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NPCNPSC/24.06.2014/Draft Minutes/11 

 
 

 

NUTHURST PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

MINUTES OF STEERING COMMITTEE (SC) MEETING No. 11 

held on the 24th June 2014 at  

St. Andrews School 

Commencing at 8.00pm 

 

PRESENT 

O. Hydes (Chairman), R. Webber (Secretary), P. Bullen (Vice Chairman), J. le Rossignol,  

F. Brennan (Treasurer), D. Livingstone, P. Smith, P. Lusty, S. Hurst 

 

103 members of the public were also present 

 

01/240614   WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

OH welcomed everybody to the meeting No 11.   

 

02/240614 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  

M. Kenny 
 
03/240614   CHAIRMAN INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 
OH welcomed the audience. He explained that the Steering Committee (SC) will be making the 
very first step, but not a final step, towards a shortlist of sites where new homes could be built in 
the Parish. He pointed out all sites had either been put forward by residents or by landowners in 
the ‘call for sites’ and the SC is obliged to consider all sites. Also under the criteria of a 
Neighbourhood Plan (NP) no new homes is not an option, therefore it is important we choose 
the best possible locations for future development in the Parish. He reported that in the Parish 
Survey residents wanted housing scattered around the Parish, rather than concentrating them in 
one large development. He ended his report by reminding the attendees at the meeting that the 
SC members were very aware of their responsibility and are doing their very best to put a NP in 
place that is acceptable to the majority of residents, because without an NP we are open to 
speculative development. 
 
04/240614   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
OH, SH, JLR & FB for site No. 14, DL site No. 2, PL site No.3 
 
05/240614   APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
No amendments were made and the minutes were duly approved and signed. 
 
06/240614   MATTERS ARISING  

No matters were arising. 

 

07/240614   PRESENTATION OF TECHNICAL SITES ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

OH quoted the General Parish Survey in which residents’ choice was for 5 or fewer homes to be 

built per year over the next 15 year. This means 75 or fewer to be built. Currently the SC does 
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not have an actual figure in mind, but whatever the final figure is, it has to be acceptable to 

Horsham District Council (HDC) and the independent examiner. OH stated the SC was feeling its 

way by taking advice from the Consultants. He referred to the pro-forma table on the screen and 

the coloured boxes. The column that had ‘Dwellings’ was an indicative number submitted by the 

landowners or based on the hectarage and does not signify a final number. OH stated the pro-

forma on the website has been amended because the boxes coloured amber for Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and flood risk criteria should have been coloured green. 

The colour of the boxes is the majority view of the SC members based on each site’s technical 

suitability. This amounted to 231 technical assessments. 

OH explained that we have been advised by our consultants that some criteria should carry more 

weight than others to reflect the Governments National Planning Policy framework (NPPF) and 

HDC’s existing and emerging planning framework.  

Our consultants advised that more weight against sites should be placed on the following 

criteria: sites in the High Weald AONB, sites in flood risk areas 2 & 3 as defined by the 

Environmental Agency, sites not in or adjoining a settlement and sites that will join up 

settlements or create coalescing. Many of these points had already been raised by residents in 

the General Survey. 

PB went on to explain each of the Technical Criteria A-K the SC had used in assessing sites.  

 

08/240614   PRESENTATION OF SC’s ASSESSMENT OF TECHNICAL SUITABILITY OF SITES 

At the SC’s workshop the committee came to a provisional view on the technical suitability of 

each site. They were sites 1, 7, 8, 12, 16, 18, 19, 21 & 22 should be coloured green and therefore 

included in the shortlist of proposed sites to be considered. Sites 4, 11 & 13 should be coloured 

amber as the SC was uncertain about those sites, but they could be considered for inclusion in 

the shortlist of sites. Sites 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 14, 15, 17 & 20 were coloured red and would not be 

considered for inclusion in the shortlist at this stage. However, those sites may be reconsidered 

later if insufficient homes cannot be secured from the shortlist. 

OH pointed out he was not in agreement with every single assessment as were others on the 

committee, but the majority view has been taken and this was the result. The committee 

members were asked to confirm the provisional shortlist bearing in mind the advice given by the 

consultant on weighting and the technical suitability of each site. The list was duly confirmed by 

the SC members with no abstentions. OH re-iterated that this was only the first step in the 

selection process. 

  

09/240614   PUBLIC FORUM 

Comments were restricted to 2 minutes with no repetition. Due to the timescales each site 

would have maximum of 3 questions. If attendees were unable to make a comment they have 

the opportunity to write or email the Secretary with their comment or question. JLR would give a 

summary of the views on each site gathered from residents from the 13th & 15th May Landowner 

presentations and subsequent comments received. JLR pointed out that not many comments 

had been received, apart from the last few days from residents in Sedgwick and from the 

Mannings Heath Action Group (MHAG) in Mannings Heath. 

 

A general question was asked if landowners were invited to attend this meeting? Response: No 

specific invite had been issued, but owners were asked to refer to the website to be kept up to 

date. Also notices have been published around the Parish. 

 

General Comments from the public 

a) Query on the site selection which is also applicable to other sites with reference to the 

Built up Area Boundary (BUAB). Question 1 Why was the criteria A for sites outside the 
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BUAB modified differently to those that fall within. Question 2. Why were those sites 

that would comply with the housing needs survey (HNS) have a higher rating when it is a 

known fact the Parish Council will receive income from a development under the 

Community Infrastructure Levy scheme, such skewering favours larger sites than smaller. 

In the Resident’s view the HNS does not clearly identify the housing numbers and actual 

need.  

b) The word democratic was quoted, we must be careful how we use the word democracy. 

The Government will have dictated to HDC on quantity of housing required and HDC in 

turn would be telling the Parish the numbers. If the residents here were asked 0 or 75 

the response would be 0.                                                                                                  

Response. It is not the SC who has dictated numbers it is you the residents who 

suggested 5 or fewer per year over the next 15 years. HDC have not imposed any specific 

numbers on us. If there is no plan then there is a presumption in favour of development. 

Hence the decision to embark on a plan. There is no option allowable to submit a plan 

with zero development as we are sure this would be rejected by HDC and the 

independent examiner. This would mean a delay of 2 years before we could resubmit an 

alternative plan. During that time there could be a free for all by developers on our 

Parish. 

c) Comment. Who is noting these comments? The resident had offered to film this event so 

the Parish as a whole could benefit, but this was refused.                                         

Response. The Secretary. The reason for refusal was given prior to the meeting.  

d) How many SC members have visited all the sites? Also have you contacted Southwater as 

site 17 will affect them? 

Response. Those members who had visited all sites raised their hands. No, we haven’t 

contacted Southwater yet. If it gets onto the shortlist that will be the time to contact 

Southwater Parish Council.  

e) Have highways been contacted and have they been taken into account on the site 

assessments? 

Response. Highways have not been contacted until we have firmer plans. Yes, access has 

been taken into account in the site assessment under Technical Criteria K-Development 

Principles 

f) Who is this planning consultant you use, does he work for HDC?                               

Response. He is commissioned by Action in rural Sussex our appointed Managing 

Consultants contracted by Nuthurst Parish Council. This company rCOH specialises in 

community development and they are currently advising many other parishes in West 

Sussex and more across the country on NPs.  

g) Have you considered seeking professional advice for these Swallowfield sites 1 & 9, as 

you leave yourself open to challenge. An independent third party assessing these sites 

based on the same criteria could reduce that risk. 

Response. We currently have the best professional advice for our NP.  

h) Request developers to assist in the upkeep of the area.                                             

Response. There is a provision under the Community Infrastructure Levy Scheme for 

developers to provide monies to Parishes producing a NP. 

i) Do you have a number for affordable homes, because the cost of housing in this area will 

be beyond many peoples’ ability?                   

Response. All sites that have 5 or more dwellings will contribute to the number with one 

affordable home for each 5 dwellings. These dwellings could be operated by housing 

associations, for example at lower than market rental. 
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SITE 1. JLR -general view was negative  

Comment 1.  

Concern on access from this site, which are also applicable to others on the list. Site 1 with 

proposed 9 dwellings could cause serious traffic problems in Church Road and Brighton Road 

(A281). Also many of the sites have flooding issues including Swallowfield. 

Response. Does not fall into the category 2 & 3 flood risk. Road layout could be changed if found 

necessary. 

Comment 2. 

Should the SC not be taking into account planning applications both current and historical? 

Response. The NP does not take into account planning applications. We judge sites using our own 

criteria. 

 

SITE 2. JLR -equally positive and negative views 

DL left the Committee for this item 

Comment 1. 

Severe road flooding affecting gardens in Broadwater Lane. 

Response. The area is not regarded as being in the flood risk zone 2 & 3. 

Comment 2.  

Resident not sure of exactly the site access but is concerned that the possible access could be 

opposite a bridle path which could be dangerous to residents using that path. 

 

SITE 3. JLR - comments generally negative 

PL left the Committee for this item 

Comment 1. 

Concern by a resident who had recently moved into the area and the site in question had not 

appeared in a solicitor’s search. He went onto voice his concern on why numbers of housing had 

not been clarified. 

Response. The survey has identified maximum numbers acceptable to the community. 

Comment 2. 

Our parish is rural with a very intense equine presence. All this development in the Parish will 

mean an increase in traffic, travelling faster and increasing the danger to horses and riders. Also 

what will you do about the effect on wildlife? Resident overheard a conversation between 

developers in Southwater discussing possible other sites in the area. 

Response. We are required to have some development. Under the NP we can control what 

development takes place and where. If we did not proceed with a plan, we would be subject to 

uncontrolled developments. 

 

SITE 4. JLR - generally positive 

No comments were received 

 

SITE 5. JLR - everybody was negative 

No comment received 

 

SITE 6. JLR - only one negative comment was received 

No comment received 

 

SITE 7. JLR - unanimously positive 

Comment 1. This site is only .37 hectares is 10 dwellings viable? 

Response. The developer stated this number. 
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SITE 8. JLR - generally positive 

Comment 1. Concern on the size of this development encroaching onto a field behind the 

derelict barns as the original thought was just the footprint of the barns. If the field is put in the 

plan for development the resident wished to have recorded she would oppose that decision. 

Response. The derelict barns on this site were suggested by residents in the survey. The SC 

approached the landowner, who submitted a plan that showed both the barns and the field 

behind.  

Comment 2. Resident sought clarification on the area of this site for development as it was his 

understanding on the landowner presentation on the 13th May it was only the derelict barn area. 

Response: This point was noted and will be considered by the SC. 

Comment 3. Concern that developments down Winterpit Lane should be kept to a minimum due 

to the narrowness of the lane and the movement of horses from stables nearby. 

 

SITE 9. JLR - wholly negative 

Comment 1. How do you accept site 1 when site 9 is next door - this decision does not make 

sense.  Also it is outside of the BUAB. 

Comment 2. This site conforms to the same technical criteria as site 1. The potential for this site 

is for 14 dwellings, but the speaker stated there would be flexibility. Access would be via the 

access lane into Church Road. 

Comment 3. The technical criteria K is not the same as site 1 and therefore the decision is 

flawed. 

Response. This point is noted and will be reviewed by the SC. SH said weightings would need to 

be reviewed once we had received the final plans from Landowners. 

 

SITE 10.  Was withdrawn by the landowner 

 

SITE 11.  JLR - equal negativity and positivity due to whether residents live near or were not 

directly affected. 

Comment 1. Confirmation required from landowners on exactly the numbers of houses possible 

and whether they envisage increases in that number. 

Response. Clarification would be sought. 

 

SITE 12. JLR - wholly negative 

Comment 1. Concern about the loss of the Pub. Suggestion this was going to be a hotel. 

Response. The landowner is suggesting the land behind the Pub for housing only. We will await 

definitive plans.  

Comment 2. This land under the NP would be for development in 10 years’ time and would have 

4 dwellings erected. Also the suggestion to build behind the Pub is not feasible as there is no 

space. 

 

SITE 13. JLR - few comments mostly negative 

Comment 1. At the presentations in May the landowner did not submit any plans. Subsequently 

we hear there are plans for 6 dwellings in Copsale Lane.  

Response: clarification would be sought. 

 

SITE 14.  JLR - all comments negative 

OH relinquished the chair for this item. PB took over the chair for this item. OH, FB, SH left the 

Committee for this item. 

Comment 1. If it is classified as AONB it scored -1 is that correct? 

Response. The assessment is based on the criteria weighting. 
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Comment 2. Concern that this site has less SC members making a decision, due to conflicts of 

interest. 

Response. This site due its siting in the AONB was rejected by those SC members without a 

conflict of interest. 

 

SITE 15. JLR - broadly negative 

Comment 1. Most residents are against any development on this site. There are major parking 

issues and unless this is resolved no development would be supported. 

 

SITE 16. JLR - equally positive and negative 

Comment 1. Little Tew has been renamed as ‘Keatings’ 

 

SITE 17.  JLR - totally negative 

Comment 1. From the Kerves Lane Action Group. They were pleased at the SC decision on its 

classification.  The arguments against this site are overwhelming and are made in case the SC 

position changes regarding this site. There is no gas supply, no sewerage, and no public 

transport. It is located in a rural area with narrow country roads. This proposal includes 

affordable housing, but the site is totally inadequate to accommodate such housing. In fact it 

would increase the cost to those people as ownership of a car is essential. They objected to the 

size of this site with 35 dwellings. They appreciate the hard work and the difficult decisions the 

SC has to make, but this is a rural community and small developments are far more acceptable. 

Comment 2. This field below this site is prone to flooding. Also if a development of 35 dwellings 

went ahead it would create an enclave of people who would not be part of the community. 

 

SITE 18. JLR - generally positive 

No comments received. 

 

SITE 19.  JLR - generally positive 

No comments received. 

 

SITE 20. JLR - many comments from residents mainly negative. 

No comments received. 

 

SITE 21. JLR - positive reaction to this site 

Comment 1. There is a difference between the number of houses proposed from 6 to 14 now. 

Response. The landowner had put a proposal in for a mixture of 14 dwellings to include cottages 

and affordable units. 

Comment 2. There is more land available and there is a concern that this development could be 

extended. The pond also is a nature reserve and it would upset the habitat if a play area of 

swings and slides was erected nearby. In fact it would turn Monks Gate into a village and not a 

hamlet. There are adequate play areas in nearby Mannings Heath which is a village. The resident 

also pointed out that the road floods and if developed could affect existing properties. 

 

SITE 22. JLR - generally positive 

Comment 1. Has there been a proposal for the number of dwellings? 

Response. No. The landowners will be requested to submit proposals. 

 

10/240614 SC’s CONSIDERATION OF PUBLIC SITE ACCEPTABILITY 

OH reported this is currently difficult to judge from all the comments received, as sites that 

affect people will naturally invite a negative comment. The plan will be to present at Public Open 
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Days in the summer with definitive detail on the sites offered by landowners. The SC will 

probably be putting forward 2 or 3 combinations depending on the information received. This 

will give residents across the Parish the opportunity to post their comments and preferences and 

will ensure a balanced view of what the Parish wishes.  

Therefore, SC members were asked if they wished to take into account the public’s comments to 

date on site acceptability or wait until after the Open Days.  

It was unanimously agreed to wait for the result of the Open Days. 

 

11/240614 SC’s CONSIDERATION OF SHORTLIST OF POSSIBLE SITES 

OH stated as we are not considering public site acceptability at this stage, do we agree with the 

sites technical suitability as currently presented in item 8 of the agenda, those sites are 1, 4, 7, 8, 

11, 12, 13, 16, 18, 19, 21 and 22. The SC agreed that following the comments from residents, site 

9 should be included as both 1 and 9 require further consideration. Members accepted the list 

with the site 9 addition. 

The next stage was for the SC to write to landowners on this list to request definitive information 

and development proposals for their sites for display at the open days in the summer and for the 

SC to present 2 or 3 development scenarios (as stated in item 10). 

   

12/240614   MEMBERSHIP OF SC 

The committee were asked whether they wished to replace John Fortune who resigned due to a 

conflict of interest and who represented Nuthurst.  

There are 3 options. First a SC member could represent Nuthurst, secondly we could use a 

Nuthurst resident as a conduit to liaise with the residents and the SC or thirdly appoint a suitable 

candidate. OH reminded members that training had already been given and much of the work 

will be on site assessments and the preparation of the NP. He was concerned that with only 4 to 

5 months to go it would be a tall order to ask a new member to get up to speed in a short time. 

The current balance on the SC is 5 from Mannings Heath and 5 from the other settlements. 

Bearing these factors in mind what does the SC wish to do? 

Members agreed we should seek a replacement from Nuthurst and advertise the position 

through a leaflet inserted in the July LINK. It was agreed SH, MK and RW would handle the 

appointment of a replacement. 

 

13/240614   TREASURERS REPORT 

FB had forwarded his report to members prior to the meeting and there was no movement on 

finances. FB advised we received 50% of the cost of HNS from HDC and this was less than 

previously discussed. RW said that following a Parish Council (PC) meeting we could only claim 

for the HNS costs and not for the General Survey costs. 

RW reported that if we are short of funds the PC will assist. Also he noted that HDC has not 

confirmed the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)/Sustainability Appraisal (SA) position, 

costs and needs and this is now being handled by Neil Homer of rCOH as other Parishes are in a 

similar position. 

 

14/240614 WEBSITE REPORT 

SH said it has been a record month with over a 100 per day. There were 125 hits on the site on 

19 June. 

 

15/240614 SUGGESTIONS FOR MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED FOR THE NEXT SC MEETING  

OH and RW said before we have another meeting, as stated earlier, we need to contact 

landowners to provide definitive information and detail on their sites.  

A discussion took place on the overall weightings.  
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It was suggested a workshop should be arranged and RW to would advise members of the date. 

Open days were discussed and a subcommittee was to be formed of DL, OH, JLR, RW. 

Timings for open days, if in August should be 3 weeks apart and preferably on a Saturday. 

Finally OH said that Neil Homer has asked the SC members for additional information on the 

proposed policies. OH would circulate more details to members with the idea that suggestions 

are submitted prior to our next workshop. 

   

16/240614 DATE OF NEXT SC MEETING 

30th July at 8pm in Mannings Heath Village Hall 

 

OH declared the meeting closed at 10.15pm. 

 

 


