence to support this 
requirement. Including a requirement 
for M4(2) has been accepted in other 
neighbourhood plans as worded and 
the Parish Council maintain that this 
is an appropriate policy response.   

81/7 16 RNP3 Policy RNP3.2 
Response : The NDP has identified a local need for bungalows and 
encourages new 
developments to help meet this need. However, as already identified, 
there are no 
supporting policies for smaller windfall developments which could provide 
housing to meet this need. Therefore, this policy would conflict with 
RNP1.1 and local planning policy 3 of the HDPF. 

Noted - wording amended to 
address comments. 

146/9 16 
 

5.11: “However, intermediate” add comma Noted - text amended 

147/9 16 
 

5.11: “even” is not needed before Guildford Noted - text amended 

148/9 16 
 

5.12: Is “Rudgwick Metals site” the best way of describing this? 
Windacres Farm Lane? 

Noted - text amended 

236/6 16 RNP1 The intention of Policy RNP1 is clear, as the parish seek to manage 
development across the settlement of Rudgwick. However, there are 
parts of the policy which require review to ensure the policy provides 

1.1 Noted however this has been 
retained for clarity. 
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clear unambiguous guidance to the reader.  
RNP1.1 is not necessary, any development would be expected to be in 
accordance with the policies contained in the Development Plan, this 
does not need to be stated in policy 
RNP1.2 seeks to resist the coalescence of individual settlements, whilst 
the intention is supported there is little evidence to support the policy. 
Reference could be made to Policy 27 in the HDPF which also considers 
this matter. Further evidence to support this policy could be found in the 
Landscape Character Assessment for Horsham district, which may 
identify the importance of maintaining the identity of individual 
settlements. 
The individual settlements should be referenced in the policy text and 
shown clearly on the policy map.  
RNP1.2 is not positively worded, it would be more appropriate for the 
policy to ‘seek to maintain the individual identity of the settlements’, 
rather than using the term’ should not’. 
RNP1.3 requires review to simplify the policy and make clear the policy 
intention.   
The term defensible boundary is open to interpretation (notwithstanding 
the information inserted regarding natural and manmade boundaries).  
This means that the policy is not able to provide clear advice to potential 
applicants. It is recommended that this policy refers to 
landscape/settlement coalescence/protecting countryside policy advice. 
Alternatively, policy maps could be provided that show the defensible 
boundaries referred to in the text of the policy.   

1.2 Noted - policy updated 
1.3 Noted 

237/6 16 Paragraphs 
5.1/5.2 

It may be useful to include information on the Local Plan Review. This 
paragraph should also make clear the parishes intention to defer the 
allocation of land for development to Horsham District Council as per the 
Parish Councils correspondence of 16 September 2019 

Noted - text tweaked 

238/6 16 RNP2  It is assumed that most development of 10 units and over (reference to 
major development in the policy) would only be located within the 
Rudgwick built up area boundary.  It is recommended that the policy is 
amended to refer to the spatial strategy and built up area boundary in 
addition to the housing mix.  
 
The background justification to this policy needs to be very clear as to 
where this percentage mix has come from (taking into account that the 
mix has changed from our previous comments provided in Feb 2020) 
and how 1 or 2 bedroom houses are to remain as such.  Residential 
extensions to an existing house can easily take these properties outside 
of the mix so they become 3 or 4 bedroom houses.   

We do not believe it is appropriate to 
assume such things. The policy has 
been simplified to confirm that it 
applies to all residential development 
wherever it is. a table has also been 
added to provide assistance with 
interpretation of the policy. Noted re 
background evidence although this 
is already set out in the housing 
matters document. this will be 
reviewed and made clearer. 

275/18 16 RNP3 Residential Development: Policy RNP3 - Homes for Older People 
We fully support the Parish’s intention to ensure delivery of suitable new 
homes. We also 
broadly support the Parish’s aspiration to include a proportion of new 
homes as bungalows and to require new homes to be built to higher 
standards, i.e. Requirement M4(2) of the Building Regulations. 
Notwithstanding, there are a number of concerns with Policy RNP3, 
specifically RNP3.3 and RNP3.4. 
RNP3.3 states major developments must provide a significant proportion 
of all new homes as bungalows or ‘market based’ sheltered housing, or a 
combination of the two. Our concerns with the policy are: 
· no definition of ‘a significant proportion’ has been established by the 
supporting 
evidence base, within the policies supporting text and specifically the 
wording of Policy 
RNP3 itself. 
· No definition of ‘‘market based’ sheltered housing’ has been established 
by the 
supporting evidence base, within the policies supporting text and 
specifically the 
wording of Policy RNP3 itself. 
Paragraph 16 of the NPPF confirms, plans are required to contain 
policies which are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a 
decision maker should react to development proposals. 
We are further concerned by the apparent omission of evidence 
demonstrating understanding of the impacts upon development viability 
that will be brought about by compliance with the policy. In accordance 
with National Planning Practice Guidance, the role for viability 
assessment is primarily at the plan making stage1. To ensure policies 
are deliverable their requirements need to be realistic, defined and 
deliverable. Policies should be supported by proportionate assessment of 
viability taking into account all relevant policies and local and national 
standards. As the policy is seeking to introduce a requirement not 
previously tested through the HDPF plan, and its evidence base, this 
new requirement and its implications should be clearly evidenced by the 
NP. 

Comments noted. Wording has been 
refined. Viability has been central to 
the preparation of the plan and great 
care has been taken to ensure that 
policy requirements are not onerous.  
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We also note RNP3.4 requires all new homes to achieve M4(2)* of the 
optional requirements in the Building Regulations. This requirement goes 
beyond the policies of the extant HDPF and likewise the requirements in 
the emerging local plan review. 
We are aware HDC’s Regulation 18 consultation draft local plan 
document (February 2020) seeks to introduce a requirement for all 
dwellings on sites of 20 units or more to meet Building Regulations M4(2) 
requirement for accessible and adaptable housing. Notwithstanding, 
HDC have clarified the evidence to support this intention has not yet 
been prepared. Building to M4(2), and beyond to M4(2)*, has design and 
cost implications. Should the Parish wish to introduce this requirement on 
all new homes it is important this is justified by evidence of need and 
understanding of the viability impacts of introducing this requirement, in 
accordance with Planning Practice Guidance2. 
In omission of appropriate evidence to support parts RNP3.3 and 
RNP3.4 we recommend the policy wording be amended by full deletion 
of these requirements. 

61/3 17 RNP4 2.2.18 The above policy sets out the desired tenure split of affordable 
housing provision within new developments. In this regard, Gladman 
question whether it is appropriate for the RNP to depart from the tenure 
requirements applied by Horsham District Council, and whether the 
Steering Group’s evidence base is sufficiently robust to justify this. 
2.2.19 Gladman recommend that the contents of this policy are 
discussed with HDC’s Housing Enabling Team, to ensure they are 
reflective of the demands/waiting lists for affordable housing in this part 
of the district, and the application of the authority’s affordable housing 
policies. 
2.2.20 It is also important that the RNP’s affordable housing policies 
provide a degree of flexibility, as affordable housing needs may change 
as new evidence becomes available. This is particularly relevant in the 
case of Horsham within the context of the Council’s emerging Local Plan. 
2.2.21 This should be acknowledged in RNP4, by stating that “new 
development will be supported where it delivers opportunities for 
affordable housing, in accordance with up-to-date evidence of housing 
needs”, in addition to or in place of prescriptive policy targets. 

Please look at the evidence base 
which supports the plan in more 
detail. The justification for the policy 
is clearly set out.  

62/3 17 RNP5 2.2.22 It is not in the remit of the neighbourhood plan to determine 
planning applications as this is the sole responsibility of the local 
planning authority, Gladman therefore recommend that reference to 
‘permitted’ in the Plan (RNP5.2) is deleted or amended to state ‘…will be 
supported’. 
2.2.23 It is also noted that the version of this policy in the previous 
Regulation 14 RNP included reference to a maximum net density limit. 
While this has been removed, the supporting text for RNP5 and RNP5.2 
still seeks to maintain the existing development densities. 
2.2.24 Gladman contend that any reference to a maximum net density 
limits or attempts to impose these should be removed from the RNP so 
as to not prejudice the master planning process, allowing flexibility and to 
ensure development potential of sites is optimised in accordance with 
national policy. In this respect, Gladman welcome the revised wording of 
RNP5.2, which recognises that it is more appropriate to determine 
density on a case-by-case basis, taking account of a site’s character and 
its surroundings. 
2.2.25 In addition, Gladman suggest that applying strict density 
requirements beyond what Horsham District Council set is likely to 
prevent affordable housing delivery on the basis of viability and therefore 
the Council will be unable to achieve the affordable tenure objectives of 
RNP4. 

Comments noted. The plan has 
been prepared with a keen eye on 
viability implications to ensure that 
no issue arises. The policy has now 
been updated to potentially allow 
flexibility when the housing mix 
policy is being met. 

149/9 17 
 

5.16 “(DpH)” and “5 DpH and 15 DpH”?? [Both caps and not caps are 
used in a quick 
google search!] 

Noted - text amended 

150/9 17 RNP5 RNP5.1: I just wonder if there is a preference in legal English for “more 
than two”, or “three or more”? 

Noted - text amended 

151/9 17 RNP5 RNP 5.2: “AND” should be “and”; comma instead of full stop Noted - text amended 

239/6 17 RNP3 It is recommended that the wording within the policy includes phrases 
such as ‘where possible’ rather than the word ‘must’ – this is to ensure 
there is some flexibility within the policy to take into account local 
circumstances. Should this policy only apply to major developments? 
Should this policy refer to RNDP2 as some 4 or 5 bedroom bungalows 
will be out of the financial reach of many looking to downsize.  
Policy RNP3.2 should be reviewed, in particular reference to ‘strongly’ 
should be removed as this is unnecessary  
Policy RNP3.4 is seeking to achieve the optional aspect of building 
control measures. Is there evidence to support this policy requirement?  

In this instance, given the shortage 
of bungalows locally and the local 
need, it is considered appropriate to 
require that bungalows are not lost 
as a result of development. We do 
not believe there is a need to cross-
refer as policy requirements should 
all be read together.  
other comments noted and 
addressed in the document 

241/6 17 Paragraph 
5.10 

Some of the comments made in February 2020 are set out below as 
these comments are still relevant: 

Noted - text updates as considered 
appropriate.  
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It may be more appropriate to consider a policy approach which 
encourages development to be complimentary / in keeping or respect 
existing design, layout, and density. As stated previously, it may be more 
appropriate for this type of policy approach to be included in a more 
comprehensive design policy. It is recommended Policy 33 of the HDPF 
is reviewed to consider whether this policy is necessary.  
 
It remains that this policy would still benefit from further consideration in 
light of the Feb 2020 comments and those below. 
 
The policy should focus more on local character of the surrounding area 
akin to a development principles policy.  The justification to the policy 
doesn’t state why Rudgwick can accept higher densities – is that across 
all of the village centre? Even within the Conservation Area? What about 
brownfield sites where higher densities may be required due to abnormal 
costs? Unclear what ‘densities which exceed the existing situation’ within 
RNP5.2 means, this requires revision to provide a clear and 
unambiguous guidance to the reader. Policies map refers to village 
centre but no mention of the policies map is made within policy text.  

269/16 17 RNP5.1 The policy states that, “All proposals incorporating more than two new 
dwellings should demonstrate how the scheme reflects the surrounding 
built density of the relevant settlement.” 
This is not good planning and could lead to unnecessarily low 
development density and wastage of sustainably located land. There is 
nothing in the NPPF which states that land built at a low density should 
provide the model for future development. In fact, it states at Paragraph 
127(c) NPPF (2019) that planning decisions should ensure that 
developments: 
“are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding 
built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased 
densities);” 
The paragraph mentions that the Steering Group has undertaken an 
assessment of density within the Parish and has established that it only 
occasionally exceeds 20dph. This is a useful piece of research and 
therefore should be made available and included within the document. 
That said, there are clearly areas with a higher density and if appropriate 
to the location higher density should not be resisted. As a policy tool this 
is too blunt to allow for suitable analysis. 
This policy should be deleted. 
The documents demonstrating the basis for the statement of 20dph 
across the parish should be referenced within the NP and made available 
to aid in understanding the Forum’s position on future development. 

This policy has bene reviewed in 
light of this and other comments. A 
key characteristic of the Parish is its 
rural and relatively low-density 
development. That said, flexibility 
has now been incorporated to allow 
higher density in particular 
situations. 

276/18 17 RNP4 Residential Development: Policy RNP4 – Affordable Housing 
We have no objection to the policy per se. However, as the policy aligns 
to the strategic 
affordable housing policy set by the HDPF (and the emerging Local Plan 
Review) the Parish may wish to consider the need to duplicate this within 
the non-strategic policies of the NP. 

Noted. The policy is based on locally 
specific evidence.  

277/18 17 RNP5 Residential Development: Policy RNP5 - Housing Density 
We broadly support the work undertaken to establish Rudgwick’s existing 
development density characteristics. However, as currently drafted the 
restriction to densities of development from exceeding the existing 
situation (referred to as between 5 - 15 dpha and only occasionally 
exceeding 20dpha), unless providing sheltered accommodation, 
retirement housing, or flats AND being within Rudgwick’s Village Centre, 
Policy RNP5 conflicts with national policy contained in the NPPF. 
Paragraphs 122 - 123 of the NPPF encourages the efficient use of land, 
and that minimum density standards should be considered in the plan 
making process. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states policies and 
decisions should ensure developments: 
‘…are sympathetic to local character and history, including the 
surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation or change* (such as increased densities);’ 
*emphasis added  
A recent audit of design in England, backed by the Campaign to Protect 
Rural England3 highlights that low density developments were more 
likely to score ‘poor’ (averaging 32dph) or ‘very poor’ (averaging 25dph) 
against design criteria than higher density developments. With the best 
schemes averaging 56dph. 
Higher net densities allow for schemes which are more walkable and less 
dominated by roads, minimising wasted space and maximising the 
provision of usable open space and landscaping. The appropriate density 
will depend on the specifics of a site and development, and is best 
determined through the development management process rather than 

Comments noted. The relevant 
policy has been updated to reflect 
this and other comments. 
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fixed through a detailed Development Plan Policy. 
We recommend Policy RNP5 be amended to allow efficient use of land 
to be achieved and allowing appropriate innovation and change, whilst 
requiring development to respect and not be detrimental to the character 
of the Village and its rural setting overall. This will help realise a high 
standard of design for any future development and align with national 
policy. 
Suggested amendments to the wording for Policy RNP5 would be:  
The density of new housing developments should: 
1) Be informed by the character, form, and layout of the local area, 
2) Provide an appropriate mix of housing, and 
3) Reflect the importance of making effective use of land. 
These suggested policy wordings reflect principles of achieving 
appropriate density referenced in the NPPF and the Government’s 
National Design Guide. 

240/6 18 RNP4 Policy RNP 4 seeks to control the tenure of affordable housing, whilst 
there is reference in supporting text to support this, further evidence 
should be provided as the proposals are in direct conflict with the 
emerging Horsham District Local Plan Policy 16, which is a strategic 
policy of the Local Plan. Whilst this plan carries limited weight currently it 
clearly sets out the direction of travel for affordable housing in the 
District. Given there is such a different approach proposed here, it would 
be helpful to expand upon the ‘detailed analysis’ described in paragraph 
5.13.  

Further evidence is set out in the 
supporting 'Housing Matters' 
document. We do not consider this 
to be in direct conflict with local 
planning policy. 

242/6 18 Chapter 6 
Design 

It might need clarification as to how the design guide is part of the 
adopted Development Plan.  Is it one of the evidence documents 
supporting the RNDP? Should it be afforded more weight than an 
evidence document. As HDC previously commented in February 2020, 
consideration should be given to the preparation of a design code, as this 
is a significant aspect of the RNP. Should reference be made to the 
Squires Planning May 2020 document – ‘Review of Rudgwick Parish 
Design Statement and Conformity with current National and Local 
Planning Policy and Guidance’? So that is clear to the reader that the 
Parish Design Statement has been reviewed and is compliant with 
current National Policy. The justification for the design policies needs to 
be more detailed to provide an adequate context for the policies, 
notwithstanding the comments made by HDC in February 2020 on the 
previous Reg 14 version of the RNDP – which were that consideration is 
given to preparing a design code or updating the Rudgwick Parish 
Design Statement – see below: 
 
‘As there is an existing Parish Design Statement Rudgwick Parish 
Council may consider it appropriate to progress a Design Code or Design 
guide as part of their Neighbourhood Plan. There is funding available to 
support the preparation of design codes should this be of interest. Any 
future design code could incorporate relevant parts of the existing Parish 
Design Statement, and add more significant weight to these matters in 
the determination of planning applications’ (extract from Feb 2020 
comments). Has this comment been considered?  
 
There appears to be no reference made to Conservation Areas. 
 
Much of the text relating to the history of the Parish and the policies on 
design are similar to those in the Rudgwick Parish Design Statement, 
there is quite considerable detail on the history of the parish. However, 
there is no specific policy on heritage (referring to listed buildings, their 
setting and the Rudgwick Conservation Area). Also noted there are no 
suggestions for a local list of non-designated heritage assets which 
would present an opportunity to bring forward buildings/structures that 
are important to the community. The historic growth of the area is 
referred to in the history of the parish but there is a limited description of 
what they consider the character of the settlements to be, therefore the 
design policies are fairly generic. 

The Steering Group have considered 
whether to progress design codes or 
design guides for the area in the 
plan. Unfortunately given time 
constraints there was not time to 
incorporate these and submit a plan 
under the HDPF. Instead the 
approach adopted is to bring key 
elements of the design guide into 
planning policy alongside the Parish 
Design Statement which will remain 
a Supplementary Planning 
Document in the Development Plan. 
 
Comments noted regarding 'generic' 
content. Policy relating to the 
Conservation Area and Listed 
Buildings is included in the HDPF 
and national policy. We see no need 
to duplicate this content in this 
document. 

243/6 18 Paragraph 6.2 This is confusing and makes no reference to materials. It is 
acknowledged it has been taken directly from the design guide but it 
provides little information to support a planning policy in a neighbourhood 
plan.  Further details should be provided to justify the policy approach. 

Noted - paragraph rewritten 

244/6 18 RNP6 Recommended amendment to RNP6.1a) – ‘Barn style cladding or 
clapboard as an alternative to tile hanging is not out of place in Rudgwick 
is an acceptable alternative to tile hanging within Rudgwick village’.  
Recommended amendment to RNP6.1b) – ‘New or reclaimed brickwork 
should match existing frontages which is typically darker than standard 
bricks. RNP6.2 requires the limited use of timber framing, yet there is no 
evidence or justification for this policy approach, further justification 
should be included or the policy deleted.  

Noted - document updated 
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64/3 19 RNP8 2.2.28 It is not in the remit of the neighbourhood plan to determine 
planning applications as this is the sole responsibility of the local 
planning authority. We therefore recommend that reference to ‘permitted’ 
in this policy is deleted or amended to state ‘…will not be supported’. 
2.2.29 Gladman is also concerned that the requirements of this policy are 
inconsistent and ambiguous. In this respect, the preceding text to the 
policy states “Development above two-storey in height will not be 
permitted unless…”, before criterion c) states “…the development will be 
in-keeping with immediately adjacent properties and be no higher than 
three storeys”. 
2.2.30 On the one hand the policy appears to oppose development that 
is more than two storeys high, before identifying specific circumstances 
in which it would appear to be allowed. We would suggest that the 
wording of criterion c) could be used as the basis for the whole policy, if 
the policy remains in the plan. 
2.2.31 It is important that policies within the RNP are aligned and 
consistent with the design and build principles set out in the adopted 
Horsham District Planning Framework. Policy 33 of the HDPF states; 
“…3. Ensure that the scale, massing and appearance of the development 
is of a high standard of design and layout and where relevant relates 
sympathetically with the built surroundings, landscape, open spaces and 
routes within and adjoining the site, including any impact on the skyline 
and important views; 
4. Are locally distinctive in character, respect the character of the 
surrounding area (including its overall setting, townscape features, views 
and green corridors) and, where available and applicable, take account 
of the recommendations/policies of the relevant Design Statements and 
Character Assessments…”. 
2.2.32 The emerging Local Plan also sets similar principles in Strategic 
Policy 33 Development Quality. 
2.2.33 As currently drafted, Gladman consider that RNP8 is too 
prescriptive, and fails to allow flexibility in building design and qualities 
which can respond to the character and needs of the local area. 
Gladman suggest that this policy is amended to align with the strategic 
policies of Horsham or deleted in its entirety. 

This policy has been reworded in 
light of this comment and other 
comments received to provide clarity 
over what new development is 
expected to comply with. Maintaining 
lower development height is 
considered vital to maintain the rural 
character of the area. 

74/5 19 RNP7 With regard to Plan Policy RNP7: Whilst the concept of pastiche 
development may be frowned on, generally because of the poor quality 
of execution in many cases, the literal meaning of pastiche (to design 
with borrowed idioms) is what is required in the second sentence of this 
policy, which therefore contradicts itself. Much of British historic 
architecture, at least since the 17th century, has relied on pastiche to 
create new styles that, nevertheless, borrow from the past (be it past 
classical, vernacular or gothic styles). Where development consists of 
the extension of historic property, it may be appropriate to borrow the 
characteristics of the existing structure to ensure the new creates an 
harmonious addition as suggested in the second part of the policy. As 
such we feel it may help to rephrase the first part of the policy to be more 
directive than restrictive. For e.g. 
"T 
a) Rooflines with hipped, half hipped with gablets and catslides. 
b) Chimneys as centrally located ridge stacks and end of gable stacks. 
c) Sash windows 
d) Timber fielded panel or more simple plank doors 
"However, proposals that apply such details as a poorly integrated part of 
the overall design, will not 
be considered to have achieved a high quality of design and, therefore, 
will not be supported" 

Noted with thanks. Comments 
incorporated. 

152/9 19 
 

6.6: “Martlets Court” should be Martlet Court; also delete “The”. This 
error occurs twice. 

Noted - text amended 

153/9 19 
 

6.6: Village no cap; pharmacy no cap; hairdresser no cap. Noted - text amended 

154/9 19 RNP8 RNP 8.1: AND again. If it is felt appropriate to use this word, then 
punctuation should be a comma. If emphasis is required use underlining. 

Noted - text amended 

245/6 19 RNP7 Recommended amendment to RNP7.1 – ‘Development proposals must 
should not be a pastiche of the surrounding historic built environment. 
Instead, new structures should incorporate traditional building features 
commonly found across the parish which may include….’ The term 
‘which may include’ does not provide certainty to the reader in terms of 
what features should be included, is this list of features all that a 
developer should consider, are there other architectural features which 
should be included? 

Noted - wording amended. 

246/6 19 Paragraph 6.6 Recommended amendment – ‘Rudgwick currently has very limited 
development of height greater than two-storey. The only current 
examples are The Martlets Court and flats in The Sidings. These 
properties are located at the very heart of Rudgwick Village, within 50m 
of the shops; part of the Martlets is above two of the retail units 

Noted - wording amended. 
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(Pharmacy & Hairdresser). Nowhere else in Rudgwick exceeds a two-
storey height’. 

247/6 19 RNP8 Comments made at the Reg 14 stage in February 2020 (previous policy 
3) with regard to ‘clear local need’ are set out below: 
 
‘This statement is open to interpretation and does not provide the 
decision maker with clear and precise criteria to ensure consistent 
decisions. For example, a developer may be able to demonstrate a clear 
local need (using housing need evidence from a wider geographical area 
to demonstrate a clear local need). This would then justify going above 2 
storeys although that may not be appropriate’. 
 
Comments made at the Reg 14 stage in February 2020 (previous policy 
3) with regard to ‘three storeys’ are set out below: 
 
‘Policy clause 4 applies a limit of three storeys. If a developer were able 
to demonstrate a clear local need and that a development was in-
keeping with immediate adjacent properties could this allow a 
development beyond three storeys, including possible development in 
the roof space. As this element of the policy is open to interpretation it is 
recommended that the policy is redrafted’. 
 
In both cases, it is not considered the Policy RNP8 has taken on board 
these comments sufficiently and the recommendation to re-draft remains.  
 
In addition –  
 
Recommended amendment to RNP8.1 – ‘Development above two-storey 
in height will generally not be permitted unless….’ 
 
Reference is required as to where the boundary of the village centre is – 
include text regarding policies map. 

Noted - this policy has been 
reviewed in light of the comments 
received to reference the village 
centre and provide clearer guidance 
on what may be acceptable.  

278/18 19 RNP8 Residential Development: Policy RNP8 – Development Height 
We broadly support the policy’s intention. However, as written it is overly 
prescriptive limiting all development beyond Rudgwick Village Centre no 
higher than 2 storeys. 
Paragraphs 124 – 132 of the NPPF are concerned with achieving well-
designed places. Specifically, 
paragraph 127 outlines a number of considerations that planning policies 
should require: 
a) Development should function well and add to the overall quality of the 
area… 
b) Development is visually attractive as a result of good architecture, 
layout and appropriate and effective landscaping 
c) Be sympathetic to local character and history, including surrounding 
built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased 
densities) 
d) Establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement 
of streets, spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, 
welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit 
e) Optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an 
appropriate amount of development and support local facilities and 
transport networks 
f) Create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which 
promote health and well-being. 
To afford more flexibility in achieving well-designed places, we would 
advocate the policy being amended to: 
Development above two storey in height will be permitted where they: 
a) Provide an appropriate relationship with existing built development in 
the local area, 
b) Are informed by the character and topography of the site, and 
c) Help establish a distinct character to the development, including by 
providing variation 
in form and establishing focal points. 

Comments noted. The SG are 
seeking to preserve our rural 
character which is considered to be 
predominantly a two-storey 
environment.  

12/26 20 
 

I would like to congratulate the Steering Group on the RDNP and hope 
that the following  corrections and comments are helpful: 
4.7   should be "identity" not identify 

Comments noted with thanks. Typo 
corrected. 

65/3 20 RNP9 2.2.34 Similarly, to RNP6, 7 and 8, RNP 9 is overly prescriptive in 
relation to street scene design principles and does not allow for flexibility 
in order for schemes to respond to site specific circumstances and the 
character of the local area. As discussed previously, there should not be 
a ‘one size fits all’ solution and sites should be considered on an 
individual basis. 
2.2.35 Additionally, Gladman again highlight the use of ‘permitted’ and 
remind the Qualifying Body that it is not the responsibility of the 

Comments noted. We consider that 
the design policies provide sufficient 
flexibility to enable site specific 
design to take place that responds to 
the local context. 
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Neighbourhood Plan to determine planning applications and recommend 
that this aspect of the policy wording is amended or deleted. 

155/9 20 
 

6.7: “built-up” (hyphen), “contribution to the...” Noted - text amended 

156/9 20 
 

6.7: the phrase “street scene” needs a qualifier, such as “attractive street 
scene”, “rural street scene”, or whatever was in your mind when you 
wrote this. The sentence is not in the Design Statement. Looking back at 
that document I think we were trying to avoid suburbanised street 
scenes, so rural might be the better adjective 

Noted - text amended 

157/9 20 
 

6.8: the street scene Noted - text amended 

158/9 20 RNP9 RNP 9.3: replace full stops after each with a comma; do the “OR”s need 
to be in caps? No! see our comments on “and” above 

Noted - text amended 

159/9 20 RNP9 RNP 9.5: “and are in keeping with...” Noted - text amended 

160/9 20 RNP9 RNP 9.5: I have doubts about the requirement here as it is dictated by 
WSCC Highways who demand a certain splay etc. This plan is for big 
developments as well as small, where those stipulations apply most 
strongly. Unfortunately, they probably will be “out of scale”. The Design 
Statement was much more nuanced on this and other matters to do with 
street scene and did not attempt to intrude much on highway matters. In 
Policy 25, it referred to property entrances, not highway entrances. This 
needs a re-think. 

Noted- text amended to relate to 
vehicular or pedestrian access' 

161/9 20 RNP9 RNP 9.6: the use of the word “permitted” begs the question, by whom? 
RPC do not have this power! 

Noted 

248/6 20 Paragraph 6.7 This section on the street scene could usefully include more supporting 
evidence some of which is included within the design guide 2009 and 
include photographs etc.  As it stands – it has very little information to 
justify the policy (RNP9). 

Noted 

249/6 20 RNP9 It is recommended that the policy is amended as set out below: 
 
It is not clear what is meant by RNP9.1 – ‘New buildings should respect 
existing building lines and common distances from the road in that 
particular street’. Please re-phrase this policy to provide clear and 
precise guidance for the reader. 
 
RNP9.2 also requires re-wording – does this refer to off road parking 
areas only? Is it for new development or existing development?  
 
RNP9.2 c) 'careful planting to disguise the area’ Suggested wording: 
‘suitable or integrated landscape proposals to soften the appearance of 
the area, including tree planting where in keeping’.  
 
RNP9.2 – include the following: 
d) The use of rainwater gardens 
 
RNP9.4 suggested wording: ‘Panels or close boarded fences, although 
acceptable for boundaries with neighbours are not suitable for frontage 
boundaries or other boundaries facing the public highway’. 
 
Other comments on the policy include: 
 
RNP9.3 - further justification is needed to support this part of the policy. 
Further thought is required as to whether it is necessary to include these 
issues within planning policies in a NP even though they are referenced 
within the design guide.  Does the RNDP require a standalone policy on 
the street scene?  

Noted. Policy updated to reflect 
comments.  

66/3 21 RNP11 it is not in the remit of the neighbourhood plan to determine planning 
applications; Gladman recommend that reference to ‘permitted’ in the 
Plan is deleted or amended to state ‘…will be supported’. 

noted 

162/9 21 
 

7.1: “2011 census:” (not ;) Remove space Noted - text amended 

163/9 21 
 

7.1: approx. 100 (remove extra space) Noted - text amended 

164/9 21 
 

7.1: “Parish” only needs to be used once. I suggest removing the first 
(and its cap!). Write approx. as full word. All these unnecessary caps!! 
Remove in households, businesses, parish boundary, company listings, 
please. 

Noted - text amended 

165/9 21 
 

7.2: the address is The Old Brickworks. If you use Parish Employment 
Areas in Policy RNP 10.1, should you not replace “main business areas” 
in 7.2 with “Parish Employment Areas” (caps allowed)? 

Noted - text amended 

166/9 21 RNP10 RNP 10.1: AND again! Noted - text amended 

167/9 21 
 

7.3: “moving forward, new...” What is wrong with “in the future”? Moving 
forward is unwarranted office jargon, not appropriate for a semi-legal 
document. 

Noted - text amended 

168/9 21 
 

7.3: It is not only how much of our entertainment is provided to our 
homes but also how businesses communicate, operate, bank and allow 

Noted - text amended 
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us to shop. 
This sentence muddles personal and business, so could read as follows: 
“…how businesses communicate and operate, and how householders 
bank and shop.” 

169/9 21 
 

7.4: “across Rudgwick” and “working in Rudgwick” reads better than 
“across the parish” or “in the parish”. 

Noted - text amended 

170/9 21 RNP10 RNP 10.3: should this mention listed buildings and Conservation Area? noted - incorporated into plan.  

171/9 21 RNP11 RNP 11.1: and countryside? noted, policy updated in light of other 
comments. 

250/6 21 Chapter 7 – 
Local 
Economy 

General Comments on the Local Economy chapter include: 
 
There is no mention of preventing the loss of commercial floor space. 
The shortage of commercial space in the District poses a threat to the 
local economy, therefore resistance to proposals that lead to a loss is 
important. Reference is made to resisting the loss of employment 
opportunities and supporting ‘improved’ and additional floor space. 
‘Improved’ would also benefit from mentioning ‘high quality’ as a 
standard, considering that much of the District’s employment 
accommodation is outdated. Poor quality accommodation poses a threat 
to the local economy and attracting inward investment. 
 
Accessibility issues are addressed from a residential and community 
perspective, which does address the barrier to economic growth that 
transport issues pose. These factors must also be considered when it 
comes to accessibility to employment floor space and business parks, 
both current and additional, which will be important for attracting inward 
investment. 

Noted - policy has been revised. 

251/6 21 RNP10 Is it considered appropriate to safeguard existing employment sites or to 
retain them as employment areas? If so – this is not made clear within 
the policy. What are the Parish Employment Areas, as designated on the 
policies map and referenced within the policy? Are these the areas to 
safeguard? 
 
It is not clear what ‘will not introduce, increase, or intensify uses that are 
incongruous with the environs’ means (RNP10.1 b). This needs further 
justification in support for the policy.  Which environs is it referring to? 
Surrounding businesses or residential areas? What does incongruous 
mean in this context?  
 
RNP10.2 ‘Development proposals which would result in a reduction of 
local employment opportunities will be resisted’. Does this refer to loss of 
employment land/floor space? This may need to be made clear. Will all 
loss of employment land be resisted even where there is no likelihood of 
the employment use continuing? The loss of employment land would 
need to propose some degree of marketing to ensure the buildings are 
no longer a likelihood of employment use, this would allow an applicant 
to demonstrate that the loss of employment space was appropriate and 
necessary. 
 
RNP10.3 - it is not considered this part of the policy can be enforced.  It 
is assumed that any applicant will state that a proposed extension is 
required in order to allow the occupier to work from home.  How can this 
be proven?  It is assumed that the development would also need to 
comply with all the design policies within the RNDP.  It is important to 
note that some businesses, when operated from a residential home, will 
require planning approval for the change of use.  

Noted. Policy and supporting text 
updated accordingly.  

252/6 21 RNP11 As currently drafted this policy only requires an applicant to avoid an 
unacceptable impact on residential amenity. Given the objectives of the 
RNP should this policy also seek to conserve , conservation areas, open 
countryside and important biodiversity locally? 
 
RNP 11.1 suggested wording added: ‘Proposals for the provision of 
telecommunication infrastructure, whether that be for fibre broadband or 
the mobile phone network, will be approved where they do not have an 
unacceptable impact on residential amenity, important wildlife or 
biodiversity, conservation area or result in the felling of existing trees’. 

Noted - policy updated. 

172/9 22 
 

8.1: Include gas and electricity supply Noted - text amended 

173/9 22 
 

8.4 “ends early evening, thus” (better than the blunt 1900 - depends 
where you get on/off!) 

Noted - text amended 

174/9 22 
 

8.2: “plan, either” “or by other legislation” Noted - text amended 

175/9 22 
 

8.5: railway station, not train station Noted - text amended 

176/9 22 
 

8.5: Cranleigh and Billingshurst are equidistant. Maybe say “…to 
Rudgwick in Horsham District”? 

Noted - text amended 
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177/9 22 
 

8.5: Christ’s Hospital station is used by several Rudgwick residents. 
Should be included. 

Noted - text amended 

178/9 22 
 

8.6 “movements throughout the parish.” Noted - text amended 

264/14 22 
 

We consider that Neighbourhood Plan should include a policy relating to 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure. 
Rudgwick drains to the Southern Water catchment for treatment. 
Wastewater/sewerage [and water supply] infrastructure is essential to 
any development. Failure to ensure that any required upgrades to the 
infrastructure network are delivered alongside development could result 
in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external sewer flooding 
and pollution of land and water courses and/or low water pressure. 
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working 
relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to provide the 
support they need with regards to the provision of sewerage/wastewater 
treatment [and water supply] infrastructure. 
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and 
Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to be co-ordinated 
with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the capacity of 
existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019, states: “Strategic policies 
should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of 
development, and make sufficient provision for… infrastructure for waste 
management, water supply, wastewater…” 
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic 
policies should be used by local planning authorities and communities to 
set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or types 
of development. This can include allocating sites, the provision of 
infrastructure…” 
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-
going joint working 
between strategic policy-making authorities and relevant bodies is 
integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. 
In particular, joint working should help to determine where additional 
infrastructure is necessary….” 
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a 
section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that 
Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans of 
water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with development 
needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water 
and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable 
development” (Paragraph: 001, 
Reference ID: 34-001-20140306). 
It is important to consider the net increase in wastewater [and water 
supply] demand to serve the 
development and also any impact that developments may have off site, 
further down the 
network. The Neighbourhood Plan should therefore seek to ensure that 
there is adequate 
wastewater [and water supply] infrastructure to serve all new 
developments. Thames Water will 
work with developers and local authorities to ensure that any necessary 
infrastructure 
reinforcement is delivered ahead of the occupation of development. 
Where there are 
infrastructure constraints, it is important not to under estimate the time 
required to deliver 
necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades take 
around 18 months and 
Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5 
years. 
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment and water 
supply) is met by 
Thames Water’s asset plans and from the 1st April 2018 network 
improvements will be from 
infrastructure charges per new dwelling. 
From 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and 
wastewater companies 
charge for new connections has changed. The economic regulator Ofwat 
has published new 
rules, which set out that charges should reflect: fairness and affordability; 
environmental 
protection; stability and predictability; and transparency and customer-
focused service. 
The changes mean that more of Thames Water’s charges will be fixed 
and published, rather 
than provided on application, enabling you to estimate your costs without 
needing to contact us. 

Comments noted. Whilst we 
appreciate the point being made, we 
consider this a matter that the local 
planning authority should address 
through their local plan.  
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The services affected include new water connections, lateral drain 
connections, water mains and 
sewers (requisitions), traffic management costs, income offsetting and 
infrastructure charges. 
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with them 
at the earliest 
opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF) to establish 
the following: 
• The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and 
network 
infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met; and 
• The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the 
development both on 
and off site and can it be met. 
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if 
capacity exists to serve the 
development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water 
and surface water 
requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are 
available at: 
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning 
In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider 
that the Neighbourhood 
Plan should include a specific reference to the key issue of the provision 
of wastewater/sewerage [and water supply] infrastructure to service 
development proposed in a policy. This is necessary because it will not 
be possible to identify all of the water/sewerage infrastructure required 
over the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and 
plan in 5 year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We 
recommend the Neighbourhood Plan include the following 
policy/supporting text: 
PROPOSED NEW WATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT 
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result 
in the need for off-site upgrades, will be subject to conditions to ensure 
the occupation is aligned with the delivery of necessary infrastructure 
upgrades.” 
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate 
water and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. 
Developers are encouraged to contact the water/waste water company 
as early as possible to discuss their development proposals and intended 
delivery programme to assist with identifying any potential water and 
wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, 
apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary 
infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of the 
relevant phase of development.” 

265/14 22 
 

Comments in relation to Flood Risk and SUDS 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a 
sequential approach should be used by local planning authorities in 
areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river and 
sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers". 
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise 
that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be 
developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage 
treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water 
for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that 
these existing works will need to be upgraded or extended to provide the 
increase in treatment capacity required to service new development. 
Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and 
sewerage infrastructure development may be necessary in flood risk 
areas. 
Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to ‘sewer 
flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood 
plain as a result of development where off site sewerage infrastructure 
and capacity is not in place ahead of development. 
With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the 
developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, watercourses 
or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface 
water entering the sewerage system in order to maximise the capacity for 
foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. 
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined 
sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames Water. Thames 
Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as possible 
the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer 
system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role 
in helping to ensure the sewerage network has the capacity to cater for 
population growth and the effects of climate change. 
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve 

Comments noted. Whilst we 
appreciate the point being made, we 
consider this a matter that the local 
planning authority should address 
through their local plan.  
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water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide 
enhanced landscape and visual features; support wildlife; and provide 
amenity and recreational benefits. 
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request that the 
following paragraph should be included in the Neighbourhood Plan: 
“Surface water drainage - It is the responsibility of a developer to follow 
the sequential approach to the disposal of surface waters with proper 
provision for surface water draining to ground, water course or surface 
water sewers being given. The discharging of surface waters to the foul 
sewer can be a major contributor to sewer flooding and should therefore 
be avoided.” 
We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact 
David Wilson on the above number if you have any queries. 

4/24 23 
 

2.24, 8.5 & 8.11 Limited bus routes to Horsham and none at all to 
Billingshurst. With the community links to The Weald school in 
Billingshurst there should be easy access for the younger generation to 
be able to visit friends in Billingshurst and for all to have easy access to 
train stations and hospitals. 

Noted. Text updated. 

6/24 23 
 

8.10 - Parking outside the Coop can be very dangerous as people park 
on blind corner of Thurne Way and reverse out into Church Street. Many 
'near' misses have been witnessed with cars parked in Thurne Way while 
other cars try to enter and leave Thurne Way. 

Noted. Unfortunately, the plan has 
limited ability to rectify existing 
issues which reside with the 
highways authority to resolve. Your 
comments have been passed on to 
the Parish Council. 

11/25 23 RNP4 2. Affordable housing (5.10-5.14).Talks about 'affordable' housing but 
what about 'social' housing? Affordable housing based on market rates is 
likely to be unaffordable for anyone in this area unless they are a high 
earner. 

Noted. Affordable housing includes 
social housing. The plan relies on 
evidence regarding the type of 
affordable housing provided. 

27/34 23 
 

Point 8:15 uses the acronym MUGA that is not defined. It would be 
useful to include this in the acronyms and define it in text (I'm assuming 
its a multi use games area). 

Noted - plan updated. 

33/35 23 RNP12 Page 23. RNP 12 ACCESSIBILITY. RNP 12.2 and 12.3. The only 
possibility of developing extra footpaths and cycle routes would be on the 
east side of the village through the Church Street Conservation Area 
Wide Verge which is protected under RNP 16.1 (e) . Thus policy number 
12.3 and 12.3 are conflict with policy 16.1. It would also wipe out the 
ancient Victorian Horsham stone footpath. Extreme vigilance needs to be 
maintained in opposing any such idea. 
Street Lighting Levels were mentioned in the earlier draft but do not 
appear in the second draft of the Plan. The rural nature of the village is 
frequently emphasised in the pre-submission document and rightfully so. 
The street lighting levels are set at rural village levels and they should be 
maintained at that level. 

Comments noted. There are multiple 
options and ways to demonstrate 
safe passage around the village of 
Rudgwick without using motorised 
vehicles. Concerns noted regarding 
the Victorian footpath and this policy 
would not, we believe, have any 
impact on this. 
 
Lighting is considered in RNP9. 
Specific reference to street lighting 
added to RNP9.6 

41/69 23 
 

The focus on safe crossing for our children is vital. We are concerned 
about the sports proposals at Penthorpe as we would be directly affected 
by floodlights if they were agreed to. 

noted 

67/3 23 RNP12 2.2.37 Whilst acknowledging the intentions of this policy, we suggest that 
RNP12.1 is inconsistent with the requirements of national planning policy 
and sets an unrealistically high bar for accessibility. 
2.2.38 In this respect the NPPF advises that “opportunities” to promote 
walking, cycling and public transport should be considered when 
assessing development proposals and for the purposes of plan-making, 
and that the ability to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary 
from urban to rural areas. 
2.2.39 We therefore suggest that this aspect of the policy is amended to 
state “all major residential development proposals must demonstrate how 
they have explored the opportunities to utilise non-motorised methods of 
transport to access the following important local facilities:…” 

A sustainable rural settlement should 
be able to facilitate unmotorised 
transport to important local facilities. 
We do not consider the policy 
requirements to be unreasonable. 

179/9 23 
 

8.9: Downs Link, which… (comma) Noted - text amended 

180/9 23 RNP12 RNP 12.1: church and chapel? Would not wish to offend. Noted - text amended 

181/9 23 
 

8.9 and 8.12: some duplication here re off-road cycling, and some 
confusion re Downs Link, which is off-road, so we do have some! 

Noted - text amended 

182/9 23 
 

Figure 12: should say pavements or footways, not “footpaths” Noted - text amended 

253/6 23 Paragraph 
8.10 

Typo: ‘An additional cark car park serving the shops and school will be 
required to fulfil future needs’ 

Noted- updated 

254/6 23 RNP12 Comments made at the earlier Reg 14 stage include: 
 
‘These ambitions would be better presented as a community aim and set 
out in an appendix or clearly distinguishable from other policy. It may be 
appropriate for the RNDP to include an infrastructure delivery plan, which 
sets out specific infrastructure requirements to be delivered using 
Community Infrastructure Levy 
 

We disagree. The policy does not 
contain ambitions, it contains policy 
requirements that new development 
is to achieve. The policy has been 
amended in light of the comments 
received, in particular to confirm that 
it relates to new development 
within/adjacent to the main 
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It is considered that this concern remains – that Policy RNP12 seeks to 
try and deliver matters that are not achievable land use policies and 
therefore not appropriate for a Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Comments on the policy as drafted are: 
 
RNP12.1 – it is not clear how this part of the policy can be delivered or 
enforced? It is relevant for the entire parish?  
 
RNP12.2 – this refers to linkages as outlined in RNP12.1 yet subsection 
12.1 makes no reference to linkages. In addition, new development is 
unable to just provide new routes to existing facilities.  Is the policy trying 
to say that each and every major development has to provide new links 
to all 8 of the facilities identified in the policy? This is not deliverable nor 
appropriate and it is recommended it is deleted.  
 
The facilities are shown on the policies map but the map is not 
referenced within the policy.  

settlement. The plan is seeking to 
secure sustainable development, in 
this context ensuring new residents 
are able to walk or cycle safely to 
important local facilities is a 
necessity. 

279/18 23 RNP12 Infrastructure: Policy RNP12 - Accessibility 
We support this policy and the reasoning behind it. We would however 
suggest a minor amendment to the wording, replacing ‘must’ with 
‘should’ to avoid it being overly prescriptive, i.e.: 
All major residential development within the parish must should 
demonstrate that future 
occupiers can feasibly and safely access important local facilities without 
having to utilise motorised transport methods... 

We consider that the ability to travel 
within the village of Rudgwick and 
Bucks Green without using a motor 
vehicle is an important element. No 
change proposed. 

68/3 24 RNP15 2.2.40 This policy as worded is more restrictive than national guidance in 
relation to parking standards contained within the NPPF, which aims to 
promote sustainable modes of transport. 
2.2.41 Paragraph 106 of the NPPF states: “Maximum parking standards 
for residential and non-residential development should only be set where 
there is a clear and compelling justification that they are necessary for 
managing the local road network, or for optimising the density of 
development in city and town centres and other locations that are well 
served by public transport…” 
2.2.42 Gladman do not consider it is appropriate for the neighbourhood 
plan to preclude on-street parking to access allotment sites. Whilst we 
recognise the intentions of this policy and the potential benefits that 
specific parking facilities would offer, we recommend that the 
requirements of this policy are discussed with the local highway 
authority. 
2.2.43 In this regard, Gladman recommend that the Parish Council 
remove reference to parking standards within this policy. There is also an 
opportunity within this policy to promote non-car modes of travel, 
including public transport and pedestrian links, similar to the wording 
contained within RNP12.3. 

Noted. We do not consider the 
proposal to be unreasonable or in 
conflict with the NPPF. 

183/9 24 RNP13 RNP 13.2b: delete “across the public highway” (redundant) Noted - text amended 

184/9 24 
 

8.14: Moreover, they… (comma) Noted - text amended 

185/9 24 
 

8.15: an alternative for “super”? “would be very beneficial to have”. 
Please also remove the word “Plus” as it adds nothing! Ditto the words 
“actually”, and “in the village of Rudgwick”. 
Where else would a home match be played? Whole sentence needs re-
writing. 

Noted - text amended 

186/9 24 
 

8.16: Surely the netball team’s record is totally irrelevant to this 
document, particularly to this paragraph? 

Noted - text amended 

187/9 24 
 

8.16: “90 hours”, not “90hrs” Noted - text amended 

188/9 24 
 

8.17: A “Scout movement” is not a recreational facility! Scout hut? But 
not vibrant! 
Thinking what you might have omitted in this section, should there be a 
mention of the King George Building, and its utility to sport and 
recreation? 

Noted - text amended 

255/6 24 RNP13 This policy seeks to deliver new non-motorised routes, or improvement to 
existing routes. It is our experience that this policy approach is often 
more appropriate set out as a community aim.  
Specific matters regarding policy wording include: 
 
RNP13.1 are the important facilities the ones referenced above in policy 
RNP12? It is not clear which facilities the policy is referring to. 
RNP 13.2 
a) ‘they will not have a significant impact on residential amenity and 
landscape character’ 
c) ‘route is secured in perpetuity and adopted as part of the rights of way 
network’ 

Comments noted and policy 
tweaked. This policy is intended to 
provide policy support for new routes 
which would require planning 
permission. Including such support 
as an aim would in essence remove 
it from the development plan and 
policy consideration, considerably 
weakening it in the planning balance. 
We consider it is correct to include 
this as policy. 
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256/6 24 RNP14 In line with our representations made in Feb 2020, it is recommended 
that this policy also includes reference to development that results in the 
loss of a sport, recreation or play facility.   
 
RNP14.1 – it is recommended that reference is also made to the impact 
on open countryside, design and character of existing settlements etc – 
in line with other policies in the RNDP.  
 
RNP14.2 states – ‘It is accepted that some harm to the landscape will be 
inevitable as a result of sports and recreational facilities’ why is this? And 
why is it included within the policy wording? This should be in the 
supporting text and then the policy should set out provisions that will 
conserve the landscape and/or enhance the surrounding landscape  
 
RNP 14.2 – Delete: ‘It is accepted that some harm to the landscape will 
be inevitable as a result of sports and recreational facilities, but 
proposals should include detailed landscaping proposals to mitigate this 
harm so far as possible’. Suggest: Proposals for Sports and Recreation 
facilities should include a landscape and visual appraisal and 
accompanying landscape proposals to mitigate any possible harm to 
local landscape character’. 

Comments noted. The community 
are happy to support new facilities 
and accept that provision of such 
facilities may result in some harm. 
That said we have amended the 
policy. It is not a neighbourhood 
plans place to require the provision 
of a document - this can only be 
done by HDC and their validations 
list. 

257/6 24 RNP15 If this is an important matter locally should the RNDP consider the 
allocation of land for the purposes of an allotment?  RNP15.1 – ‘A 
proposal for a new allotment site will be supported so long as provided 
that: Include a specific requirement for any provision of allotments to be 
serviced appropriately 

Noted - policy wording updated 

280/18 24 RNP14 Infrastructure: Policy RNP14 – Sports Facilities 
Policy RNP14 sets out new and expanded sports facilities will be 
supported, subject to the impact on the amenity and character of the 
area, and facilities being economically sustainable. The accompanying 
supporting text notes the lack of suitable facilities for the netball team in 
particular, and the desire for a Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA). Facilities 
such as sports pitches and allotments make an important contribution to 
health and wellbeing, and are an essential social resource for the 
community. We support these policies accordingly Larger developments 
in particular have the potential to provide both on-site open space for 
leisure and recreation purposes, alongside developer contributions to off-
site provision. We would be happy to discuss with the Parish Council the 
potential for the land near the Junction of Lynwick Street & Guildford 
Road to appropriately contribute to the provision and enhancement of the 
Village’s sports and recreation facilities. 

Noted 

189/9 25 
 

9 Green Infrastructure 
‘Infrastructure’ is the wrong term to use here, surely. Use Open Spaces 
or Green Space as heading? See 9.3 below. 

Noted - text amended 

190/9 25 
 

9.1: “open space” repeated, so change to “those in the control…” Noted - text amended 

191/9 25 
 

9.1: I think you meant SSSIs, not SNCIs (Sites of Special Scientific 
Importance), which are a national designation, which we do not have. 

Noted - text amended 

192/9 25 
 

9.2: “2013. Its purpose...”. Full stop. Noted - text amended 

193/9 25 
 

9.2: “on” is not needed – “deliver its aspirations” is fine. Noted - text amended 

194/9 25 
 

9.3: So, this is where “Green Infrastructure” comes from! If HDC use it 
perhaps we should? I googled it, and I found it originates in an EU body, 
The European Environment Agency. 'A strategically planned network of 
natural and semi-natural areas with other environmental features 
designed and managed to deliver a wide range of ecosystem services in 
both rural and urban settings.’ 
Given that, perhaps it should stay. 

Noted - text amended 

195/9 25 
 

9.4: “Spaces are afforded” Noted - text amended 

196/9 25 RNP16 RNP 16.1e – “Historical” not “history” Noted - text amended 

258/6 25 Paragraph 9.2 Reference should be made to any updated or revision documents to the 
adopted Green Space Strategy 2013 – 2023. 

Noted - updated 

259/6 25 Paragraph 9.6 Reference is made to consultants.  It is assumed that their 
recommendation is endorsed by the Parish Council? It would be useful to 
include this if it is necessary to make mention at all.   

Noted 

5/26 26 
 

Fig. 9  a picture of Churchmans Meadow with the new play area would 
have been nice 

 

17/26 26 
 

8.6  further development to the east and west of Rudgwick will result in 
additional   traffic movements on the A281 and modifications to junctions 
may be needed to facilitate access 

Noted. 

69/3 26 RNP17 2.2.44 Gladman supports RNP17.1 which encourages the enhancement 
of Rudgwick’s Green Infrastructure, in line with national guidance. 
2.2.45 Whilst it is often possible to mitigate the loss of trees with new or 
enhanced tree planting, Gladman consider that as currently worded 
RNP17.2 is more restrictive than guidance set out in the NPPF and 

Comments noted. This policy has 
been reworded in light of this and 
other comments.  
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Planning Practice Guidance. This may therefore prevent sustainable 
development opportunities from coming forward. 
2.2.46 In this respect, although strict restrictions are afforded to 
irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and veteran trees in 
paragraph 175 of the NPPF, there is no guidance that states that 
developments must not result in the net loss of trees. The neighbourhood 
plan should recognise that the loss of trees can sometimes be preferable 
in the interests of good arboriculture practices, and that it is desirable to 
retain some categories of trees more than others. 

197/9 26 
 

Figure 13: “part of building now leased” Noted - text amended 

198/9 26 
 

9.8: “that our trees”, not “out”, and “but preferably increased” (add “but”) Noted - text amended 

199/9 26 RNP17 9.7/8: Have you considered whether hedgerows should be included 
here? If there is no mention of hedges, it rather gives carte blanche to 
remove them, including the mature trees they may contain. Be careful! 
One possibility might be to say, 9.7, “Trees and hedges…”, and 9.8, 
“trees and hedges…”. 
RNP 17.2, “where there is no net loss of trees, including those in 
hedges…” 

Noted. This policy has been 
reworded to include reference to 
hedging and provide clearer 
guidance on the need for new trees 
as part of any development. 

260/6 26 Paragraph 9.8 Typo: ‘In positively planning for new development we want to ensure that 
out our trees remain unaffected…’. 

Noted -corrected with thanks. 

261/6 26 RNP17 This policy requires further consideration following the comments set out 
below 
 
• The statement - ‘unless unavoidable’ requires clarification. Tree loss is 
usually avoidable and this is a matter the LPA would be considering as 
part of any application as part of its statutory function.  By including it 
within a policy, it provides an ‘easy get out clause’ for an applicant to 
simply say the loss of a tree was unavoidable.  
• Off-site replanting of trees is not generally possible on land outside of 
the applicant’s ownership/control.  It should be set out clearly how this 
part of the policy will be achieved.  
• Stating that replacement trees on site for where ‘dead, dying and 
dangerous’ trees have been removed is not reasonable in a policy, as 
any tree that fits this description would be classified as category ‘U’ 
within BS 5837 'Trees in relation to design, demolition, and construction - 
Recommendations' (2012).  This is not material to the planning process.  
• Further consideration should be given to referencing ‘native’ trees 
within the policy. The number of true native species (about 6) are 
insufficient for most schemes. It is recommended this is either removed 
from the policy or further details are given to ensure it is clear what is 
meant by native.   
• It is recommended the reference to ‘suitably mature’ is deleted as it is 
difficult to quantify and no relevant to be included within a policy.  
 
RNP17.1 states that development that enhances Rudgwick’s Green 
Infrastructure will be positively supported. It is recommended that the 
term ‘green infrastructure’ is defined or explained within the supporting 
text or within the glossary.  
 
It is recommended that comments made in Feb 2020 are considered.  It 
is acknowledged that some of the recommended changes have been 
taken into account but not all.  
 
In order to satisfy this policy, planning applications for development that 
result in the loss of a tree should be accompanied by a tree report 
undertaken by a qualified person. It should also be stated that this policy 
is in addition to the protection afforded to trees covered by a TPO and/or 
within a Conservation Area.  

Policy has been revised in light of 
this and other comments. 

270/16 26 RNP17.2 This policy is overly proscriptive and does not allow professional 
judgment to take place. It is also vague and difficult to comply with e.g. 
trees that are “suitably mature” is not a recognised standard. Delete 
policy RNP17.2 

Noted. This policy has been 
reviewed and reworded. 

15/26 27 
 

6.5 no need for "from" before henceforth Noted - changed 

16/26 27 
 

6.7 needs "to" before the character noted 

200/9 27 
 

10.1: “Rudgwick Parish Council” Put the “g” back in Rudwick! Noted - text amended 

201/9 28 
 

Policy map: the hall is Rudgwick Hall, not Parish Hall. “Kinnd George’s 
Field” interesting spelling! Chapel (if added in RNP12). 

Noted- amended. 

262/6 28 Policies Map The village centre is shown on the policies map.  The key to this refers to 
policies RNP5 and RNP9.  Policy RNP5 makes no reference to the 
policies map within the policy text. Policy RNP9 makes no reference to a 
village centre or the policies map within the text.   

Noted. Updated. 

18/26 31 
 

10.1 the Design Statement was prepared by the Parish Design 
Statement Steering Group and not the Parish Council 

Noted- changed 
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10/25 37 RNP16 1. Local Green Spaces (9.6) and Green Space Assessment: The tract of 
grass/trees between Pathfield Road and Queen Elizabeth Road has not 
been assessed as a possible designated green space. To my mind, it 
fulfils all the criteria. It is very much seen as a community asset by the 
surrounding housing and a haven for wildlife. (I'd love the grass cutters to 
just come once a year in Sept so it becomes a permanent meadow). 

Noted. Unfortunately, the 
assessment work was prepared by 
an external party and there is not 
time to add this space to the 
assessment. Its suggestion has 
however been noted and will be 
considered in any future review of 
the plan. 

1/21 17 & 
19 

RNP5 & RNP8 Strongly object to permitting higher densities and higher than 2 storey 
buildings in village centre.  Either allow for all the parish or not at all.  
Therefore delete village centre references for RNP5.2 and RNP8.1 

Noted. Unfortunately, such a such a 
position would not be in compliance 
with national of local policy and 
therefore such a requirement cannot 
be included. We believe that the 
village centre is potentially a location 
for modest and in keeping 
development 

63/ 18 & 
19 

RNP6 & RNP7 2.2.26 These policies set out a number of prescriptive design 
requirements to ensure developments reflect the local character and 
style of Rudgwick. While the Government has shown support for good 
design principles, Gladman would note that the Framework also states: 
“To provide maximum clarity about design expectations at an early stage, 
plans or supplementary planning documents should use visual tools such 
as design guides and codes. These provide a framework for creating 
distinctive places, with a consistent and high-quality standard of design. 
However, their level of detail and degree of prescription should be 
tailored to the circumstances in each place and should allow a suitable 
degree of variety where this would be justified.”4 
2.2.27 Gladman recognise the importance of achieving high quality 
design, however, in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF, 
design and material policies should not be overly prescriptive and require 
some flexibility in order for schemes to respond to site specifics and the 
character of the local area. In summary, there should not be a ‘one size 
fits all’ solution to design and sites should be considered on a site by site 
basis with consideration given to various design principles. 

Noted. We consider the policies 
relating to design to comply with the 
NPPF. 

82/7 18 & 
19 

RNP6 & RNP7 
& RNP8 

RNP6.1/RNP6.2, RNP7 and RNP8 
Response : Planning design policies should not be overly prescriptive to 
ensure design innovation is not stifled. The policies proposed are overly 
restrictive and are in conflict with the objectives of chapter 12 of the 
NPPF and emerging design policy of the HDLP. 

Noted - the policies are not overly 
prescriptive. They are designed to 
deliver beautiful and in keeping 
development. 

5/24 23 & 
24 

RNP12 & 
RNP13 

8.9 & 8.12 - there are no dedicated cycle paths, making it difficult for 
people to safely go from the village centre to the King George V field. 

Noted. The plan includes policy 
support for the provision of new non-
vehicular routes. 

28/35 9 & 
12 

 
Page 9. para 2.19 The King George V playing field. the 'smaller playing 
field' in bullet point 4 should be clearly be noted as part of The King 
George V playing field. 
ditto bullet point 3. "The village halls in Bucks Green and Church Street 
(Jubilee Hall) are used extensively and are well maintained." NOT true. 
Jubilee Hall lean-to kitchen in a poor state and needs restoration. 

Noted - text updated. Also, the 
comment in 3.13 about both village 
halls being well-maintained is the 
future vision. This will be made 
clearer as others have been 
confused. 

19/27 n/a 
 

Please do NOT agree to potential development West Side of Church 
Street behind the old stores. This area is like a green lung and should be 
preserved at all costs. 
Development on the old pig farm on the A281 on the other hand is 
sensible. It has direct access to the 281. 
Development within the village will cause even more traffic and 
dangerous speeding which is a very great issue. Spoiling the village 
centre which is becoming too busy. 

Noted - the Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan does not 
propose to allocate any land for 
development. 

20/30 n/a RNP2 & RNP3 I would like to ensure that any further development suits the needs of  
accessibility to encourage older people to stay in the village whilst also 
providing accommodation affordable for younger people. Traffic 
continues to increase particularly articulated lorries .Should a weight limit 
be reconsidered ?  

Noted. The plan includes policy to 
deliver homes suitable for older 
people and those just starting out. 
Unfortunately, weight limits on roads 
fall outside of the neighbourhood 
plan. 

21/30 n/a RNP5 & RNP6 I also think further development s should be sympathetic to surrounding 
properties, particularly as Rudgwick has a wealth of listed properties. 
Access into Church Street from the latest housing development has 
already increased traffic so careful consideration needs to be given to 
traffic calming measures. 

Noted. Careful consideration has 
been given to design policies. Traffic 
concerns are noted. 

52/2 n/a 
 

Comments in relation to site CFS 1 Off Church Street behind existing 
properties. 
§ The site is available and deliverable. 
§ The site adjoins the settlement boundary of Rudgwick and Bucks 
Green, which is classified as a medium village, having a moderate level 
of services and facilities. The area has a good bus service linking the 
village to Horsham and Guildford. 
§ The site has no specific environmental designations. 

Comments noted. However, the 
Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan is not 
allocating any sites for development. 
Site allocations in the parish will be 
dealt with by Horsham District 
Council. 
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§ The site doesn’t contain or isn’t adjacent to any listed buildings, ancient 
monuments or archaeological sites. It doesn’t lie within or adjoin a 
conservation area. There would be no impact on Listed Buildings. 
§ There would be a 15m buffer to ensure that there would be no impact 
on the Ancient Woodland (Greathouse Hanger). 
§ The site has no issues with surface water drainage. A Sustainable 
Drainage Systems could discharge to the ditch running along the 
northern boundary. 
§ There are no covenants or legal restrictions on the land, which 
preclude development. 
§ The site is not contaminated and there is no potential for contamination 
from a previous or nearby use. 
§ There are four landowners, who have all agreed to make the site 
available for development. They have instructed an agent/promoter to act 
on their behalf. 
§ The site can be safely accessed by pedestrians and by vehicles, via 
Rosemary. Satisfactory sight lines/visibility splay are available without 
the need to secure third party land. 
§ The site could provide much needed affordable housing and improved 
transport links  
§ A significant proportion of the tress are in a dead dying or dangerous 
condition (as defined by British Standards) and should/will be removed. 
§ There are no public rights of way such as footpaths and bridleways, 
which cross the site or run adjacent to it. 
§ The site slopes from east to west but wouldn’t have any implications for 
development. 

75/5 
  

We would also question whether the housing pictured at Figure 10. has 
managed to achieve the high standard of design, or in fact represents the 
sort of unconvincing use of pastiche that the steering group are trying to 
avoid? A clearer caption could help to avoid the illustration creating 
confusion within the document. 

 

2/22 
  

I am unable to locate details of a housing development which I 
understand has been proposed in fields behind my house. My neighbour 
says it is on your site but I have looked a number of times. Can you 
help? 

The Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan 
does not propose to allocate any 
land for development - we suggest 
that you contact Horsham District 
Council regarding this. 

3/23 
  

Rudgwick has undergone a considerable amount of new development in 
recent years in and around its centre. It is concerning that there is a 
suggestion of further development within the village. This would lead to 
even more traffic on Church Street with the building work and following 
that with more residents. If more development is absolutely necessary, 
the site on the a281 would be far more suitable and far less impact on 
the village.  

The Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan 
does not propose to allocate any 
land for development. It should be 
noted however that a neighbourhood 
plan is used to guide development 
and determine planning applications, 
as a result wording is geared 
towards new development that may 
be proposed.  

8/24 
  

Just wondered what is happening to the pig farm that was on the A281? 
Often seen rats running around. Is this land to be considered for any 
thing? 

The plan includes no specific 
provisions for this site.  

9/24 
  

Narrow bridge on Church Street causes a few issues. Cars coming up 
the hill assume they have right of way even when they are not close, but 
then speed up to stop traffic coming through. This causes many 
confrontations. It is their right of way, but it needs to be considered 
reasonably within the speed limit (should be 30mph). Maybe more signs 
or other controls to be considered. 
 
Not sure if this is what you are after as feedback, but hope it helps! 

Noted. Unfortunately, the plan has 
limited ability to rectify existing 
issues which reside with the 
highways authority to resolve. Your 
comments have been passed on to 
the Parish Council. 

35/37 
  

THIS PLAN HAS BEEN EXCEPTIONALLY WELL THOUGHT OUT 
TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION THE FEEDBACK OF RESIDENTS 
OVER MANY YEARS. 

Noted, thank you. 

37/39 
  

Very sensible plan. Noted, thank you. 

39/54 
  

The plan represents accurately the views of the community and should, if 
adopted, allow our village to develop in the way most of us want to see 
whilst acknowledging our responsibilities as a community to accept 
change. 

Noted, thank you. 

40/60 
  

I have watched the Berkeley Homes development take place next to my 
house and, no doubt eventually they will build units next to Rudgwick 
Metals. I approve of the addition of the shared and rental homes, but at 
the same time the owner of the land has been told to pull down the 
overlarge barn he had built and quit the container in which he has been 
living. Then the decision was suddenly reversed, and he was allowed to 
keep the barn and remain in his container because of COVID. I would 
suggest that further development on his land should not be allowed. 

noted 

42/71 
  

Urgently required, hope it can be implemented quickly. Noted, thank you. 

44/93 
  

I fully support this plan Noted, thank you. 
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45/94 
  

I fully support this plan Noted, thank you. 

46/103 
  

The plan represents accurately the views of the community and should, if 
adopted, allow our village to develop in the way most of us want to see 
whilst acknowledging our responsibilities as a community to accept 
change. 

Noted, thank you. 

47/108 
  

I am very happy with the plan and its contents. thank you. Noted, thank you. 

53/3 
  

i. This report provides Gladman’s representations in response to the 
second draft version of the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan (RNP) under 
Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 
2012. 
ii. Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential 
development and associated community infrastructure. From this 
experience, we understand the need for the planning system to deliver 
the homes, jobs and thriving local places that the country needs and 
recognise the role of neighbourhood planning as a tool for local people to 
help shape such development in their community. 
iii. Gladman are promoting land in the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan 
Area at Guildford Road, Rudgwick. The site is capable of 
accommodating a number of dwellings and could make a significant 
contribution to the housing needs of the area including through the 
provision of 35% affordable housing. Further details of this site are 
provided in Section 3 of these submissions. 
iv. Through these representations, Gladman provides an analysis of the 
RNP and the policy choices promoted within the draft Plan. Comments 
made by Gladman through these representations are provided in 
consideration of the RNP’s suite of policies and its ability to fulfil the 
Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions as established by paragraph 8(2) 
of Schedule 4b of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended) and supported by the Neighbourhood Plan chapter of the 
PPG1. 

Noted 

54/3 
  

Before a neighbourhood plan can proceed to referendum it must be 
tested against a set of basic conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of 
Schedule 4b of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
The basic conditions that the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan (RNP) must 
meet are as follows (where applicable): (a) Having regard to national 
policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State, it is appropriate to make the order, (b) having special regard to the 
desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is 
appropriate to make the order, (c) having special regard to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order, (d) The 
making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable 
development, (e) The making of the order is in general conformity with 
the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area of 
the authority (or any part of that area), (f) The making of the order does 
not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations, and (g) 
Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and 
prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the 
proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan). 

Noted 

55/ 
  

1.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) sets out 
the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are 
expected to be applied. In doing so it sets out the requirements for the 
preparation of neighbourhood plans to be in conformity with the strategic 
priorities for the wider area and the role they play in delivering 
sustainable development to meet development needs. 
1.2.2 At the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread 
through plan-making and decision-taking. This means that plan makers 
should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of 
their area and Local Plans should meet objectively assessed housing 
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. This 
requirement is applicable to neighbourhood plans. 
1.2.3 The recent Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) updates make clear 
that neighbourhood plans should conform to national policy requirements 
and take account of the most up-to-date evidence of housing needs in 
order to assist Horsham District Council in delivering sustainable 
development, thus meeting the neighbourhood plan basic conditions 
(basic condition (d)). 
1.2.4 The application of the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development will have implications for how communities engage with 
neighbourhood planning. Paragraph 13 of the Framework makes clear 
that Qualifying Bodies preparing neighbourhood plans should develop 
plans that support strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, 
including policies for housing development and plan positively to support 
local development. 

Noted 
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1.2.5 Paragraph 15 further makes clear that neighbourhood plans should 
set out a succinct and positive vision for the future of the area. A 
neighbourhood plan should provide a practical framework within which 
decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of 
predictability and efficiency. Neighbourhood plans should seek to 
proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to 
deliver the homes, jobs and thriving local places that the country needs, 
whilst responding positively to the wider opportunities for growth. 
1.2.6 Paragraph 29 of the Framework makes clear that a neighbourhood 
plan must be aligned with the strategic needs and priorities of the wider 
area and plan positively to support the delivery of sustainable growth 
opportunities 

56/3 
  

1.3.1 Following the impact of COVID-19, new legislation was introduced 
through the Local Government and Police and Crime Commissioner 
(Coronavirus) (Postponement of Elections and Referendums) (England 
and Wales) Regulations 2020. This legislation came into force on 7 April 
2020. 
1.3.2 In the Planning Practice Guidance, the Government explains how 
the legislation impacts upon Neighbourhood Plans: 
“What changes have been introduced to neighbourhood planning in 
response to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic? 
The government has been clear that all members of society are required 
to adhere to guidance to help combat the spread of coronavirus (COVID-
19). The guidance has implications for neighbourhood planning including: 
the referendum process; decision-making; oral representations for 
examinations; and public consultation. This planning guidance 
supersedes any relevant aspects of current guidance on neighbourhood 
planning, including in paragraphs 007, 056, 057, 061 and 081 until 
further notice. 
Referendums: All neighbourhood planning referendums that have been 
recently cancelled, or are scheduled to take place, between 16 March 
2020 and 5 May 2021 are postponed in line with the Local Government 
and Police and Crime Commissioner (Coronavirus) (Postponement of 
Elections and Referendums) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020 until 
6 May 2021”.2 
… 
1.3.3 A referendum for the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan therefore will 
not be able to happen until at least 6 May 2021 in accordance with the 
legislation. 
1.3.4 This will be more than five years after the Horsham District 
Planning Framework (HDPF) was adopted, and at a time when the 
Horsham District Council are in the process of reviewing the housing 
requirements and planning policies for the wider district. 
1.3.5 There is strong likelihood that the District Council’s housing needs 
in particular will be revised upwards before the RNP plan can proceed. 
The inevitable consequence is that the neighbourhood plan’s policies 
may become ‘out-of-date’ shortly after or before they can come into 
effect, unless they are reviewed or are sufficiently flexible to take the 
emerging Local Plan’s policies into account. 

Noted 

57/3 
  

2.1 Relationship to the Local Plan 
2.1.1 To meet the requirements of the Framework and the 
Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions, neighbourhood plans should be 
prepared to conform to the strategic policy requirements set out in the 
adopted Development Plan. 
2.1.2 Rudgwick falls within the administrative boundary of Horsham 
District Council and therefore the RNP will be tested against the 
Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF), adopted in November 
2015. The HDPF provides the vision, objectives, and spatial strategy for 
the district over the period 2011-2031. 
2.1.3 The housing requirement set out in the strategic housing policy 
requires the Council to deliver at least 16,000 dwellings over the plan 
period. This figure is reliant on the delivery of large strategic sites, 750 
windfall units and neighbourhood plans allocating sites for a combined 
total of 1,500 dwellings. This policy does not set specific targets for 
neighbourhood areas and as such to meet the requirements of the 
Framework the plan should not seek to constrain potential sustainable 
development opportunities from coming forward. 
2.1.4 Rudgwick is identified as a ‘medium village’ within the adopted 
settlement hierarchy for the district. Medium Villages are considered to 
have a moderate level of services, facilities, and community networks 
with some access to public transport. 
2.1.5 Horsham District Council is currently in the process of undertaking 
a review of the HDPF which will guide development between 2018 and 
2036. The recently closed Regulation 18 consultation identified 
significantly greater housing needs than the HDPF is currently planning 
for. Using the standard methodology, it is anticipated that HDC will need 
to plan for 17,370 new homes between 2019 and 2036, before even 

Noted. The Steering Group are 
mindful of the emerging local plan 
and implications of COVID-19. The 
plan will be prepared in accordance 
with the adopted development plan 
primarily as legislation requires, but 
in complete awareness of emerging 
policies and proposals. 
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considering any unmet needs from neighbouring Crawley and wider 
unmet needs from the Coastal Sussex area. 
2.1.6 It clear that the current approach to the spatial distribution of 
housing within neighbourhood plan areas (including the amount of 
housing expected to be delivered by neighbourhood plans) is no longer 
fit for purpose and not in line with the requirements of the NPPF (2019). 
Instead, the Council will now need to allocate an individual number to 
designated neighbourhood plan areas in order to help to meet the 
housing numbers arising from the Standard Method. 
2.1.7 In this regard, it is clear that the RNP will need to provide a degree 
of flexibility to ensure the it is effective for the duration of the plan period 
and not ultimately superseded under the provisions of s38(5) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. As discussed previously, 
Neighbourhood Plan referendums have been postponed until at least 6 
May 2021 and it is important consideration is given to how the emerging 
Horsham Local Plan progresses in this time to ensure the 
Neighbourhood Plan does not risk becoming out-of-date even before it 
has reached referendum. 

70/3 
  

3.1 Land to the south of Guildford Road, Rudgwick 
3.1.1 Gladman are promoting land in the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan 
Area at Guildford Road, Rudgwick, as shown on the Location Plan 
attached at Appendix 1 of this submission. 
3.1.2 Land at Guildford Road, Rudgwick would represent a logical 
location for further residential development. There are no technical or 
environmental constraints that would preclude the site’s delivery or 
prevent a sustainable residential proposal from coming forward in this 
location: 
• The site is sustainably located adjacent to the existing edge of 
Rudgwick, and benefits from good access to the settlement’s existing 
range of services and facilities by walking and cycling. These include 
Rudgwick Primary School, Co-op and Post Office, Village Hall and 
Sports and Community Centre. 
• The nearest bus stops are located immediately adjacent to the sites’ 
northern boundary at the junction of Guildford Road, and provide regular 
services to destinations including Horsham town centre and train station 
(direct route via the 63 bus service), and Guildford. 
• The site could be safely accessed from a new vehicular access point 
from Guildford Road, with an additional pedestrian connection provided 
to west of the site’s northern boundary to enhance accessibility for 
pedestrians. This could be supplemented by off-site improvements to the 
existing pedestrian crossing points at the Guildford Road/Church Road, 
and upgrades to the existing bus stops on Guildford Road, to further 
encourage the uptake of sustainable modes of travel. 
• The site is enclosed by a strong framework of tree and hedgerow 
planting, helping to assimilate any future development into its landscape 
setting and providing the site with a limited visual envelope. All existing 
tree and hedgerow planting would be retained wherever possible and 
enhanced with new green infrastructure. This would also help to secure 
net biodiversity gains. 
• The development of the site would not have detrimental effect on any 
perceived or claimed sense of coalescence. For the reasons explained in 
Section 2 above, Gladman believe that references to coalescence in the 
RNP are unfounded and should be removed from the document. The 
development of the site would be no different to the allocation that has 
been proposed to the north of Guildford Road in Horsham’s emerging 
Local Plan (Site reference SA574). 
• There are no infrastructure constraints that would preclude the site’s 
delivery, whilst proportionate developer contributions would be provided 
to address any infrastructure deficiencies directly arising from the site’s 
development. 
3.1.3 Gladman would be eager to discuss with the Parish Council how 
delivery of the site can make an important contribution to the supply of 
market and affordable homes in the parish of Rudgwick in a sustainable 
location, at an appropriate scale. 
3.1.4 Land at Guildford Road represents a deliverable location for further 
residential development, as it is available now, suitable, and achievable. 

Comments noted. However, the 
Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan is not 
allocating any sites for development. 
Site allocations in the parish will be 
dealt with by Horsham District 
Council. 

71/3 
  

4.1 Conclusion 
4.1.1 Gladman recognises the Government’s ongoing commitment to 
neighbourhood planning and the role that such Plans have as a tool for 
local people to shape the development of their local community. 
4.1.2 It is clear from national guidance that the RNP must be consistent 
with national planning policy and needs to take account of up-to-date 
evidence. If the Plan is found not to meet the Basic Conditions at 
Examination, then the Plan will be unable to progress to referendum. 
4.1.3 Gladman has sought to clarify the relation of the Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan as currently proposed with the requirements of 
national planning policy and the strategic policies for the wider area and 

Noted 
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has recommended changes to wording and/or deletion of policies to 
meet with these. 
4.1.4 Included within our submission is the identified land south of 
Guildford Road which is a sustainable location for new development. 
Gladman would be eager to discuss the opportunity this site represents 
for the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan in delivering the housing needs of 
the Parish, led by the Parish Council. 
4.1.5 We hope you have found these representations helpful and 
constructive. If you have any questions do not hesitate to contact the 
Gladman team. 

72/4 
  

Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for 
Transport as strategic highway company under the provisions of the 
Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and 
street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN is a 
critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure 
that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of 
current activities and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship 
of its long-term operation and integrity. We will therefore be concerned 
with proposals and policies that have the potential to impact the safe and 
efficient operation of the SRN. 
 
We note that the Housing Needs Assessment update of Spring 2019 
identified a revised housing requirement of 31-41 new homes in the 
Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan area to 2031. The Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate any housing development sites 
because this has been delegated to Horsham District Council as part of 
the emerging Horsham District Local Plan review to 2036. The Draft 
Horsham District Plan 2019-2036 identifies potential development in 
addition to any Made Neighbourhood Plan in Rudgwick Parish for 50 
dwellings at the Land to the West of Church Street and Land north of 
Guildford Road sites. 
 
The Regulation 18 consultation Draft Horsham District Local Plan 2019-
2036 document gives a range of housing targets for the District, all of 
which exceed the current target of 800 homes per year, ranging from 
1000 to 1400 homes per year. Therefore the level of housing required to 
be delivered through Neighbourhood Plans across the District could 
increase from the current requirement. 
 
Highways England is working with Horsham District Council to agree the 
transport modelling and assessment of the development proposals within 
the emerging Horsham District Local Plan review to 2036. We wish to 
ensure the impacts on the SRN of future development in the emerging 
Local Plan to 2036, and associated Neighbourhood Plans, are assessed 
and mitigated appropriately. 
 
Any development that comes forward in Rudgwick parish would 
potentially add to the cumulative impacts of the development within the 
Local Plan across the District upon the SRN. Consequently, there may 
be a need for developments across the whole District, including within 
Rudgwick parish, to make a proportional contribution towards the SRN 
improvements required to deliver the full quantum of development in 
Horsham District. This approach has been adopted by other local 
authorities in the southeast region. In order to manage expectations, we 
recommend that developers are made aware of this potential contribution 
requirement towards cumulative impacts upon the SRN for sites that may 
not have a serious impact upon the SRN if considered in isolation. 
 
We recommend that the Neighbourhood Plan includes a requirement for 
any housing development proposal to provide a Transport 
Assessment/Statement and a note that a proportionate contribution 
towards SRN improvements may be required to deliver all the 
development in the Horsham Local Plan due to the cumulative impacts of 
individual developments. 

Noted. The neighbourhood plan is 
unable to require specific 
documentations to accompany a 
planning application. This can only 
be done by HDC in their local 
validation list. 

73/5 
  

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the pre-submission version 
of the Rudgwick Neighbourhood. Historic England's remit is for the 
historic environment, including advising on policies 
to promote the conservation and enjoyment of heritage assets and to 
champion good design in historic places. As such our review of the plan 
is limited to those areas that fall within our areas of interest. Silence on 
other matters should not be taken as agreement. 
In general we feel that the plan's policies fall outside our remit and that, 
as such we do not need to comment on them. 

Noted 

76/5 
  

We have no further comments to make on the plan and wish the steering 
group well in taking the plan to the next stage of consultation. 
Nevertheless should you wish to discuss are comments with us we would 
be pleased to be contacted. 

Noted. 
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77/7 
  

Procedure for Neighbourhood Planning 
The NPPF provides guidance on the preparation of Neighbourhood 
Plans at paragraph 29-30 and associated footnote 16. Furthermore, the 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) to the NPPF further 
clarifies the role of Neighbourhood Plans in supporting strategic 
development needs and planning positively . 
Basic Conditions 
To proceed to a referendum, a Neighbourhood Plan needs to meet the 
‘basic conditions’ set out in Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and summarised in 
Paragraph ID41-065-20140306 of the NPPG. The basic conditions have 
been provided under appendix A of this letter for ease of reference. 

Noted 

78/7 
  

Strategy for Housing Provision 
Rudgwick Parish Council undertook a Call for Sites in February 2019. As 
part of the call for sites, the NDP stated: 
‘The Neighbourhood Plan is focusing on potential local - as opposed to 
strategic - scale allocations so this is particularly important for small (non 
strategic) sites. If you do not submit your site to the Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan Call for Sites process then there is no guarantee 
that it will be considered through this process’. 
However, Horsham District Council (HDC) had separately begun a 
review of the HDPF and shortly after the NDP call for sites, agreed with 
the Parish that HDC would allocate sites to meet the housing 
requirement for Rudgwick, rather than allocations coming through the 
neighbourhood plan. These allocations would need to conform with the 
requirements of the Local Plan allocation process in terms of unit 
numbers and size (i.e. minimum of 6 units and 0.5Ha or more). 
No further action was taken on smaller sites submitted as part of the 
NDP’s call for sites in February 2019. 
Response to Housing Provision Strategy 
Plainview Planning Ltd considers the housing provision strategy to be a 
flawed approach to housing development and in conflict with the basic 
conditions outlined at the start of this letter. The reasons are as follows: 
Policy Gap for Smaller Sites 
The NPPF emphasises the important contribution small and medium 
sites can make in meeting housing requirements in a local area and 
places great weight on neighbourhood plans to deliver on the provision of 
small and medium sites (paragraphs 68 & 69 of the NPPF). 
Paragraph 69 of the NPPF specifically notes that neighbourhood 
planning groups should consider the opportunities for allocating small 
and medium sized sites suitable for housing in their area. 
This is particularly significant in Horsham, as sites suitable for 6 units of 
under 
cannot be allocated within the Local Plan. 
Pre-application advice from Horsham District Council (HDC) in 2019 in 
relation to our client’s site advised that the scale of the site is entirely 
appropriate for Neighbourhood Plan allocation (a copy can be provided 
on request). We duly submitted the site for allocation in response to the 
NDP call for sites in April 2019 noting that the site could provide for the 
identified need for smaller homes within the village. 
We also submitted the site for consideration and allocation in the call for 
sites undertaken by HDC in June 2019 given the position with the NDP 
was unknown. The conclusions drawn (with reference to the HDC 
Regulation 18 Site Assessment Report February 2020) was that 
development of the site would result in ‘neutral impact’ but given the 
number of units that might be delivered, was too small for LP allocation. 
Again advice stated that allocation should be directed to the NDP for 
consideration. 
However: 
● the NDP as drafted does not allocate smaller sites for development; 
● there are no windfall policies to capture smaller sustainable sites; 
● given the above, smaller developments cannot meet the criteria’s listed 
under 
emerging local planning policy 3 in the HDPF. 
● this means that it will not be possible to deliver ANY homes other than 
those 
allocated in the LP, in Rudgwick in accordance with emerging Local Plan 
strategic policy 3 throughout the plan period. 
This is a wholly untenable situation and is unduly restrictive. It means 
that sites which are otherwise suitable for sustainable development 
cannot be brought forward. This is fundamentally at odds with the NPPF 
paragraph 13, 35a), 38 (plans to be positively prepared, with a full range 
of planning tools being made available to ensure decision makers can 
approve applications for sustainable development where possible.) 68a 
and 69 (small sites). 
There must be flexibility applied to consideration of sites which lie directly 
adjacent to the built up area boundaries (BUAB). There are many small 
scale sustainable sites located adjacent to the BUABs which could have 

Comments noted. The Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan is not allocating 
any sites for development. Site 
allocations in the parish are being 
progressed by Horsham District 
Council and this approach has been 
adopted across many 
neighbourhood plan areas in the 
district. We note the potential 
absence of policy support for or 
allocation of smaller sites but stress 
that it will be for the District Council 
to include set out planning policies in 
relation to the provision of new 
housing, whether that be in 
allocations made or edge of 
settlement windfall sites. 
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been allocated. 
The overly restrictive approach in both the proposed NDP and lack of 
smaller site allocations means that the NDP conflicts with emerging 
Strategic Policy 3 in the emerging HDLP and the NPPF. Furthermore, 
this means that the NDP wholly in conflict with basic conditions A, E and 
D under paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and summarised in Paragraph ID41-
065-20140306 of the PPG. 
Moving forward, it is respectfully requested that the neighbourhood plan 
actions one of the 
following: 
1. Include suitable planning policies to support/control the provision of 
edge of 
settlement windfall sites; or 
2. Proceed with allocating smaller sites to avoid the above identified 
conflicts with local and national planning policies. 

79/7 
  

Examination and Reserve Sites 
Based on the introduction (paragraph 1.1), the NDP intends to come 
forward in line with the emerging Horsham HDPF (2019-2031). 
This approach means that the NDP is vulnerable to changes in local 
planning policy wording and potential changes to proposed allocation 
during the examination process. If changes were proposed as part of the 
Local Plan examination, it is inevitable that the NDP would need to be 
amended. 
This again raises questions about the approach adopted by the NDP on 
housing allocations. 
The PPG states: 
‘Strategic policies should set out a housing requirement figure for 
designated neighbourhood areas from their overall housing requirement 
(paragraph 65 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework). 
Where this is not possible the local planning authority should provide an 
indicative figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood planning 
body, which will need to be tested at the neighbourhood plan 
examination. 
Neighbourhood plans should consider providing indicative delivery 
timetables, and allocating reserve sites to ensure that emerging evidence 
of housing need is addressed. This can help minimise potential conflicts 
and ensure that policies in the neighbourhood plan are not overridden by 
a new local plan’. 
As the emerging Local Plan review timetable suggests the Local Plan will 
not be adopted before earliest 2022, the NDP has sufficient time to 
undertake another call for sites to ensure reserve sites are allocated in 
the interest of ensuring a robust NDP is submitted for examination. 

Noted 

80/7 
  

Local Housing Need 
Following a review of the initial housing needs assessment undertaken 
by South Downs National Park for Rudgwick Parish Council in 2017 and 
the amendments made in the Spring of 2019, we would like to pose 
some important questions to the NDP: 
1. The amended housing figure taken by the NDP not only reduces the 
local need to 50 units (rather than the 71-100 identified in the housing 
needs assessment), this figure is also the minimum of the recommended 
number provided by HDC. Yet, the parish council’s housing needs 
assessment states: 
‘ Housing completions: New dwellings between 2011-2016 low compared 
with 2011-2031 projection and with surrounding area generally, so a 
possibility of some level of pent-up local need as a result’. 
Can the NDP explain why the absolute minimum housing figure has been 
taken, given the context of low housing completions and local demand? 
At the heart of the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. There is not a cap on housing development or numbers - 
we are in the midst of a National Housing crisis and at a local level 
problems with access and affordability of housing. By placing restrictions 
on unit numbers, this will only worsen the situation. 
2. Whilst the NDP claims that they are not using the “fair share” NP 
allocation approach to reduce the NDP’s housing requirement, there is 
no other rationale provided. Furthermore, in the HNA review (Spring 
2019), no consideration is given to the context of the findings of the HNA 
(2017). For example, the review does not account for the high demand 
for new housing identified, the high need for starter homes or the historic 
under-completion of homes in the parish area. Can the NDP explain why 
no reserve allocations have been considered or brought forward? 
3. Without any reserve housing allocations, how does the NDP intend to 
be sound, should the housing numbers increase during the HDPF review 
examination process? 
4. As the NDP cannot come forward until the HDLP review has been 
completed (anticipated to be completed in 2022), how does the NDP 
seek to support smaller housing developments from coming forward 

Comments noted. There is no 
requirement for a neighbourhood 
plan to allocate land for 
development. The plan will not be 
tested for soundness, at examination 
it will be considered whether the plan 
meets the basic conditions. The 
Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan is not 
allocating sites for development and 
as a result no views have been 
formed on the benefit of any sites 
over another. Site allocations in the 
parish are being progressed by 
Horsham District Council. 
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without suitable draft windfall policies? The NDP in its current draft is 
stifling development and wholly conflicts with the objectives of the NPPF. 
5. The two allocations proposed for Rudgwick in the HDPF review (ref: 
SA442 and SA574) were classed by HDC as being ‘unfavourable 
impacts’, due to the impact on local character and settlement character 
(please see Horsham’s housing assessment outcomes, pages 87-90). 
How can the NDP support these allocations, when smaller and more 
sustainable 
developments came forward through the Call for Sites in February 2019? 

83/7 
  

Plainview Planning Ltd do not consider the NDP in its current form to be 
in compliance 
with the emerging HDPF and with the basic conditions: 
(a) regarding national policies and advice in the form of the NPPF; 
(e) It must be in general conformity with the strategic policies contained 
in the 
development plan for the area of the authority; 
(d) contributing towards the achievement of sustainable development. 
As detailed through these submissions, we suggest that greater flexibility 
must now be built into the NDP. Should the NDP proceed and fail to plan 
for this flexibility, there is a real risk that its proposals will need to be 
reviewed upon the adoption of any revised LP, to remain an up-to-date 
part of the Development Plan for the parish. 
We hope the above comments and recommendations are taken into 
consideration and look forward to seeing how the NDP progresses 
moving forward. 

Noted - the plan has been amended 
in light of comments, but we 
consider the plan to meet the basic 
conditions. 

84/8 
  

Natural England does not have any specific comments on the draft 
Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan. 
However, we refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues 
and opportunities that should be considered when preparing a 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Noted 

85/9 
  

The document is the Rudgwick Neighbourhood Development Plan 
defined with the acronym RDNP. However, there is also NDP defined as 
Neighbourhood Development Plan (but not in the Glossary). Also, 
“Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan” is widely used and sometimes 
“Neighbourhood Plan”. They all represent the same thing. It might be 
better to use Rudgwick Neighbourhood Development Plan and its 
acronym RDNP throughout. 

Noted - change made 

86/9 
  

Both km and miles are used in the document. It would be best to settle 
on one or the other. 

Noted - change made 

87/9 
  

It seems odd to label something as 2019-2031 in a document which will 
be dated 2020. It may be better to write “up to 2031” without putting a 
start date as HDC have done in their plan document. 

Noted - change made. 

202/10 
  

Not sure if my message got thru. Anyhow regarding my comments upon 
the neighbourhood plan... they still stand.. particularly in view of Boris 
Johnsons advice regarding that brown field sites should be developed as 
a priority... rather than ,what appears to be a more lucrative option... 
green field sites where contractors do not have to be involved in 
demolition. .I feel that it is socially, ethically and conservational immoral 
to dig up green fields where there are plenty of sites available that have 
been developed previously. If necessary, they should be compulsorily 
purchased as they are not being used for anyone’s benefit... save for the 
owners who perhaps are waiting for land prices to rise even more. 

Noted 

203/11 
  

Slinfold PC has nothing further to add (other than our previous 
comments) to your plan. Previous comments were:  
1. Should the NP show ambition to move towards renewable energy or 
carbon reduction?  
2. Rudgwick may want to guard against speculative C2 (care home) 
development as per Lyons Farm and Wellcross 

Noted - this has been discussed by 
the SG and no changes are 
proposed. 

204/12 
  

Thank you for your email below, inviting Southern Water to comment on 
the Pre-Submission Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan I confirm we have 
reviewed the document and have no comments to make. We look 
forward to being kept informed of the Plan’s progress. 

Noted 

205/13 
  

Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council on the Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation. We do not have any 
comments to make on the plan. 

Noted 

206/15 
  

Thank you for giving Waverley Borough Council the opportunity to 
comment on the above consultation. 
We have concluded that we do not wish to comment on any specific 
issues presented in this consultation particularly as you are not allocating 
housing, as the you stated specific site allocations will be made by 
Horsham District Council who will lead the allocation of any sites in the 
parish to meet any revised housing numbers through the Local Plan 
Review, whilst consulting with the community. 

Noted 
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207/20 
  

UK Power Networks - Thank you for sharing the Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood plan with us. Having reviewed it, we do not anticipate 
any impact on our assets. Should you see a need for additional network 
capacity in a specific area, please do not hesitate to contact our 
Connections department. 

Noted 

208/6 
  

Thank you for consulting Horsham District Council (HDC) on the Pre- 
Submission (Regulation 4) Rudgwick Neighbourhood Development Plan 
(RNDP) and allowing officers an opportunity to comment on the 
emerging neighbourhood plan.  

n/a 

209/6 
  

HDC is supportive of the Parish Council’s work to develop their NDP. We 
recognise that the Parish Council has undertaken a significant amount of 
work to reach this point and should be commended for all their hard 
work.  

Noted, we too would like to thank all 
who have inputted into the process 
to date. 

210/6 
  

The Council’s comments are from the Strategic Planning team and are 
listed in the schedule attached to this letter. Rudgwick is identified as a 
Medium Village in the settlement hierarchy as set out in Policy 3 of the 
adopted Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF). There is an 
expectation that emerging neighbourhood plans are required to 
accommodate their fair proportion of the minimum 1,500 dwellings to be 
delivered from Neighbourhood Plans across Horsham in accordance with 
Policy 15 (4) of the HDPF. The parish council has informed Horsham 
District Council on the 16 September 2019 that the parish has decided 
Horsham District Council would endeavour to meet local housing needs 
in the parish through the local plan review process to ensure the district 
has an up to date plan in place.  

Noted. This is correct, the 
neighbourhood plan is not allocating 
homes to meet this need. 

211/6 
  

Following the adoption of the emerging new Horsham Local Plan, there 
will be an opportunity for a full or partial review of the Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan to ensure policies within the plan are up to date. 
The parish could also choose to allocate additional housing sites on top 
of those identified in the Local Plan if it wishes to do so. This will bring 
reassurance to the Examiner that the plan has been positively prepared 
and every endeavour has been made to ensure the plan is in general 
conformity with national planning policy which as you are aware is one of 
the key Basic Conditions by which the Neighbourhood Plan will be 
assessed against. 

Noted 

212/6 
  

HDC made representations to the previous Pre-Submission (Reg 14) 
version of the Plan in February 2020 and the Council is pleased to see 
that many of these comments have been considered and taken on board 
where appropriate to ensure general conformity with planning legislation.   

Noted - these comments were very 
helpful and were used to inform the 
revised Reg.14 plan. 

213/6 
  

Local Green Space 
 
The submission Rudgwick NDP proposes six parcels of land as potential 
Local Green Spaces (LGS). HDC supports the principle of LGS 
designations. However, it is acknowledged that strict criteria must be 
satisfied before formal designation and there is the potential that the 
proposal put forward by the local community will not meet the 
requirements stipulated by Paragraph 100 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. For information, we have provided this advice to local 
community groups, and have also explained that an examiner of the plan 
will be required to consider if the proposal designation meets the 
requirements set out by national planning policy and may ultimately 
recommend alterations or deletion of the site to ensure the plan meets 
the basic conditions. 

Noted. LGS have been considered 
by an external consultancy to ensure 
the assessments against the 
relevant criteria are robust. 

263/14 
  

Thank you for allowing Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) to 
comment on the above. 
Thames Water are the sewerage undertaker for the north eastern corner 
of the Horsham District and are hence a “specific consultation body” in 
accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) 
Regulations 2012. Southern Water are the Water Supply undertaker. We 
have a number of comments on the consultation document as set out 
below: 

noted. 

271/19 
  

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above neighbourhood 
plan. 
Government planning policy, within the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), identifies how the planning system can play an 
important role in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, 
inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to become more 
physically active through walking, cycling, informal recreation and formal 
sport plays an important part in this process. 
Providing enough sports facilities of the right quality and type in the right 
places is vital to achieving this aim. This means that positive planning for 
sport, protection from the unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along with 
an integrated approach to providing new housing and employment land 
with community facilities is important. 
It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood plan reflects and 

Comments noted.  
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complies with national planning policy for sport as set out in the NPPF 
with particular reference to Pars 96 and 97. It is also important to be 
aware of Sport England’s statutory consultee role in protecting playing 
fields and the presumption against the loss of playing field land. Sport 
England’s playing fields policy is set out in our Playing Fields Policy and 
Guidance document. 
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-
planning/planning-forsport# 
playing_fields_policy 
Sport England provides guidance on developing planning policy for sport 
and further information can be found via the link below. Vital to the 
development and implementation of planning policy is the evidence base 
on which it is founded. 
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-
planning/planning-forsport# 
planning_applications 
Sport England works with local authorities to ensure their Local Plan is 
underpinned by robust and up to date evidence. In line with Par 97 of the 
NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of need and strategies for 
indoor and outdoor sports facilities. A neighbourhood planning body 
should look to see if the relevant local authority has prepared a playing 
pitch strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports 
facility strategy. If it has then this could provide useful evidence for the 
neighbourhood plan and save the neighbourhood planning body time and 
resources gathering their own evidence. It is important that a 
neighbourhood plan reflects the recommendations and actions set out in 
any such strategies, including those which may specifically relate to the 
neighbourhood area, and that any local investment opportunities, such 
as the Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support their 
delivery. 
Where such evidence does not already exist then relevant planning 
policies in a neighbourhood plan should be based on a proportionate 
assessment of the need for sporting provision in its area. 
Developed in consultation with the local sporting and wider community 
any assessment should be used to provide key recommendations and 
deliverable actions. These should set out what provision is required to 
ensure the current and future needs of the community for sport can be 
met and, in turn, be able to support the development and implementation 
of planning policies. Sport England’s guidance on assessing needs may 
help with such work. 
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance 
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed Sport England 
recommend you ensure they are 
fit for purpose and designed in accordance with our design guidance 
notes. 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-
and-cost-guidance/ 
Any new housing developments will generate additional demand for 
sport. If existing sports facilities do not have the capacity to absorb the 
additional demand, then planning policies should look to ensure that new 
sports facilities, or improvements to existing sports facilities, are secured 
and delivered. Proposed actions to meet the demand should accord with 
any approved local plan or neighbourhood plan policy for social 
infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from any assessment of 
need, or set out in any playing pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports 
facility strategy that the local authority has in place. 
In line with the Government’s NPPF (including Section 8) and its 
Planning Practice Guidance (Health and wellbeing section), links below, 
consideration should also be given to how any new development, 
especially for new housing, will provide opportunities for people to lead 
healthy lifestyles and create healthy communities. Sport England’s Active 
Design guidance can be used to help with this when developing planning 
policies and developing or assessing individual proposals. 
Active Design, which includes a model planning policy, provides ten 
principles to help ensure the design and layout of development 
encourages and promotes participation in sport and physical activity. The 
guidance, and its accompanying checklist, could also be used at the 
evidence gathering stage of developing a neighbourhood plan to help 
undertake an assessment of how the design and layout of the area 
currently enables people to lead active lifestyles and what could be 
improved. 
NPPF Section 8: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-
framework/8-promoting-healthycommunities 
PPG Health and wellbeing section: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-
and-wellbeing 
Sport England’s Active Design Guidance: 
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign 
(Please note: this response relates to Sport England’s planning function 
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only. It is not associated with our funding role or any grant 
application/award that may relate to the site.) 

272/18 
  

On behalf of our client, Welbeck Strategic Land IV LLP (Welbeck Land), 
I’m pleased to provide comments on your Pre-Submission Rudgwick 
Neighbourhood Plan (RNP), and hope these will be of assistance to you 
in preparing the plan for submission. 
First, it is evident the Parish Council, and in particular the Neighbourhood 
Plan Steering Group, are continuing to employ considerable energy, 
thought and time into the preparation of the document. 
Reflecting your awareness of the distinctive characteristics of the Parish 
and seeking to ensure future development makes a positive contribution 
to the community. 
With this in mind, we would make the following specific comments on the 
latest Pre-Submission RNP and accompanying evidence documents: 

Comments noted with thanks. 

281/18 
  

The Land Near the Junction of Lynwick Street and Guildford Road 
Welbeck Land are promoting the land near the junction of Lynwick Street 
and Guildford Road (Horsham SHELAA Reference SA574) for allocation 
for residential development. As you will be aware the site has been 
included on a shortlist of potential site allocations in the Horsham Local 
Plan Regulation 18 Consultation (February 2020) document. 
The site is comprised of a 4.9ha land parcel situated on the A281 
Guildford Road, immediately to the north of the Village Hall. 
Development of the site would reflect the historic linear pattern of 
development in the Village, whilst the site is sustainably located within 
practical walking distance of village facilities. 
Development of the site is capable of delivering a number of benefits 
including: 
· Potentially up to approximately 120 new homes, including much needed 
affordable housing in accordance with adopted policy. 
· A high quality and well-designed residential development set within a 
landscaped setting. 
· Provision of multifunctional on-site open space for use by residents, to 
manage water, and to support biodiversity. 
· The retention of and provision of new trees and hedgerows and other 
green infrastructure to protect the privacy and amenity of residents and 
integrate the development into the Village and its rural setting. 
· Pedestrian improvements along the Guildford Road, providing improved 
linkages to the village centre and nearby facilities including the Village 
Hall, playing fields, and the Fox Inn public house. 

Noted. 

282/18 
  

We remain supportive of the Parish Council in the preparation of the 
Rudgwick Neighbourhood Plan and hope these comments and 
recommendations will be of assistance as the Plan progresses. 
In particular, we hope the Parish Council will give consideration to the 
benefits development can bring to the Village and assist in achieving 
goals such as ensuring a safe and attractive walking and cycling 
environment within the Village, and improvements to community facilities, 
including sports and recreation. 
We encourage the Parish Council to ensure the policies in the RNP, 
particularly relating to mix, density, and design are sufficiently flexible to 
adapt to change and not inhibit innovation and sustainable development 
where this represents good design, in accordance with national policy 
and guidance. 

Noted 

283/17 
  

1.1 Henry Adams LLP act on behalf of West Sussex County Council 
Asset Management and Estates Department (WSCC) in respect of Land 
on the corner of Church Street (B2128) and Guildford Road (A281), 
Rudgwick (the Site). 
1.2 WSCC recognise the importance of localism and thus support the 
Parish Councils approach to drafting a Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst this 
is the case, we do feel, on behalf of our client, that there are a number of 
elements that should be considered further. Our primary concern relates 
to the Parish Councils approach to housing allocations. Whilst Horsham 
District Council are looking to allocate sites within the Local Plan Review, 
there are a number of benefits for the community when sites are 
allocated through Neighbourhood Plans and thus we feel that the chosen 
approach should be given further consideration. 
1.3 Within the following sections we intend to set out our thoughts on this 
matter alongside the consideration of other policies within the draft plan. 

Noted 

284/17 
  

2.1 It must be demonstrated that a Neighbourhood Plan conforms to the 
‘basic conditions’ as identified in Paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (TCPA 1990) and is legal in every 
other respect. 
2.2 Only a draft neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of 
basic conditions can be put to a referendum and be made. The basic 
conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 
38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The basic 

Noted 
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conditions are: 
a) having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance 
issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or 
neighbourhood plan). 
b) having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to make the order. This applies 
only to Orders. 
c) having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of any conservation area, it is appropriate to 
make the order. This applies only to Orders. 
d) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the 
achievement of sustainable development. 
5 
e) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general 
conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan 
for the area of the authority (or any part of that area). 
f) the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and 
is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations. 
g) prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and 
prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the 
proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan). 

285/17 
  

2.3 National Planning Policy Framework (Feb 2019) sets out the 
Government planning policies for England and how these are applied. 
The NPPF sets out the standards for neighbourhood plan steering 
groups when residents are preparing the plan. On examining the NPPF 
there are specific paragraphs relating to Neighbourhood and Sustainable 
Planning. Paragraphs 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16, 18 and 29 for reference are 
copied below 
2.4 A neighbourhood plan or Order must not constrain the delivery of 
important national policy objectives. So that sustainable development is 
pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the Framework is a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 11). 
Paragraph 11 states that plans and decisions should apply a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
For plan-making this means that: 
a) plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development 
needs of the area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change; 
b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively 
assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that 
cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless: 
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or 
assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting 
overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or 
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole 
2.5 Paragraph 13 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that 
neighbourhood plans should support the delivery of strategic policies 
contained in local plans and spatial development strategies. Qualifying 
bodies should plan positively to support local development, shaping and 
directing development in their area that is outside these strategic 
policies. More specifically paragraph 29 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework states that neighbourhood plans should not promote less 
development than set out in the strategic policies for the area, or 
undermine those strategic policies. 
2.6 Paragraph 16 goes on to confirm that Plans should: 
a) be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of 
sustainable development; 
b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable; 
c) be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between 
plan-makers and communities, local organisations, businesses, 
infrastructure providers and operators and statutory consultees 
d) contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is 
evident how a decision maker should react to development proposals; 
e) be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public 
involvement and policy presentation; and 
f) serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies 
that apply to a particular area (including policies in this Framework, 
where relevant). 
2.7 Paragraph 29 states that Neighbourhood Plans can shape, direct and 
help to deliver sustainable development, by influencing local planning 
decisions as part of the statutory development plan. Neighbourhood 
plans should not promote less development than set out in the strategic 
policies for the area, or undermine those strategic policies. 
2.8 These objectives should be delivered through the preparation and 
implementation of plans and the application of the policies in this 
Framework; they are not criteria against which every decision can or 

Noted 
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should be judged. Planning policies and decisions should play an active 
role in guiding development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing 
so should take local circumstances into account to reflect the character, 
needs and opportunities of each area. 

286/17 
  

3 Section 5: Residential Development 
3.1 Rudgwick Parish Council have decided to let Horsham District 
Council and the Local Plan Review allocate the necessary housing sites 
within the Parish whilst the Neighbourhood Plan will seek to guide any 
residential development that does take place over the neighbourhood 
plan period to ensure it addresses existing deficiencies in the local 
housing stock. We would question whether this is the most efficient and 
effective approach given both the Local Plan Review and the 
Neighbourhood Plan are at relatively early stages in the process. 
3.2 Allocating sites for housing will provide a number of benefits to the 
local community and the wider District including; 

➢ Sites to be allocated will be chosen by the community, those most 

effected, and a public referendum will provide the chance for a final 
casting vote; 

➢ The allocation of smaller sites, that would otherwise slip through the 

net, will allow for sustainable sites to deliver housing and community 
benefits; 

➢ The NPPF (para 68) requires Local Authorities to accommodate at 

least 10% of their housing requirement on sites of less than 1 hectare. 
The Local Plan Review seeks to allocate sites larger than 1 hectare and 
thus the allocation of smaller, deliverable sites within the Neighbourhood 
Plan will help Horsham adhere to this requirement; and 

➢ Allocations will allow for the potential to accrue capital receipts from 

New Homes Bonus providing additional money to be spent on local 
projects to benefit the Rudgwick community. 
3.3 Not allocating sites for housing development also provides a clear 
disbenefit in respect of the NPPF para 11 and the ‘presumption in favour 
of sustainable development’. If the District fall behind on housing land 
supply, the Neighbourhood Plan as written without allocations will not 
prevent the submission of speculative applications within the Parish. 
3.4 The Draft Local Plan Review (Feb 2020) identifies Rudgwick as a 
Medium Village with a moderate level of services and facilities that 
provide some day-to-day needs for residents. As such, the draft plan 
proposes allocations to deliver 50 dwellings within the Parish. When 
paying regard to these proposed allocations, site ref. SA574; Land north 
of Guildford Road, would be contrary to draft NP Policy RNP1 Spatial 
Strategy. Supporting para. 4.6 notes that Bucks Green is a linear 
community with the best road accessibility but that there is considerable 
noise and traffic problems as a result. There is limited development to 
the north of Guildford Road, Bucks Green, and the site has no clear 
defensible boundary to the north. A strong treed boundary runs along the 
Guildford Road boundary creating a clear defensible boundary to the 
north of the village. Development beyond this would be contrary to draft 
Policy RNP1 in that it would result in diminution of the settlements’ 
identity creating development that is not linear in nature, whilst also 
breaching a defensible boundary along the Guildford Road contrary to 
RNP1.3. 

Noted. This plan does not seek to 
allocate housing. This is an agreed 
strategy with the LPA.  

287/17 
  

4 The site and its suitability 
4.1 The site is located on the junction of Church Street and Watts 
Corner, Rudgwick. It is a greenfield site and currently comprises grazing 
land. It is bound by residential development to the north, a residential 
property to the east, Guildford Road to the south and Church Street to 
the west with established residential development beyond. The 
residential property to the east is ‘Green Lanes’ which is a Grade II listed 
building. Current boundary treatments comprise a combination of post a 
wire fencing, trees and hedging. 
4.2 Initial feasibility studies determine the site to be capable of up to 13 
dwellings. This feasibility study considers any potential impact on Green 
Lanes to the east, the potential for a new point of access off Guildford 
Road or Church Street, and an appropriate density as to respect the 
existing properties to the north and ensure the proposal retains a rural 
style approach into the village. 
4.3 The site has been promoted through the district wide Call for Sites. 
The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2018) considers 
the site to be developable within the next 10 years and capable of 
delivering up to approximately 12 dwellings. 
4.4 The allocation and development of this land would provide a number 
of benefits to the local community; 

➢ The development will include a mix of high-quality homes, including 

affordable to meet the varying needs of the community; 

➢ The site is well-connected to local services and facilities, within 

walking distance of the co-op, the pharmacy, schools and village 

Noted. This plan does not seek to 
allocate housing. This is an agreed 
strategy with the LPA.  



Version date: 1 September 2020 
 

 

175 

Ref. Pg. Policy Ref. Comment Response 

facilities; 

➢ The site is also within walking distance of the Downs Link; 

➢ Being in such close proximity to the Guildford Road minimises 

additional traffic through the village; 

➢ The majority of the village is located north of the Guildford Road, the 

sites location on the corner of Church Street and Guildford Road means 
the site reads as part of the existing village envelope and existing 
defensible boundaries would be respected; 

➢ Development would not comprise backland development; 

➢ The site is not within or within close proximity to the Conservation 

Area; 

➢ Existing, natural buffers on all boundaries would retain the rural, 

village feel and additional enhancements will ensure net biodiversity 
gain; and 

➢ The site is not constrained and does not rely upon infrastructure 

improvements in respect of delivery. 

288/17 
  

5 Summary 
5.1 In summary, whilst our client supports the Parish in their approach to 
devising a Neighbourhood Plan for the area, we do not feel that the plan 
as a whole reflects the character, needs and opportunities within the 
area. 
5.2 Whilst we recognise that Neighbourhood Plans are not required to 
allocate sites for housing, we feel that there are a number of benefits to 
doing so and would therefore question whether the chosen approach is 
the most appropriate for the village. Leaving the District Council to make 
site allocations does not allow the community, who know the local area 
better than anyone, to have the final say. It also opens up the chances of 
speculative applications should the District Council fall behind on their 
housing land supply. 

Noted. This plan does not seek to 
allocate housing. This is an agreed 
strategy with the LPA.  

 


