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1. Introduction
This Consultation Statement supports the Submission Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability
Appraisal in accordance with the Community Engagement Statement and Regulation 14 of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) regulations 2012. It contains the following:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Details of people and organisations consulted about the proposed Neighbourhood Plan
Details of how they were consulted
A summary of the main issues and concerns raised through the consultation process
Descriptions of how these issues and concerns have been considered and addressed in the
proposed Neighbourhood Plan.

The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (Localism Act 2011) require a Consultation
Statement to set out the consultations undertaken for the Neighbourhood Plan. In accordance with
these Regulations and the local planning authority’s guidance on consultation, the preparation of the
Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan has involved residents, businesses and other organisations with an
interest in the parish in the preparatory stages for the Neighbourhood Plan.
Recent guidance from Department for Communities and Local Government (10 Sept 2013) states
that:
‘the consultation statement submitted with the draft Neighbourhood Plan should reveal the
quality and effectiveness of the consultation that has informed the Plan proposals.’
This Statement sets out details of events and consultations. It lists the activities in which the local
community has been involved and the ongoing work of volunteers. The aim of the consultations in
Ardingly have been to ensure that there is as widespread as possible understanding of the reasons
for and content of the Neighbourhood Plan.
This Statement demonstrates that there has been extensive community engagement which has
informed the community of the progress and content of the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan.

2. The Plan preparation process
The Plan preparation process has been led by Ardingly Parish Council, with decisions delegated to its
Neighbourhood Plan Committee. It has established four work groups to act as a key means of
compiling the evidence base, engaging with the local community and testing the suitability and
acceptability of its emerging policies and proposals.
The process of preparing and seeking final adoption of the Neighbourhood Plan is in accordance with
the Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 2012 and has been agreed by Ardingly Parish Council.
The intention of the Parish Council is to submit the Neighbourhood Plan in late 2013 with a view to
the Plan being determined as being in general conformity with the Local Plan and emerging District
Plan and therefore ready for Examination.
The process up to Submission has comprised a number of stages:



Collection of baseline evidence and consultations.
Pre Submission Neighbourhood Plan and draft Sustainability Appraisal. These documents
set out the vision, objectives, policies and proposals for the Plan area and an assessment of
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the policies’ sustainability for a six week public consultation period during August /
September 2013.
Submission Neighbourhood Plan. This document takes into account the representations
received on the Pre Submission Plan and has been amended as necessary before submission
to the District Council, accompanied by a revised Sustainability Appraisal report, Basic
Conditions Statement and this Consultation Statement.

If approved by the District Council, the Neighbourhood Plan will then be subject to an independent
Examination. Any recommendations made by the Examiner will be considered by the Parish and
District Councils and the Plan again amended before being approved for a local referendum. If
supported by a majority vote at the referendum, the Neighbourhood Plan will be adopted by Mid
Sussex District Council as planning policy for Ardingly parish.

2.1 Neighbourhood Plan Committee
The Parish Council resolved to commence work on a Neighbourhood Plan on 1st November 2011 and
applied for front runner funding through Mid Sussex District Council in the same month. A
Neighbourhood Plan Committee was set up, with its first meeting on 13th December 2011,
comprising the eleven members of the Parish Council plus co-opted residents. Four work groups
were established to focus upon issues of:
Infrastructure

Demographics

Sites / landscape

Strategy

These work groups include further volunteers who have a variety of skills and a commitment to the
community. The Terms of Reference for the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee is attached at
Appendix A.
The Neighbourhood Plan is included as an agenda item at all Parish Council meetings and minutes of
meetings are publically available on the village website.

2.2 Designation of Neighbourhood Plan area
The Parish Council made an application for the Designation of the Neighbourhood Plan area on 8
May 2012. The application contained:




A map which identified the area to which the area application related;
A statement explaining why this area was considered appropriate to be designated as a
neighbourhood plan area; and
A statement that the organisation making the application was a relevant body for the
purposes of section 61G of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act.

Designation of the Plan area was approved by Mid Sussex District Council on 9 July 2012, application
and letter of confirmation attached at Appendix B.

2.3 Front runner funding / baseline evidence
Front runner funding was awarded by Department of Communities and Local Government in March
2012 and this enabled a series of studies to be undertaken to contribute to the technical aspect of
the evidence base. The application and confirmation of funding are included in Appendix C.
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Landscape character assessment
A Landscape Character Assessment was commissioned from Landscape Architects Hankinson
Duckett Associates to inform the Neighbourhood Plan. The report is available on the village website
(ref: NPPF para 115).
Rural Community Profile
This report was commissioned from Action in rural Sussex and identified characteristics that a
community should have in order to create a thriving, vibrant sustainable community to improve the
quality of life of its residents. These characteristics were broken down into a set of themes, around
which the report for Ardingly was structured. The report was updated in July 2013 to include
statistics from the 2011 Census. This comprehensive collection of data at parish level has been
valuable in supporting consultations with the local community.

2.4 Working with Mid Sussex District Council
The extensive support and advice provided by Mid Sussex District Council included training and
briefing sessions on neighbourhood planning. Meetings have been held with planning officers and
councillors on such issues as the District Plan, infrastructure, Mid Sussex Transport Study, housing
strategy and affordable housing/AONB. Copies of maps and planning documents have been
supplied for consultation events and data provided on designated land, details of the Common
Housing Register and affordable housing. An example of notes of meetings on Infrastructure are
attached at Appendix D.

2.5 Cooperation with neighbouring parishes
A good working relationship was established with other parishes in Mid Sussex that were preparing
Neighbourhood Plans. Cluster meetings were held quarterly with East Grinstead Town Council and
the parishes in north Mid Sussex. Further quarterly meetings for all parishes in Mid Sussex were
arranged by Action in Rural Sussex. Advice was regularly exchanged with neighbouring parishes and
those elsewhere in Mid Sussex, as well as further afield.
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3. Early Community Engagement
3.1 Website and Village Voice newsletter
The village website was used to keep residents up to date with progress on the Neighbourhood
Plan and meetings were posted on the calendar. The quarterly village newsletter, ‘Village Voice’ was

delivered free to all households in the parish and including regular reports on the progress of the
Neighbourhood Plan.

3.2 Background/issues
The Parish Council published a village plan (parish action plan) in 2010 which had been the subject of
extensive public participation and consultation. This provided a good understanding of the issues
facing the parish. The Village Plan can be viewed on the village website.

3.3 Village (household) survey
A comprehensive household survey was sent to all households in the parish in April 2012 to provide
information on the character of the parish and the views of its community on what the Ardingly
Neighbourhood Plan should seek to preserve and to improve. The questions were identified and
compiled by the four Neighbourhood Plan workgroups and their wording reviewed by Action in Rural
Sussex (AirS). The survey was delivered to all households and was also made available online. 318
surveys were returned, representing a response rate of around 45%. Disappointingly, despite the
high distribution of internet availability across the village, the majority of surveys were completed in
hardcopy. The survey form is included at Appendix E.
Although techniques were used to avoid duplicate surveys, it is acknowledged that it is feasible that
some households filled in multiple surveys. Furthermore it is noted that there is some inconsistency
in the data. Overall, however, we believe the potential for errors is not material and therefore the
information collected is representative of the population that responded. The report on the results
of the Village Survey can be viewed on the village website.
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3.4 Consultation with business organisations
Initial consultations with business organisations for which there were site specific policies in the Mid
Sussex Local Plan, took place in Spring 2012. A consistent view was expressed that more flexibility
and support for their aims would be helpful in Neighbourhood Plan policies. These consultations
were followed by further meetings in 2013 (ref: NPPF para 28).

Business
Wakehurst Place (Kew)/ National Trust
South of England Show ground
Ardingly College
Ardingly Reservoir - Activity Centre, SE Water
Hanson (Rail Depot asphalt plant)
St Peter’s Primary School

Meeting dates
17 May 2012, 15 Jan 2013
21 March 2012, 16 May 2013, 31 July 2013, 31
October 2013
22 March 2012, 25 Jan 2013, 21 June 2013
21 Oct 2013
16 March 2012, 26 March 2012, 26 Feb 2013
28 March 2012, plus regular liaison meetings
5 Feb 2013

3.5 Consultation on Sustainability Appraisal
A Sustainability Appraisal report is a requirement of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, which requires Local Development Documents (this includes Neighbourhood Plans) to be
prepared with a view to contributing to the achievement of sustainable development. It aims to
predict and assess the environmental, social and economic effects that are likely to arise from the
adoption of the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan and to ensure that the policies within it contribute to
and promote sustainable development.
The first stage of the Sustainability Appraisal was to prepare a scoping report to identify the
sustainability issues within Ardingly parish and set out the sustainability objectives and indicators for
the Sustainability Appraisal of the Neighbourhood Plan. The scoping report was published for
comment in accordance with Reg 4 and 12 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations, 2004 as part of a 5 week consultation period with statutory consultees
from 30th April to 5 June 2012.
Responses were received from:
English Heritage
Natural England
The Environment Agency
High Weald AONB Unit

18 May 2012
6 June 2012
1 July 2012
3 May 2012

The recommendations by these consultees were considered by the Neighbourhood Plan Committee
on 17th January 2013 and incorporated into the sustainability objectives. These in turn helped to
determine how the Neighbourhood Plan addressed these issues through the Sustainability Appraisal
which was published in draft alongside the Pre Submission Neighbourhood Plan. A summary of the
responses and recommendations are listed in Appendix F.
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3.6 Consultation with High Weald AONB Unit
Due to the parish’s location within the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, early
consultation took place with the AONB Unit. The Policy Manager provided written guidance, and
attended meetings of the Neighbourhood Plan Committee and strategy group. ‘The High Weald
AONB Small Settlements Rapid Characterisation: Ardingly Report’ is available on the village website
and advice from the Policy Manager is attached at Appendix G.

3.7 Housing Needs Survey
A Housing Needs Survey was undertaken by Action in rural Sussex in Spring 2012 to update a
previous survey in 2007. 256 survey forms were returned, giving a response rate of 36% which
represents a good response rate to a survey of this type. In 2007 the response rate was 19.5%. The
report can be viewed on the village website. The Housing Strategy for the Neighbourhood Plan has
been developed from the results of the Housing Needs Survey (ref: NPPF para 54). Housing Needs
Survey Form at Appendix H.

3.8 Open Day exhibitions
An exhibition about the Neighbourhood Plan was held over two consecutive days at Hapstead Hall
(village hall) in June 2012 with a further display in July 2012. The event was publicised with posters
around the village and a notice on the village website. Around 57 people attended and provided
useful comments and feedback. The contents of the display boards were posted on the village
website. A further open day was held at St Peter’s Church Centre on 12 Nov 2012. The display was
manned in the morning and evening and 37 people visited.

Analysis of the feedback from the open day exhibitions are included in Appendix I.

3.9 Consultation with young people
Members of the youth club and other young people were consulted in October 2012 to ascertain
their views on what they liked about Ardingly, what they did not like and their comments on other
issues. The information gathered updated the youth questionnaire circulated to all households as
part of preparation of the Village Plan. Details are listed in Appendix J.

3.10 Consultation with local organisations
A letter was sent to local businesses, clubs and societies in October 2012, inviting them to contribute
to the Neighbourhood Plan a copy of which is included in Appendix K.
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3.11 Consultation with landowners
The promoters of two potential housing sites which are now the subject of planning appeals held
meetings with the Parish Council in 2011. The applicants held public exhibitions and consultations
before planning applications were submitted. An open meeting was held on 8th September 2011 to
discuss the sites, attended by around 180 residents.
An information leaflet and survey was distributed to households in the parish in November 2011 by
the Parish Council, once the planning applications had been submitted. This helped to inform the
Parish Council in their response to the proposals and aimed to ensure that the community had the
relevant information (a copy of the leaflet to residents is at Appendix L).
The results are summarised below:

Not in favour of development
Not in favour of development of site but if we have to have
development would prefer it here
In favour of development of the site with some qualification
(which is not being applied for)
Yes, in favour of development
TOTAL:
143 responses

Butchers
field
128
1

Standgrove
field
66
24

4

10

6

10

A letter was published on the village website and autumn edition of the Village Voice newsletter in
October 2012, inviting landowners to put forward land for development, including land for a rural
exception site. A copy is included in Appendix M.

3.12 A vision for Ardingly in 2031
The Neighbourhood Plan needs to have a clear vision to ensure that future development and change
benefit the people who live and work in the parish and that the outstanding landscape setting of the
village is protected into the future.
In order to encourage debate and generate new ideas, a discussion paper was circulated to
members of the Neighbourhood Plan Committee in November 2012, with a request that it should be
forwarded to others who might be interested in commenting. There was a poor response to this
consultation technique, although those who did respond made thoughtful and constructive
observations. See Appendix N.

3.13 Developing objectives, focus group event
Planning Aid agreed to support the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan in August 2012 and
provided valuable advice and guidance. Their volunteers facilitated a Focus Group event on
Saturday 12 January 2013 to identify and discuss objectives for the Neighbourhood Plan. These
sought to address the issues that had been identified in response to the studies and consultations,
including those raised in response to the 2010 Village Plan.
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This event was attended by 37 people who divided into three groups to discuss topics of housing,
infrastructure and environment. Notes of the discussions and analysis of feedback forms are
included in Appendix O.

3.14 Housing Strategy background document
This background document, prepared by the Demographics work group, identifies the proposed
level of housing to be provided over the next 20 years. This is based on the results of the Housing
Needs Survey, taking into account the level of local services, response to village survey,
consideration of those in need on the Common Housing Register and contribution to the housing
requirement of the Mid Sussex District Plan. Consideration by the Neighbourhood Plan Committee
led to the refinement and clarification of the document. Responses are included in Appendix P and
the document itself is on the village website.

3.15 Affordable housing in AONB
A meeting with MSDC Planning and Housing officers was held on 27 November 2012, followed by a
further meeting with the five parishes in the High Weald AONB and MSDC Cabinet Members and
officers on 17 April 2013. MSDC agreed that 50% of new affordable housing allocated through
Neighbourhood Plans should be for people with a local connection in perpetuity. Documents are
attached at Appendix Q.

3.16 Choice of housing sites
The sites / landscape work group included members living near the potential housing sites. The
group identified and assessed sites within, on the edge of and remote from the built up area that
could provide the level of affordable housing identified in the Housing Strategy background
document. They also investigated their availability and assessed them in terms of land use planning
criteria, including:











Landscape and village character
Landscape capacity and key views
Proximity to built up area
Impact on historic fabric
Historic landscape
Habitats, biodiversity
Access to services
Road network and rights of way
Support for local businesses
Planning gain

Following consultations outlined above and detailed discussion at meetings of the Neighbourhood
Plan Steering Committee, the conclusions are set out in the ‘Parish Land Availability and Sites
Assessment’ report which can be viewed on the village website. The Sustainability Appraisal
assessed two sites against the sustainability objectives.
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3.17 Appointment of consultant
Following the announcement by Department for Communities and Local Government on 18
December 2012 that further funding was to be made available to assist with the preparation of
Neighbourhood Plans, The Neighbourhood Plan Committee agreed on 17 January 2013 to employ a
Planning Consultant to draft the Neighbourhood Plan.

4. Pre Submission (Regulation14) Consultation

Consultation on the Pre- Submission Neighbourhood Plan and draft Sustainability Appraisal ran from
13th August to 24th September 2013 and was publicised using a range of techniques in order to bring
it to the attention of people who live, work or carry on business in the Neighbourhood Plan area:

4.1 How people were consulted


LDF alert was sent by Mid Sussex District Council to 850 contacts including all Statutory
Consultees, District Councillors, Parish and Town councils and neighbouring authorities, copy
at Appendix R.



The leaflet / survey form about the Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability Appraisal was
delivered to all 700 households in the Parish (images above).



Notices (copy at Appendix S) were put up in the following locations in Ardingly:







Hapstead Hall notice board
St Peter’s Church
Ardingly Post Office/ newsagents
Fellows Bakers
Parish Council notice board
Hairdressers
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Local Councillors were notified by email of details of the Pre Submission publicity and
exhibition, details are at Appendix T.
The Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents were made available on the village
website, with a form for submitting any comments;
Copies of Pre Submission Plan and draft Sustainability Appraisal were placed on deposit at
Mid Sussex District Council offices at Haywards Heath and made available to view at parish
council office on Tuesday mornings;
Two large banners were put up in prominent locations in the village;
A notice was placed in local newspaper, Mid Sussex Times;
Articles were published in parish magazine and Village Voice newsletter
An exhibition was held at Hapstead Hall on 30th and 31st August 2013, attended by around
180 residents. A second exhibition about the traffic calming proposals was held on the same
days in the Reading Room at Hapstead Hall, attended by around 200 visitors.

4.2 Response to Pre Sub Consultations
During the publicity stage and by the deadline of 24th September, a total of 356 responses were
submitted (raising over 900 comments), comprising 340 from residents and the following 15
organisations:
NP 47
NP 77
NP 78
NP 89
NP 90
NP 91
NP 100
NP 108
NP 235
NP 248
NP 250
NP 258
NP 262
NP 350
NP 355

Aerodrome Safeguarding for and on behalf of Gatwick Airport Ltd
Chair of Governors, St Peter’s Primary School
Principal Planner, West Sussex County Council
South of England Agricultural Society
Head of Housing, Environmental Health & Building Control, Mid Sussex District Council
Director of Operations, Ardingly College
Land Use Services Team, Natural England
Savills, on behalf of Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew
Strategic and Community Planning, Horsham District Council
Asset Manager, Highways Agency
South East Water
Principal Planning Consultant, Boyer Planning
Head of Planning, East Sussex County Council
Development Manager, Southern Water
The Rail Estate on behalf of Bluebell Railway

In the leaflet / survey sent to all residents in the parish, residents were asked the following
questions:
-

Do you have any comments about the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan or Sustainability
Appraisal?
Are you broadly supportive of the Plan?
Yes / No / Yes if my comments are addressed

Apart from a basic tick box to indicate approval, conditional approval or disapproval, residents were
provided with space to comment further if required.
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The results were as follows:
“Are you broadly supportive of the plan?”
Yes
No
Yes, if comments addressed
Not answered

194
100
48
14
356

(54%)
(28%)
(13%)
(4%)

The large number of responses demonstrates the high level of awareness about the Neighbourhood
Plan among the community. While almost twice as many responses broadly supported, as objected
to the Plan, there was a wide range of issues and concerns raised amounting to over 900 separate
comments.
Of the 100 respondents who disagreed with one or more of the proposals, 37 ticked the box to say
they did not support the Plan but did not explain any reason for their objection. Of the 194 who
agreed with the proposals, 65 ticked the box to say they supported the Plan and made no further
comments.

4.3 Issues and concerns raised
A schedule of the consultation responses, along with an explanation of how the Ardingly
Neighbourhood Plan has responded to comments made, is provided in the Regulation 14 Schedule
of Representations, Oct 2013, and is attached at Appendix U.
The Regulation 14 Summary Report below summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the
persons consulted and describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and where
relevant, addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan in accordance with Neighbourhood
Planning (General) Regulations 2012, Part 5, Reg 15 c) and d).
The recommendations in this report provided by the consultant, Neil Homer MBA MRTPI (rCOH Ltd)
were reviewed and discussed at a public Neighbourhood Plan Committee meeting. Amendments
were agreed by the Neighbourhood Committee on 6 November 2013. Minutes are available on the
parish website.

Regulation 14 Summary Report
Purpose
The purpose of this report was to summarise the recommended minor modifications to the
Submission Plan in the light of representations made on the Pre Submission Plan during its
consultation period.
Consultation Analysis
During the consultation period there were 356 representations received from members of the public
and made on behalf of organisations and other interested parties. The local planning authority, Mid
Sussex District Council, has provided informal comments.
The majority of representations made are in support of the plan by approximately two thirds to one
third. Over 300 of the representations were specific to Policy 3, i.e. the proposed allocation of
Standgrove Field for housing development. Policy 6, which proposes the designation of Local Green
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Spaces, received over 70 representations, mostly in relation to the proposed designation of
Butcher’s Field. Of the other policies, only Policy 18 on traffic management generated more than a
small number of representations (36 no.).
The representations made by landowners and other interested parties raised a variety of issues. In
general terms, the landowners that will benefit from the proposed plan policies are supportive,
though have identified ways in which the plan may be modified to improve its accuracy or clarity.
Those land interests with sites that are not proposed for allocation in the plan have raised
objections. In general terms, the objections relate to the process of preparing the plan, to the
substance of its proposed policies and to the relationship of the plan to the development plan and to
the National Planning Policy Framework.
In overall terms, it is recommended that the Pre Submission Plan (and the accompanying
Sustainability Appraisal, Housing Strategy and Site Assessments Report) be changed to incorporate
minor modifications and to proceed to submission for examination. It is not considered that the
modifications are of a significance that warrants the publication of a revised Pre Submission Plan.
Recommendations
The recommendations for minor modifications to the relevant policies of the Ardingly
Neighbourhood Plan are set out below:
Policies 1 and 2
No objections made.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 3
Objections made to the total housing supply, to the allocation of Standgrove Field and to the
constraint on the mix of housing. MSDC has also commented on the affordable housing element of
the policy.
The total housing supply number is derived from assessing local affordable housing need and the
number of open market homes needed to deliver that number of affordable homes. The policy
justifies this approach on the basis of the significant environmental constraints of the parish and its
isolation from major urban centres, relative to other parts of the district. This remains a robust
policy position that is not dependent on the Submission District Plan for its rationale but is
consistent with the adopted 2004 Local Plan.
The Standgrove Field site appears to be the only housing site that will be supported by a majority of
the local community, provided the scheme accords with the policy and not the scheme currently
subject to an appeal. However, in the light of some representations, it is proposed to require only
the affordable homes provision to deliver a mix of 2/3 bed homes, not the open market homes. It is
also proposed to align the affordable homes element with the MSDC affordable housing strategy in
respect of local lettings and, in doing so, to delete Appendix C as it is no longer required. And it is
proposed to remove the requirement of delivering a SANG as part of the allocation as this may not
be technically possible, though delivering an accessible open space for the enjoyment of the local
community is considered necessary to justify support for the allocation.
It is accepted that the site is not without its challenges. However, relative to the only alternative
available site that adjoins the village boundary – Butcher’s Field – the site appears to carry greater
community support and has greater landscape capacity to absorb development.
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Recommendation: modify policy and supporting text as above.
Policies 4 and 5
No objections.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 6
Some objections made in respect of the inclusion of Butcher’s Field in the policy.
The proposed designation of Butcher’s Field is consistent with the criteria of the NPPF and has
received considerable local community support in the representations. Should the current housing
scheme subject to appeal not be consented in due course, then the designation is consistent with
the desire of the local community to see the site protected from future development.
Recommendation: no change.
Policies 7, 8 and 9
No objections made.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 10
No objections made but some comments that the existing car parking problems created by the
school should be addressed as part of any future expansion.
Recommendation: modify the policy and supporting text as above.
Policy 11
No objections made but some comments that Butcher’s Field site has been offered to the scout
group as an alternative site as part of the proposed housing scheme and that the Standgrove Field
allocation in Policy 3 should make provision for a new scout hut.
The policy encourages suitable proposals to come forward to relocate the hut but does not specify
the location as there are options. This provides the scout group with some flexibility to identify and
secure a suitable site once the planning policy situation is clearer in due course.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 12
No objections made.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 13
Some objections made to the policy inference that the pavilion should become another community
centre facility.
This is not the intention of the policy so the supporting text should make clear that the policy
supports the retention and improvement of the pavilion only for purposes associated with the
recreation ground.
Recommendation: modify supporting text as above.
Policies 14, 15, 16 and 17
No objections made.
Recommendation: no change.
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Policy 18
Some objections made to the confinement of the policy to the ‘core’ of the village and others made
to the principle of controlling traffic in the village centre.
The policy is deliberately unspecific in respect of proposals to manage traffic. It refers to the Traffic
Appraisal that focused on the village core. As there have been few objections to the policy it is
proposed that it remains unmodified to encourage the Parish Council to bring forward specific
proposals in due course.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 19
No objections made.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 20
The two local minerals planning authorities have commented on the intention of the policy to
control minerals activities.
It has been clarified that the policy cannot seek to control minerals development as neighbourhood
plans cannot contain policies for ‘excluded development’, as defined by the Regulations and which
includes minerals and waste. The first part of the policy, and the relevant supporting text, should
therefore be deleted.
Recommendation: modify policy and supporting text as above.
Policy 21
The College has welcomed the policy but has commented that the policy is silent on the
consideration of proposals outside of the core group of buildings.
The intent of the policy is to encourage proposals to enable the College to continue to succeed as a
local employer but to confine this explicit support to the main area of buildings. Proposals outside of
this area may have a greater impact on the surrounding AONB landscape, the benefits of which may
not outweigh the desirability of protecting the character of that landscape. Rather than seek to
define what weight should be attached, or to repeat national policy, it is considered better that this
be left to the saved development plan policy and the NPPF provisions.
Recommendation: no change.
Policy 22
The Showground has requested that the policy is deleted.
The policy is positively drafted to support proposals at the Showground to continue its operations
successfully. However, given the scale of the site the policy seeks to ensure that proper
consideration is made to the impacts of future proposals on the local community and on the
surrounding AONB landscape. As such, it does not apply specific development management
constraints but identifies the most important considerations of future planning applications.
However, the policy need not repeat or seek to renegotiate past and current conditions governing
operations and the first bullet point in the policy is therefore unnecessary.
Recommendation: Modify policy as above.
Policies 23, 24, 25 and 26
No objections made.
Recommendation: no change.
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4.5 Comments on Draft Sustainability Appraisal
A number of comments were made on the draft Sustainability Appraisal. The text was amended in
respect of water supply and the assessment of Policy 3 amended in the light of further evidence and
comments received. The document has been republished as the ’Submission Sustainability
Appraisal’.

4.6 How the issues and concerns have been considered
The Submission Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan has been revised to take into account representations
received on the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan during the consultation period as set out in the
Regulation 14 Report above.

Dates of meetings of Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee:
2011: 13 Dec 2011
2012: 24 Jan 2012, 27 Feb 2012, 27 March 2012, 23 April 2012, 28 May 2012,
10 Oct 2012, 21 Nov 2012
2013: 17 Jan 2013, 3 April 2013, 30 April 2013, 27 June 2013, 30 July 2013,
27 Aug 2013, 2 Oct 2013, 6 Nov 2013, 25 Nov 2013
Extraordinary meetings of Parish Council:
1 Feb 2012, 23 April 2012, 28 May 2012, 5 Aug 2013, 25 Nov 2013

Summary of key points of consultation
Date
1 Nov 2011
13 Dec 11
March 2012
April- June
2012
April 2012
8 May 2012
Spring 2012 &
Spring 2013
May 2012
June, July
&Nov 2012
Oct 2012
Jan 2013

Action
Parish Council resolved to prepare a
Neighbourhood Plan for the parish
First meeting of NP Committee. Work groups
established and responsibilities agreed
Front runner funding confirmed
Consultation on scoping report for SA

Village survey to all households
Application for designation of NP area (confirmed
9 July 2012)
Consultations with major businesses
Housing Needs Survey
Open day/ exhibitions on Neighbourhood Plan

Regulation
PC Standing Orders

DCLG
Environmental Assessment of
Plans and Programmes
Regulations, Regs 4 and 12
NPPF para 188
NP (General) Regulations 2012,
Part 2 Reg 5 and Part 4, Reg 13
NPPF para 19
NPPF para 54

Letter to landowners
Focus Group event to identify vision and objectives
Neighbourhood Plan Committee received and
approved a draft of the Pre Submission
Neighbourhood Plan subject to agreed
amendments
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5 Aug 2013

Ardingly PC approved pre submission consultation
on Neighbourhood Plan and draft Sustainability
Appraisal subject to agreed amendments

13 Aug to 24
Sept 2013

Pre Submission consultation- all responses
catalogued

25 Nov 2013

Neighbourhood Plan Committee received and
reviewed draft Reg 14 schedule of representations
received during consultation period and approved
amendments to be made to Submission NP
Draft Submission NP, Sustainability Appraisal, Basic
Conditions Statement and Consultation Statement
to be received by NP Committee and Ardingly PC
prior to Submission to MSDC

NP(General) Regulations 2012,
Part 5 Reg 14 & Environmental
Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004,
Reg 13
Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012 Part 5,
Reg 14 and part 6 Reg 21
Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012 Part 5,
Reg 15 (2)
Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012, Part
5, Reg 15 and Part 6 Reg 22 and
Part 7 Reg 28 & EU Directive
2001/42

5. Amendments
Subject to the decisions of the Neighbourhood Plan Committee, it was agreed that the Pre
Submission Neighbourhood Plan and draft Sustainability Appraisal should be amended to
take account of the representations as set out above and Submitted to Mid Sussex District
Council for Examination.]

6. Conclusion
The publicity, engagement and consultation completed throughout the production of the
Neighbourhood Plan has been effective, open and of high quality, with many opportunities
provided for those that live, work, and do business within the Neighbourhood Area to feed
into the process, make comment, and to raise issues and concerns.
All statutory requirements have been met and a significant level of additional consultation,
engagement and research has been completed throughout the Neighbourhood Area.
This Consultation Statement has been produced to document the consultation and
engagement process undertaken and is considered to comply with Part 5, Section 15 of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations, 2012.
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Appendix A

ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL
Parish Clerk: Sarah Mamoany
Tel: 01444-226209
Email: ardinglypc@hotmail.co.uk
Office: Tuesdays 10 am - 12 noon in Hapstead Hall, Ardingly

Terms of Reference for the Neighbourhood Plan Committee
Appraised and re-adopted at the AGM on Tuesday, 7 May 2013

1.

Authority

The full Committee will act as an advisory committee to the Parish Council and will make
recommendations to the Parish Council as detailed under responsibilities.
2.

Membership

The committee will consist of up to 15 members. All parish councillors will be members of the
committee plus up to four co-opted members from the village community.
3.

Process

The committee will determine its own meeting schedule, to be held in public with the support
of the parish clerk in accordance with Standing Orders.
4.

Responsibilities



Recommend a programme for developing a Neighbourhood Plan within timeframe for a
referendum.



Implement the programme as authorised by the Parish Council.



Monitor compliance with all statutory requirements.



Implement the Neighbourhood Plan within funding to the Parish Council, and control
that expenditure following receipt of agreement from Parish Council in conjunction with
Mid Sussex District Council.



Report to monthly Parish Council meetings and seek to obtain agreement to
committee’s proposed actions for implementing programme.



Draft reports for agreement by Parish Council.

Revised May 2013
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Appendix B
ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL
Parish Clerk: Anne Rumble

Tel: 01444-459713 Email:
annerumble@msn.com

Date: 8 May 2012
Claire Tester
Promotion and Planning
HAYWARDS HEATH West Sussex RH16 1SS

Head of Economic
Mid Sussex District Council

Dear Claire
Application for designation of Neighbourhood Plan area, Ardingly
I am writing to inform Mid Sussex District Council that at its meeting on 1 November 2011, Ardingly Parish
Council resolved to commence work on a Neighbourhood Plan for the parish of Ardingly (Minute 140 refers)
and the formal application approved at their meeting on 8 May 2012 (Minute 13.2 refers).
The proposed application area of the Neighbourhood Plan includes the whole parish, amounting to 16 sq km,
and follows the parish boundary, as shown on the attached map.
It is considered appropriate to include the whole parish within the Neighbourhood Plan boundary for the
following reasons:





The entire parish is located within the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty where
national and local planning policies support the protection of this highly valued and scenic landscape.
Ardingly village is conveniently situated within the centre of the parish.
No part of Ardingly parish adjoins or is close to the urban area of another parish.
Neighbourhood Plans are being prepared by a number of adjacent parishes, including the whole of
the parish in each case. This will have benefits in terms of coverage and consistency of approach for
the northern part of Mid Sussex.

In accordance with Section 61G (1) (a) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, it is confirmed that
Ardingly Parish Council is a ‘relevant body’ and it therefore makes this application to the local planning
authority (Mid Sussex District Council) for the area of Ardingly parish to be designated by Mid Sussex District
Council as a neighbourhood area for the purpose of the preparation of the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan.
I would appreciate your guidance on whether any further formal notification is needed.
Yours sincerely
Anne Rumble
Clerk to Ardingly Parish Council
Enc. Ardingly Parish map
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Oaklands Road
Haywards Heath
West Sussex
RH16 1SS

Switchboard: 01444 458166
DX 300320 Haywards Heath 1
www.midsussex.gov.uk

Contact:

Your Ref:

Ms Claire Tester 01444 477322, Fax: 01444 477507

Our Ref:

Date:
CT/

th

16 July 2012

E-Mail: Claire.Tester@midsussex.gov.uk

Dear Parish Clerks,
Neighbourhood Plan Areas
I am writing to let you know that, on 9th July, Mid Sussex District Council Cabinet approved the
designation of Neighbourhood Plan Areas for the following parishes:
Albourne; Ardingly; Ashurst Wood; Balcombe; Burgess Hill; Cuckfield; East Grinstead; Hassocks;
Haywards Heath; Horsted Keynes; Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common; Lindfield & Lindfield Rural;
Slaugham;Turners Hill; Twineham; West Hoathly; and Worth.
Details of these designated Plan Areas can be viewed on
www.midsussex.gov.uk/neighbourhoodplans
This webpage also includes links to responses made to the publication of these Plan Areas. Your
attention is drawn particularly to the two representations from Natural England, which includes
information that may help you in preparing your Neighbourhood Plans. We also received a
representation from Tandridge District Council asking that it be consulted on any draft
Neighbourhood Plans for the East Grinstead Town and Worth Parish areas. Two letters of objection
were received from a household in Burgess Hill concerned that the Town Council’s Neighbourhood
Plan would not cover the Northern Arc or the Kings Way strategic sites.
Congratulations to these parishes for achieving the first formal stage in the Neighbourhood Plan
preparation process. Albourne, Hassocks and Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common parishes are
reminded that they also need to wait for Plan Area designation by the South Downs National Park
Authority before proceeding with any formal consultation on their draft Neighbourhood Plans.
I would be grateful if you could all provide me with an update on your timetable for producing a
Neighbourhood Plan. This will help me to start planning for the examination and referendum stages.
If you have a dedicated webpage for your Plan please send me a link so I can put it on our webpage.
Yours sincerely,

Claire Tester, Head of Economic Promotion and Planning

Consultation Statement Appendix – November 2013

Appendix C
ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL
Department for Communities and Local Government
Eland House
Bressenden Place
LONDON SW1E 5DU
25 Oct 2011
Dear Sir, Madam,
Neighbourhood Planning Front Runners Scheme
We would like to apply for front runner funding towards the cost of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan for the
parish of Ardingly in West Sussex.
In the light of the Localism Bill and the recent publication of the draft Mid Sussex District Plan, currently the
subject of the first round of public consultation, the Parish Council considers it timely to commence work on
a robust and sustainable Neighbourhood Plan for Ardingly parish.
The Local Planning Authority, Mid Sussex District Council, has been notified of our intention to prepare the
Plan and our wish to be part of the Department’s Front Runner scheme. The District Council supports this
proposal and requests funding of £20,000 to assist with the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan for
Ardingly. The Plan will include the land within the parish of Ardingly, as shown on the attached map.
Ardingly Parish Council views the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan as an exciting opportunity to
influence the future development of the village, while protecting its outstanding landscape setting within the
High Weald AONB. The Parish Council is committed to undertaking this in partnership with its residents, local
businesses and organisations under the guidance of Mid Sussex District Council.
Ardingly is unusual for a small parish of only 700 households, in the number of significant organisations that
are located here. We are proud to be the home of Wakehurst Place, part of Kew Gardens and the most
visited National Trust property in the country with around 450,000 visitors per year. Wakehurst is also home
to the Millennium Seed Bank, a centre of global significance which now holds over 10% of the world’s seeds.
The South of England Showground is renowned for the variety of shows and events that it hosts, including
International Horse Shows and the annual South of England Show. Ardingly College is a leading public school
with around 800 students, employing close to 400 staff. Ardingly Reservoir is a centre for water sports,
fishing, and bird watching, which offers a wide range of courses and opportunities for both children and
adults. At the southern end of the parish the Hanson Asphalt plant processes road stone delivered by rail.
The rail route that passes through the parish is protected for the future extension of the Bluebell Railway.
Our Neighbourhood Plan will focus upon such issues as traffic management/ pedestrian safety, the provision
of housing to meet local needs, identifying locally valued green spaces, enhancement of village infrastructure
and the aspirations of the business organisations within the parish.
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Proposed scope of work
Front runner funding is needed so that comprehensive consultations and appropriate studies can be
undertaken to identify constraints and assess need. The Parish Council has already started to establish what
infrastructure the village requires over the coming years. The Neighbourhood Plan will provide policy
guidance in support of the ‘actions’ identified in the Ardingly Village Plan (community led plan) published in
2010.
It is proposed that funding, if secured, will be used to undertake the following:







Public consultation and supporting documentation, approx £3000
Professional advice and housing needs survey, approx £3000
Landscape and visual impact assessment, approx £5000
Production of document, approx £2000
Examination cost, approx £5000
Consultation on final Plan/referendum, approx £2000

If selected for front runner funding, Ardingly Parish Council would be pleased to assist and share our
experience of the Neighbourhood Plan process with other villages in the High Weald AONB.
Yours faithfully,
Anne Rumble,
Clerk to Ardingly Parish Council, annerumble@msn.com
Ardingly Post office, 37 High Street, Ardingly, RH17 6TB

c/o

From: Claire.Tester@midsussex.gov.uk
Date: Mon, 5 Mar 2012 15:31:26 +0000
Subject: FW: Fifth wave Neighbourhood Planning Front Runners application
Hi,
I have just heard that all 7 bids from Mid Sussex for Neighbourhood Planning
Frontrunner funding were successful. Congratulations!
Regards,
Claire Tester
Head of Economic Promotion and Planning
01444 477322
Claire.Tester@midsussex.gov.uk <mailto:ClaireT@midsussex.gov.uk>
www.midsussex.gov.uk <http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/>

Front runner funding confirmation, 5 March 2012
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APPENDIX D
Note of meeting on Infrastructure, MSDC offices, 11 Jan 2012
Claire Tester, Jennifer Hollingum Mid Sussex DC
Mick Brixey, Don Walker, S Chapman

Ardingly PC

CT explained that the NP needs to concentrate on community infrastructure. Utilities will be the subject of
discussion between MSDC and the utility companies. The Infrastructure Development Plan will contain
schedules of district wide infrastructure requirements plus schedules for individual towns and parishes. This
draft document had now been published, it included a definition of infrastructure and will be updated to
evolve over time.
JH outlined some aspects of infrastructure, including transport, education, health, social, sport / recreation /
playspace, green infrastructure, allotments, public services, waste services. CT: Community Infrastructure
Levy- CIL revenue, will not pay for utilities, which are generally funded by customers. We need to ask ‘what
are the infrastructure needs of the parish going into the future?’ CT : If there is an existing problem that
would be exacerbated by new development, it would be reasonable to include it as an infrastructure
requirement.
National policy states that we shouldn’t put anything into the AONB that could be provided somewhere else,
but there are tests for developing in an AONB and one of the tests is for local needs. The 2009 High Weald
AONB Management Plan states that account should be taken of the needs of agriculture, forestry, other rural
industries and of the economic and social needs of local communities.
Two aspects of local need are: - local need for housing and local need for services
CT agreed that the Common Housing Register data is evidence of local need. She suggested that in section of
questionnaire relating to infrastructure: “This is what you said in response to the Village Plan questionnaire,
does this still apply?”
Provide options and priorities- ask residents to put in order of priority. DW gave example of traffic study
and financing- we can have a policy on this in the NP. MB stressed the opportunities for business
partnerships within the parish. CT: when CIL is introduced, standgrove type houses would generate around
£21000 per house. The regulations state that “a meaningful proportion” of CIL will go direct to the parish
council. The principle is that 100% of CIL will “normally be spent in the locality of the scheme that generated
it” (DP16 of the draft District Plan). CT gave example of a site for 30 dws, 20 on open market, at £21000 per
house would produce £400,000. No CIL from affordable housing. MSDC suggested that for this exercise, we
need to establish priorities, and JH added that early engagement with the local community is important.
MB asked whether the MSLP policies would be repeated in the NP. SC thought that they could be a useful
starting point for discussion with the five local businesses/ organisations for which there are individual
policies. CT said that the existing Local Plan policies should form part of any discussion with local businesses
as business was an important part of national and local planning policies. CT mentioned that Slaugham PC
are setting up a Community Land Trust for a rural exception site on land that they own. She suggested that
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we could make contact with them. This gives more control to communities on allocation of tenancies. She
suggested that a rural exception site run by a CLT on land owned by Ardingly College with a percentage being
retained for College staff could be worth exploring if the College agreed. In respect of Broadband, WSCC
have some funding and 90% of county will get high speed broadband by 2015. Ardingly is likely to be
included. CT/JH suggested if we get people to tick the top three priorities we can then focus on achieving
these in the NP. JH suggested we look at ‘evidence’ page of the MSDC website to see what studies had
already been completed. The draft Infrastructure Development Plan can be found here (post-meeting note:
weblink sent to Ardingly PC). CT said she would be pleased to visit the PC, perhaps with Carol Tomkins, to
outline and discuss issues relating to the NP and local housing need.
APC thanked the MSDC officers for such a productive and useful meeting.
SC/13 Jan 12 , incorporating corrections from MSDC, 17 Jan 12
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Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan Survey 2012
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. This has been compiled to give us a better
understanding of the views and opinions of residents on a variety of subjects linked to the
Neighbourhood Plan. It is important to the future development of Ardingly.
We don't think the survey will take you more than 5-10 minutes to complete; we would be
grateful if you could do so by 30th March.
Data Protection Act. We would like to re-assure you that the information recorded from this
questionnaire will be used only for Parish Council information purposes to analyse the
responses received. No individual information will be passed to other organisations; only
aggregate information will be used within reports and the neighbourhood plan.
The first two questions are designed to help ensure we do not have any duplicate responses and
to aid the survey collection process. We will not be using the information for any other purpose.

Household
1. Please insert your whole postcode:
2. Optional: It would be helpful if you could give us your house name / number in order that we
can ensure we don't have duplicate responses and to manage better the collection process.
We will not use this information for any other purpose.
Please insert your house name / number:
3. How many years has your household lived in Ardingly? (Please tick one box only)
0 – 5 years

6 – 10 years

11 – 20 years

20+ years

4. Please enter the number of people of each sex at each age range in your household?
0-5

6 - 10

11 - 18

19 - 30

31 - 50

50 - 65

65 +

Male
Female
5. What was it that brought you to Ardingly? (Please tick one box only)
Born here
Work or own business in the parish
Ease of commute to work outside parish
Relatives live nearby
Love of the countryside
Offered retirement home in village
Other (please specify)
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6. Which applies to your household? (Please tick one box only)
I/we own our own property
I/we rent in the private sector
I/we rent from a housing association
My/our housing is tied to employment
Other (please specify)
7. Please indicate the working situation for all adults in your household by location and
nature of their work. So if two adults work full-time in Ardingly you would write "2" in
the appropriate box
Location

Number of
people full
time

Number of
people part
time

Number of
people
voluntary

Number of
people in
education

Ardingly
Haywards Heath
Mid-Sussex
Crawley / Gatwick
South Coast
Greater London area
Work at home
Unemployed
Retired
Other (please specify)

Housing and Environment
Ardingly has around 700 dwellings of which 80 are owned by housing associations; there have
been approximately 85 homes built in the village over the past twenty years.
The new Mid-Sussex District Plan proposes that 10,600 homes should be built in the District in
the next 20 years. The Plan also states that the allocation of these homes should be determined
through Neighbourhood Plans, such as this.
If development were to be allowed, we would need to increase the size of the built-up envelope.
Any commercial housing development would release funds to support local infrastructure
projects.
8. Thinking about the statement above, over the next 20 years should we be planning on
any housing developments in or around Ardingly?
Yes

No

Don’t Know
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9. If new homes have to be built in Ardingly, these should be:
Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Not sure /
don’t
know

Social housing for rent
Shared ownership (part rent /
part buy, through housing
association
Small homes (flats or
terraced housing) for sale
Family homes for sale
Homes suitable for retirement
10. Thinking about a possible number of new homes (irrespective of their type) in Ardingly for
the next 20 years, which of these do you think is appropriate? (Please tick one box only)
None

Less than
15

16 - 30

31 - 40

41 – 50

more than
50

11. Should the Neighbourhood Plan include the following?
Yes

No

Don’t know

Designated valued local areas for
retention as green space.
Design criteria for any future
building development.
Re-evaluation of the Conservation
Areas.
Other (please specify)

Infrastructure and Facilities
In future, new infrastructure such as a classroom or new pedestrian crossing will be
funded through the Community Infrastructure levy on new development. As an example,
the building of twenty family homes for sale would raise around £420,000 for the local
community.
12. How important are the following to you in relation to Ardingly? (Tick all that apply)
Very
important

Important

Not
important

Landscape views
The rural environment (countryside)
The built-up environment
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Very
important

Important

Not
important

(Question 12 continued)
Employment nearby
Community / involvement in village life
Family nearby
Good transport links
Local schools
Local shops
Other (please specify)
13. How many motor vehicles (incl. motorbikes) are kept by your household? ……………

14. What modes of transport do you use and how frequently? (Tick all that apply)
Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Occasio
n--ally

Never

Walk
Car / van
Motorbike / scooter
Bicycle
Bus
Taxi
Rail to London or stops
between
Rail to Brighton and
south coast
15. How important to your household are the existing bus services to the following
destinations? (Tick all that apply)
Very important

Important

Not Important

To Crawley
To Haywards Heath
To Wakehurst
16. Would you use a community bus for a small charge to any of the following locations?
Yes

No

Lindfield / Haywards Heath
Station
6th Form College
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17. How do you rate the following facilities for walkers?
Very
satisfactory

Satisfactory

Not
satisfactory

Poor

Don’t know

Provision of
footpaths
Signage
Maintenance
Comments:

18. How do you rate the following facilities for cyclists?
Very
satisfactory

Satisfactory

Not
satisfactory

Poor

Don’t know

Provision of
cyclepaths
Signage
Maintenance
Comments:

19. How often do you need to use the village car park (whether or not you are actually
able to park there?
Daily

Weekly

Infrequently

20. Where do you park overnight? (Please tick all that apply)
On my own private land
On the street
In the village car park
21. How good is your broadband connection?
Excellent

Good

Ok

Poor

Very poor

Don’t have
broadband
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22. Which facilities in the village does your household use? (tick any that are relevant)
Children’s
playground
Church
Multi courts
Church centre
Recreation Ground
Pavilion
Footpath network
St Peter’s School
Pre-school /
Montessori

Ardingly College (for
any activities)
Pubs
Showground
Shops
Café / Chinese
Takeaway
Hapstead Hall
Wakehurst
Reservoir

Comments:

23. What is your opinion on the following statements ? (Tick all that apply)
Agree

Disagree

Don’t know

The present facilities for pre- / nursery schools are
adequate
A regular doctor’s surgery should be held in the
village

The village support network for the elderly and
infirm is adequate (eg meals on wheels, ‘At Your
Service’)
The village hall facilities are adequate
The public toilets should be retained (annual cost:
£3000)
An internet room/café would be of benefit to the
village
The Post Office is an indispensable village facility
There should be a better multidisciplinary pavilion
at the recreation ground (eg for pre-school,
events, bowls)
Highway verges are adequately maintained
There is a need for a skateboard facility at the
recreation ground
There is a need for facilities/
entertainment/exercise for over 65s
Comments:
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24. These issues were identified in responses to the Village Plan consultation. Please
indicate your household’s top three priorities, or add new ones.
Issue
Traffic speed/ pedestrian safety
Village shops and services
Public transport
Improve car parking
Youth club/meeting place for young people
Protection of countryside
Allotments
Policing/anti social behaviour
Protect village identity/support networks
Affordable housing
Other (please specify)

Priority

25. Finally, do you have any additional comments or suggestions?

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY

Please return by 30th March
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Appendix F

Summary of responses from consultees on sustainability objectives

June 2012

(updated Dec 2012)
Date
received
3 May
2012

18 May
2012

1 June
2012

Consultee

High Weald
AONB Unit

English
Heritage

Environment
Agency

Comments

suggested response to
comments

‘You have covered all the bases, and made a thorough
scoping of issues and local character’. Individual comments
made on draft sustainability objectives and indicators:
1/Env: include field patterns, heathland and wildflower
grassland
3/Soc: include wider educational and training element
5/Soc: include “well-being”
6/Env: include quality and character of settlement and
community
7/Env: include “natural resources”
8/Env: add “soil and air quality”
14/Env: include “cultural heritage”

Agree to these
comments.

Welcome comprehensive and detailed section on heritage.
Scoping report should identify any gaps in existing
knowledge about historic environment. NPPF requires
local plans to set out a positive strategy for conservation
and enjoyment of historic environment through strategic
and more detailed locally-specific policies in NPs.
Suggest policy in NP to propose production of Conservation
Area Appraisal. Welcomes Sust. Obj. 14/Env, but
recommends change to indicators to include set of
questions.

Need to review contents
of SA

Appendix A should refer to’ Historic Environment Record’.

Agreed

Pleased to see a number of objectives relating to the
environment and particularly support 9/Env which reflects
aims of Water Framework Directive

Need to refer to SE River
Basin Management Plan,
2009 in NP and SA
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Small settlement
characterisation of
Ardingly parish
undertaken by High
Weald AONB Unit, Aug
2012

Noted

Agreed
Agreed as rec. by English
Heritage

6 June
2012

Natural
England

Sustainability objectives are broadly supported, especially
objectives 6, 9 and 13. Where there is a likelihood of
protected species being present and affected by proposed
development, parish should request survey information
and follow Natural England Standing Advice before
determining any potential development opportunities.
Parish should ensure it has sufficient information about
Ardingly Reservoir Local Nature Reserve before introducing
proposals, recommend consultation with County Ecologist.
Consider opportunities for landscape enhancement,
including enhancing character and local distinctiveness, use
natural resources more sustainably.
Landscape characterisation, sensitivity and capacity
assessments provide tools to ensure new development
makes positive contribution in terms of design, form and
location to character and functions of the landscape and
avoids any unacceptable impacts.

Need to incorporate this
into NP and SA

Need to incorporate into
SA and NP and consult
WSCC
Agreed. This can be
considered in NP- refer
to recs of WSCC local
distinctiveness guidance
Agreed. Landscape
Character Assessment
now undertaken

Response from MSDC to draft scoping report on Sustainability Appraisal 20 April 2012
In general, the report you have prepared covers all of the necessary ‘tasks’ that a scoping report should
include and it has done so in an easy to read way. There is a clear flow of the document – outlining the
context, the sustainability issues, and then what can be done to address some of these. I hope it has been a
useful process for you to start understanding some of the sustainability issues and how the SA can help to
inform the Neighbourhood Plan, this will hopefully mean the next few stages are as painless as possible for
you!
I have made a few wording changes – these are in ‘track changes’ in red type. By all means don’t feel you
have to accept all of these changes, but in some areas I have clarified the process slightly, or altered the
phrasing to link back to some of the tasks outlined in the SA guidance (this helps as it shows you are
following the process). I have also made a few suggestions in blue type, again you don’t have to undertake
these but I felt it may be useful for you to do so. All of these are minor as you had pretty much covered
everything else.
In terms of the consultation, as you know, you will have to consult with ourselves, the Environment Agency,
English Heritage and Natural England as a minimum. You are of course entitled to consult with as many
people as you like, however I wouldn’t want this to delay your timetable unless you feel it may be useful. My
only suggestion would be to perhaps include the High Weald AONB Unit as well, seeing as you fall within this
area. I only suggest this because they may be able to help in the provision of some data required to use for
indicators/objectives.
I can supply you with the contact details of all of the above. When we consult, we generally do it by email –
your best bet is to write a short covering note outlining the start date of the consultation and a deadline
(minimum 5 weeks) and attach your final document. In our experience, they will probably get back to you on
the last day! There is nothing stopping you starting work on the next stage of the SA during this period.
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Hope this is all ok, if you want to discuss further any of the above then by all means get back in touch with
me and I’ll be happy to assist.
Kind regards,

Planning Officer, Planning Policy and Economic Development,
Economic Promotion and Planning, MSDC
Andrew.Marsh@midsussex.gov.uk
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Appendix G

From: Andrew Shaw <Andrew.Shaw@highweald.org>
To: mickbrixey@btinternet.com
Cc: Sally Marsh <s.marsh@highweald.org>; Samantha Nicholas <Samantha.Nicholas@highweald.org>; ~Z Ext
Alma Howell <almah@midsussex.gov.uk>
Sent: Monday, 2 April 2012, 13:11
Subject: RE: enquiry from website

The neighbourhood plan cannot change the level of protection afforded to AONB, which in the
parlance has "the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty" and to which
"great weight" has to be given in planning issues.
Neither do I believe should plans attempt to 'grade' different areas. This has been attempted through
various capacity studies looking at individual sites and 'scoring' them for landscape significance. I
think this is a very difficult and dangerous route to choose. All of the AONB is designated and it all
shares the same status.
The decision and judgement that has to be made is the impact of the loss of AONB land against the
need for and justification of the development - exactly the decision that has been reached at Butchers
and Standgrove fields in Ardingly. Does the great weight given to the AONB mean more than the need
for or justification of new housing? This is a political decision that has to be reached using the
evidence and information available. Sometime that will mean a ruling for or against the AONB - what
is important is that that cost is clear and explicit in the decision making process.
In terms of preparing a neighbourhood plan the AONB isn't necessarily a constraint, and it can help to
inform your decisions through an understanding of character and how development can promote and
support the wider objectives for the conservation and enhancement of natural beauty. The AONB
designation effectively means you have to work a bit harder and ask additional questions as to how
development can go the extra in meeting the aims of the AONB.
Inevitably in Ardingly any development will be on AONB land, so its not about which is the least
important or least damaging but how an understanding of character (historic and landscape
character) can inform and guide the decisions that the neighbourhood has to make, in support of
wider AONB objectives
It is a little difficult at this stage to appreciate how the neighbourhood plan system will work and
deliver these aims, but the Unit would be very happy to come and discuss any aspect of the AONB in
relation to Ardingly, and support the council as appropriate.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss this further
regards
Andrew
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Consultation
T: 01580 879955 High Weald AONB Unit www.highweald.org
Advising on the management of one of England's Finest Landscapes

Parish Housing Needs Survey for Ardingly
Following on from the household survey sent out in March, we now want to look more closely at Ardingly's housing
needs. AirS is carrying out this survey on behalf of Ardingly PC as part of the background to the Neighbourhood
Plan. Your information will be kept confidential and only be reported to the Parish Council in aggregate. Please
th
return this survey to AirS by: 8 June 2012

Is this your main home?

Yes, main Home

1

No, second Home

2

If this is your second home do not complete the rest of the form but please do return it
PART 1 You and your household (the people of a house collectively)
1. How would you describe your home:
House
1
Bungalow
2
Flat/maisonette/apartment/bed-sit
3
Caravan/mobile home/temp. structure
4
Sheltered/retirement housing (social sector) 5 Sheltered/retirement housing (private sector) 6
If ‘Other’, please specify
2. How many bedrooms does your home have?: (Please tick one box only )
One bedroom
1
Two bedrooms
Three bedrooms
3
Four or more bedrooms

2
4

3. What is the tenure of your home? (Please tick one box only )
Owned outright by a household
1
Owned with mortgage by a
member(s)
household member(s)
Shared ownership (part owned/part rented)  3
Rented from a Local Authority
Rented from a Housing Association
5
Rented from a private landlord
Tied to job
7
Other

2
4
6
8

If ‘Other’, please specify
4. How many years have you and your household lived in this parish?

5. Please complete the table to demonstrate the profile of all those living in this property at present.
Age

Gender

Person 1
Person 2
Person 3
Person 4
Person 5
Any others please specify

6. Does your current home need to be adapted to improve its
Yes
accessibility because of the disability of someone in your household?
If ‘yes’ would you need financial assistance to undertake this

Yes

1

1

No

No

2

2
1

Older Peoples Housing – Please complete this section if you consider yourself an older person
To help us identify future needs for older peoples accommodation and services in the Parish please tick
the appropriate box for each question.
7. What is your age?

50 – 59

60 – 69 70 – 79 80 – 89 90 + please specify if you wish…..

8. Is your current home suitable for your circumstances?

Yes  No 

9. If not, why not?
Home too large
Cannot manage garden
Cannot manage stairs/access
Cannot afford repairs/upkeep
Other
If ‘Other’, please specify







10. Would you prefer to remain in your own home?

Yes  No

11. Do you feel you need to move in order to meet your housing needs?

Yes  No 

12. If you expect to move, what type of accommodation do you think you will need? (please tick only one
box)
A home which better meets your needs but is not specially built for older people

House
Apartment
Bungalow
House
Apartment
Bungalow
House
Bungalow
Apartment
House
Bungalow
Apartment

A home which has been specially designed for older people but does not come with
any support services.
A home in a development for older people with some limited support services, (for
example a community alarm service) also known as sheltered housing.
A home in a development for older people with a more extensive range of support
services (for example assistance with bathing, meals, access to care staff).
















A Residential or Nursing home.

13. Which 3 reasons listed below will be the most important when you choose your next home?
Close to health services
A home on one level
A home which is easy to maintain
Close to friends and clubs
Cost of Property
Running costs of property

Easy access to public transport
Close to relatives
Easy access to the countryside
Close to support services
Close to shops and leisure facilities
Is within Ardingly Parish
End of older person’s section
2

Part 1A: Local needs housing
14. Do you or does anyone living with you need to move to an affordable or other home within the parish
now or in the coming years? (please tick)
Housing type
Affordable
Other (open market)

Yes within 5 years

Yes, in 5 or more years

No

15. Has anyone from your family moved away from the parish in the last 5 years, due to difficulties in
finding an affordable or other home locally? Affordable / Other (please state…………………………)
Yes

1

No

2

If you answered ‘Yes’ to question 11 and the family members wish to move back to the parish,
please complete part 2 of this form on their behalf.
If you are in need of affordable housing and you are looking to remain within the parish then
please complete Part 2 of this questionnaire, which collects information on your housing needs.
Please be assured that this questionnaire is completely confidential
PART 2

IF YOU OR SOMEONE IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD IS IN NEED OF AFFORDABLE
There is a glossary of key terms at the end of the survey form
HOUSING PLEASE GO ON TO COMPLETE THIS PART (PART 2) OF THE
PART 2- AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS –
QUESTIONNAIRE
If you know of other households in need who have not received a copy of this survey (e.g. those currently
living outside of the parish) then please contact us for another form (contact details on page 7).
Please also answer all questions even though you answered some of them in Part 1
Please indicate on whose behalf you are completing part 2:
Relationship to you

age gender

Is this a
member of
your own
household?

Is this
person a
*concealed
household?

Household 1: you
Household 2: other
Household 3: other
*A concealed household is a newly forming household, for example adult children or other family
members in need of independent accommodation.
If you are in housing need please complete your details in the boxes labelled household 1 (H1). If you are
referring to a concealed household please refer to them as household 2 (H2) or household 3 (H3)
throughout this survey.
Please ensure that when you complete part 2 you are referring to all households outlined above and tick all
of the boxes that apply in each of the questions 1 – 13 below.
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1. Where do those requiring accommodation live?
Together as a household within this parish
Within another household in this parish
Outside the parish
Living with parents

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3

2. When do those requiring accommodation need to move from this household?
Within the next 2 years
Between 2 to 5 years from now
In 5 or more years
3. What is the current tenure of the household / households in need?
Owned (outright / with a mortgage – please specify )
Part bought/part rented under shared ownership arrangement
Renting from a private landlord
Provided with job (e.g. Tied)
Renting from a Housing Association
Living with parents

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3

4. Which tenure would you / they prefer? (Please tick one only box for each household )
Renting from Housing Association
H1 H2 H3
Shared Ownership*
H1 H2 H3
Buying on the open market
H1 H2 H3
Renting from a private landlord
H1 H2 H3
* Government scheme which enables people to buy a share in a newly built property
5. Are you / they on the Local Authority or Housing Association register or waiting list?
Yes
H1 H2 H3
No
H1 H2 H3
6. What type of accommodation would meet your / their needs? (Tick one box only )
House
H1 H2 H3
Bungalow
H1 H2 H3
Flat/maisonette/apartment
H1 H2 H3
Sheltered
H1 H2 H3
Retirement
H1 H2 H3
Other
H1 H2 H3
If ‘Other’, please specify
7. Do any of the households require any of the following?
Accommodation on the ground floor
Sheltered housing with support services* provided
Other housing with support services*
Residential care provided
Other
If ‘Other’, please specify

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3

*Practical support and advice such as warden assisted housing or telecare schemes
4

8. Has your current home been adapted to improve accessibility * because of the disability of
someone in your household?
Yes
H1 H2 H3
No
H1 H2 H3
* Layout and design suitable for any member requiring adapted accommodation, e.g. wheelchair access
9. What is your/their main reason for needing to move? (Please tick one box only: each household )
Need larger home
H1 H2 H3
Need smaller home - present home is difficult to manage
H1 H2 H3
Need a more manageable home
H1 H2 H3
Need to set-up independent home
H1 H2 H3
Need adapted home
H1 H2 H3
Need cheaper home
H1 H2 H3
Need to be closer to employer
H1 H2 H3
Need to be closer to a carer or dependant, to give or receive support
H1 H2 H3
Need to be closer to/have access to public transport
H1 H2 H3
Need to avoid harassment
H1 H2 H3
Need secure home
H1 H2 H3
Need to change tenure
H1 H2 H3
Other
H1 H2 H3
If ‘Other’, please specify
10. What type of household are you / they? (Please tick all boxes that apply)
One person household
H1 H2 H3
Couple
H1 H2 H3
Older person household
H1 H2 H3
Family with children – please specify (circle) number of children: 1 2 3 4 5 H1 H2 H3
Single parent family
H1 H2 H3
Other
H1 H2 H3
If ‘Other’, please specify
11. As it is important to assess income levels when planning affordable rented or shared
ownership schemes, please indicate the current GROSS annual household income of the
household(s) in need. Couples should indicate a joint income figure. Please note that this
information is confidential and should be estimated for each household.
Annual Income:
Less than £9,999
£10,000 - £17,999
£18,000 - £24,999
£25,000 - £29,999
£30,000 - £34,999
£35,000 - £39, 999
£40,000 + please specify approximate amount: H1………………
: H2………………
: H3………………

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
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12. Do you / they have savings or other equity which could be used to contribute towards a mortgage?
(Please tick all boxes that apply)
No Savings
H1 H2 H3
Under £3,000
H1 H2 H3
£3,001- £,5000
H1 H2 H3
£5,001 - £10,000
H1 H2 H3
Over £10,000 - Please specify approximate amount: H 1………………
: H 2……………...
: H 3………………
13. What is your / their local connection to the parish?
Currently live in the parish
Used to live in the parish
Relative living in the parish
Work in the parish full time
Work in the parish part time
Voluntary work in the parish
Other: please state…………………………………
14. Where would you or the newly forming household prefer to live?
Within Ardingly parish
Another rural settlement
Hayward Heath / Burgess Hill / East Grinstead
Outside the district

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3

H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3
H1 H2 H3

15. Any other comments?
Please use the space below to provide any further information which might help to clarify the information
you have provided in this form
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THIS INFORMATION WILL BE TREATED IN THE STRICTEST CONFIDENCE
Your personal details will not be given to any 3rd party
If this survey shows that there is a need for affordable(social) housing for local people, we may
need to get back in contact with you as we work with the Local Authority and Housing
Association(s) to deliver the homes needed. Therefore, it would be helpful to us if you include
your name and address below:
Name
Address
Postcode
Telephone (incl. national dialling code)
Email

Is your household currently on the District Council Housing Register?
(It is vital that you register with the District Council Housing Register if you wish to be considered for an
offer of affordable housing)
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. The results of this survey will be available in
the coming months, and will help the parish to decide on its future plans.
Please be assured that this questionnaire is completely confidential and only the combined results
will be made available to the parish and district councils to help with preparations of the
Neighbourhood plan
Details of Local Rural Housing Enabler:
Tom Warder, Action in rural Sussex, Sussex House,212 High Street, Lewes, East Sussex, BN7 2NH
01273 407302, tom.warder@ruralsussex.org.uk

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire
Glossary of Key Terms
Affordable housing = social housing or shared ownership housing
- lower cost housing for rent or shared ownership, from a housing association, to meet the , to meet the needs of
people who cannot afford accommodation through the open or low cost market, or subsidised housing.
Concealed Households - a concealed household is a newly forming household, for example adult children or other
family members in need of independent accommodation
Housing Association - independent not-for-profit bodies that provide affordable housing for rent and shared
ownership for people in housing need on behalf of the mid Sussex district council
Shared Ownership - government scheme which enables people to part rent/part buy a newly built property
Sheltered Housing - a term covering a wide range of rented housing for the elderly, disabled or other vulnerable
people. These schemes are distinct from a nursing home or care home in that the tenants are usually able to look
after themselves, are active and are afforded a degree of independence.
Social Housing - housing that is let at low rents and on a secure basis to people in housing need. In
Mid sussex this is provided by housing associations on behalf of the district council
Support Services - mainly provided by local authorities, housing associations and voluntary sector organisations.
They help a wide range of people to live independently in the community, by providing practical support and advice.
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Appendix I

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN OPEN DAYS
Friday 22 June 2012, 5.30 to 9pm, 17 attendees
Saturday 23 June 2012, 9 to 12 am, 40 attendees
FEEDBACK FORM RESPONSES:
QUESTION 1: IS THERE ANY FURTHER INFORMATION YOU REQUIRE?
1. Regular updates like this thank you
2. Is there any way the SEAS can be “persuaded” to be more helpful with development?
3. I was very happy with the information. Many thanks for all the work that you do.
4. What will be the impact on the plan(s) of the outcome of the BF / SF appeals appeals. – What is the
baseline for Ardingly’s contribution to building commitment.
5. Not at the moment
6. Not at this time thank you
7. No development
8. No development thanks
9. Who would have responsibility for allocating any monies received from development. Parish or
District?
10. Not at the moment
11. No
12. (a) If “additional classroom” is a target, given the current situation with West Sussex Council funds
(negative equity) how can the PC anticipate contribution of school when it may be amalgamated into
an academy? Who has been in touch with West Sussex council and what up to date information do
we possess about the short / mid and long term plans of the education authority.
(b) What are the up to date numbers of need for housing in Ardingly?
(c) The questionnaire was, I felt, slanted to encourage people to say they had a need for housing in
Ardingly. Realistically how many could afford to live here even if they were allocated housing – has a
financial sustainability survey been carried out – is all very well to wish / want – is it sustainable?
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QUESTION 2: DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ABOUT THE INFORMATION YOU HAVE SEEN?
1. Really useful to understand what is happening in the village. Very well constructed and easy to
read / understand the points raised. That’s what Ardingly is all about.
2. Thanks to all for the great effort.
3. It is obvious more housing is needed in Ardingly and the sooner it happens the better, these
planning consultations take too long I think.
4. All too vague. To open to interpretation.
5. Well presented
6. No further development
7. Very clear and useful. Thank you for all your hard work.
8. Very well displayed. Thank you for all your hard work.
9. No
10. Slowly more information is emerging but it hardly adds clarity (not your fault). Well displayed,
however, thank you.

OPEN DAY Monday 12 Nov 2012
9 to 10am: 14 attended, 4 to 6pm: 23 attended

FEEDBACK FORM RESPONSES
Q1. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ABOUT THE INFORMATION YOU HAVE SEEN?
1. Informative
2. Thanks for the effort, some worrying aspect clarified. Constraints on who may live in affordable housing
seems the main issue.
3. It is helpful to have an overview (landscape) of surroundings. There still appears to be an emphasis on
what will happen rather than what may happen.
4. More about demographics
5. Good and informative.
6. Very well set out.
7. Good to see results of studies.
Q2. IS THERE ANY FURTHER INFORMATION YOU REQUIRE?
1. Interaction between the N Plan and the pre existing applications may need to be clarified.
2. More about employment in the village and number of commuters.
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3. What role will the Show ground play in the future?
4. More detail on next steps and timetable.
Q3. ARE THERE ANY POLICIES THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE INCORPORATED INTO OUR
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN?
1. The village will die if there is no development. We support the proposals for the new houses south of
‘Lodgelands’ (although it’s south of the building line).
2. To adhere to government guidelines on the AONB. Feel the Standgrove site would be less obtrusive.
3. Recent government pronouncements on the link between development and affordable housing seem
relevant. Are they?
4. That the needs of the village are addressed eg a scout/ cub hut = no, a community resource= yes. There is
no entitlement to housing in Ardingly village. Links with similar villages to form a consortium. Visit from
local MP- where is he? At very least correspondence from him so he is aware of situation/progress?
5. Small business centre
6. I feel low cost housing needs integrating into other areas, otherwise problem areas can develop.
7. My preferred site would be the ‘College one’.
8. Identify a site for allotments.
Strong policies to protect biodiversity, wildlife corridors and important views.
Q4. WOULD YOU LIKE TO HELP DEVELOP THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN? IF SO, PLEASE LEAVE YOUR
CONTACT DETAILS BELOW.
Six residents provided their contact details
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Appendix J

Young People’s consultation, Oct 2012
Two focus groups took place in October 2012 with members of Ardingly Youth Club and other young
people, to discuss issues of interest to them. The views expressed built upon the youth questionnaire sent
to all households in the parish in March 2009 as part of preparation of the Ardingly Village Plan (a
community led plan).
Questions for discussion:
- What do you like about Ardingly?
- What do you not like, what would you like?
- Choice of sites and other issues
Responses
Like: -that they know lots of people and have friends on school bus in the morning; Post Office/
newsagent/sweet shop in High Street
Don’t like: -that it’s boring, there’s nothing to do.
-No buses in evenings or weekends so we can’t get to Haywards Heath or Crawley.
-Nowhere to meet up with friends except on Thursdays.
-No supermarkets or cinema.
-Younger children get bullied by family that moved from Haywards Heath.
Choice of sites: -need to have a range of sizes, with a mixture of big and small houses.
-all houses must have some gardens and outdoor play space (at Hett Close they have put up a sign
saying ‘no ball games’)
-don’t cram houses together
-need to have some houses that aren’t too expensive
-Would be good to have more shops
-Would there be more buses if we have more houses in Ardingly?
Summary of responses from 2010 Village Plan youth consultation
58% expressed interest in joining a youth club and 63% thought there is a need for an indoor meeting place
for young people. There was also interest in film nights, sports coaching, cookery and music. 75% thought a
youth council would be a good idea and 71% felt a youth page on the village website would be useful. St
Peter’s Church CYFA group’s top three requests were for a youth club, skate park and youth shelter. They
also drew attention to the need for a safe crossing in the High Street, speed bumps in College Road and
better public transport.
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Appendix K

ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL
Parish Clerk: Louise Meehan
Ardingly

c/o The Post Office 37 High Street
West Sussex RH17 6TB
Tel: 01444-226209 Email: ardinglypc@hotmail.co.uk

th

30 October 2012
I am writing to request your input as a local business into the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan which the Parish Council is
in the process of developing. Neighbourhood planning is a new way for communities to decide the future of the places
where they live and work.
Ardingly Parish Council has established a committee with co-opted local residents to lead the development of the
Neighbourhood Plan. The District Council has approved the designation of the Plan area, and the Government has
awarded funding of £20,000 towards the project.
The Neighbourhood Plan Committee has commissioned studies including a Landscape Assessment, Housing Needs
Survey and household survey. This information is available on the Parish website at www.ardingly.org; we have also
th
held a series of open days. The next and final open day for this stage of the Plan will be held on Monday 12 November
at 9am-10am and 4.30pm-6pm at the St Peter’s Church Centre in Street Lane. I enclose a flyer for the consultation
which you may like to use to promote this event to your staff and customers.
The next stage is to collect further ideas from the community and start to compile policies. In the future Ardingly will
need more housing and the Local Planning Authority will be seeking sites in the village for development. The advantage
of having a Neighbourhood Plan is that if it is created and approved by the local community, it can be used to guide how
many new houses the village can accept in the future and protect the neighbourhood from development that it does
not want.
It is important that local businesses and organisations have the opportunity to participate. I am therefore writing to ask
for your feedback on the following key questions:
•
•
•

Is there anything you would like to see in the Neighbourhood Plan that would help with the development of
your business?
Do you have any land that you would like to put forward that would be suitable for a small (up to eight
dwellings) housing development?
Do you have a site that you might like to put forward as a Rural Exception site (a site that could be considered
for affordable housing for people with local connections)?

•
th
Please send your comments by return email by Friday 16 November. Thank you for taking the time to contribute.
Should you have any questions about the Neighbourhood Plan please do not hesitate to get in touch. I look forward to
hearing from you.
Yours sincerely,

Louise Meehan
Clerk to Ardingly Parish Council
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Appendix L
Ardingly Parish Council

Planning applications for housing development: November 2011
Two planning applications have been submitted to Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) for residential
development, one at Butcher’s Field to the south of Street Lane and one at Standgrove Field to the north of
Standgrove Place.
Summary
 The Parish Council has been consulted on the applications, as one of a number of consultees.
 The applications are in both cases “outline applications” that seek to establish the principle of
residential development on the relevant sites. If planning consent is granted, in order to implement
the scheme, detailed planning applications will have to be submitted that will detail the precise
number of houses and design of houses. The developers are NOT seeking approval of the designs that
have been shown at the public consultations.
 The proposal at Butcher’s Field is an outline planning application for 35 dwellings, land for a new scout
hut with associated new access, landscaping and parking. The site is owned by a villager, Mr Ivan
Yeatman.
 The proposal at Standgrove Field is an outline planning application for residential development
comprising 37 residential dwellings including access roads, associated infrastructure, landscaping, and
provision of 74 car parking spaces. The site is owned by Ardingly College.
 Butcher’s Field application has been validated and is now undergoing consideration by MSDC;
Standgrove Field has not yet been validated but is expected to be so within the next 2 weeks.

Affordable Housing
 Both planning applications include 40% ‘affordable’ housing i.e. approximately 14 affordable houses at
Butcher’s Field and approximately 15 at Standgrove Field. The affordable housing is made up of
housing association properties for rent plus a proportion for shared ownership.
 The Parish Council believes that, due to legislation currently in process, the amount of affordable
housing may well come down to 30% of the total housing (i.e. approximately 10 dwellings at Butcher’s
Field and 11 dwellings at Standgrove Field).
 Previous surveys and current information from MSDC indicate that there is a need for affordable
housing in the village.
 On first letting, the social housing would be offered to people on the Common Housing Register who
have a “local connection” with Ardingly. A “local connection” is defined as someone living in the
parish; OR having close family members living in the parish; OR working in the parish.
 The District Council retains nomination rights for all affordable homes. Neither the current owners of
these sites nor the developers of new housing have any influence over the allocation of the affordable
homes.
Planning Background
 The Rural Issues Background Paper, published by MSDC in 2009, identified Ardingly as a village suitable
for around 25 to 30 new houses to be built by 2026. The Parish Council, in consultation with the
village, supported this scale of growth.
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 The current planning applications have come forward outside the Development Plan process. The sites
are not allocated for development and lie outside the built up area boundary. Ardingly lies within the
designated High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty where the primary aim is the conservation
of natural beauty.
 The new District Plan, which has recently been published by MSDC for public consultation but has not
yet become law, proposes that future housing in villages should be identified in Neighbourhood Plans
that are drawn up by local communities.
 Under current legislation, where sites have been turned down by MSDC but were then appealed, the
Planning Inspectorate has cited in some cases that because MSDC cannot demonstrate sufficient land
supply under the 2004 SE Regional Plan there is a presumption in favour of development, unless there
are good reasons, for example on environmental grounds, why a site should not be developed.
 It is anticipated that the 2004 SE Regional Plan will be repealed in Spring 2012.
 The new District Plan identifies a lower number of houses that will be required in Mid Sussex by 2030
as opposed to the outgoing SE Regional Plan.
What happens next?
 The Parish Council will form an opinion on these two proposals and send this response to MSDC.
 Based on all the information received from all parties, MSDC will then decide whether or not to grant
planning consent on these two sites.
 MSDC could take any of the following four options:
o Refuse outline planning consent on both sites
o Approve both sites
o Approve Butchers Field
o Approve Standgrove Field
How to respond?
If you wish to have your views on either of these sites considered, you should write to BOTH:
1. Mid Sussex District Council; AND
2. Ardingly Parish Council
Ardingly Parish Council will NOT be forwarding comments it receives to Mid Sussex District Council, therefore
it is important that you write to both.
Write to Ardingly Parish Council
 You can send an e-mail to annerumble@msn.com; OR
 You can write a letter addressed to Anne Rumble, The Parish Clerk, c/o The Post Office, 37 High Street,
Ardingly, West Sussex, RH17 6TB; OR
 You can fill in the form on the attached page and drop it in a collection box. Collection boxes will be at
St Peter’s Primary School, The Post Office and Fellows Bakery.
 You should do this by MONDAY 28TH NOVEMBER 2011
Write to Mid Sussex District Council:
 In respect of Butcher’s Field, write to Steven Ashdown, Planning Department, Mid Sussex District
Council, Haywards Heath, RH16 1SS quoting reference 11/03383/OUT; OR
 Go to http://pa.midsussex.gov.uk/online-applications/, search for the Butcher’s Field and lodge your
comments directly in the portal.
 You should do this by FRIDAY 9TH DECEMBER 2011
 In respect of Standgrove Field, write to Kirsten King, , Planning Department, Mid Sussex District
Council, Haywards Heath, RH16 1SS quoting reference 11/03417/OUT
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 Go to http://pa.midsussex.gov.uk/online-applications/, search for Standgrove Field and lodge your
comments directly in the portal.
 ONLY SUBMIT COMMENTS ONCE THE APPLICATION HAS BEEN VALIDATED. The closing date will be
announced at that time.
IT IS IMPERATIVE THAT IF YOU HAVE A VIEW ON THESE PROPOSALS, YOU INFORM MID SUSSEX DISTRICT
COUNCIL. COMMENTS SENT TO THE ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED BY MSDC.

Ardingly Parish Council
Feedback Form for Ardingly Parish Council
Please return this to St Peter’s School, Post Office or Fellows Bakery by Monday 28th November
Each Ardingly resident may express their views; please feel free to photocopy this form.
Data Protection Act
The information recorded on this questionnaire will be used only for Parish Council information purposes to
analyse the responses received. Your personal details will not be passed on to any other organisations nor
will they be made public.
Name:
Address:

Please let us know if you have any views about the proposed development at Butchers Field:

Please let us know if you have any views about the proposed development at Standgrove Field

PLEASE NOTE THAT THIS INFORMATION IS FOR ARDINGLY PARISH COUNCIL; YOU SHOULD ALSO
CONSIDER SENDING COMMENTS TO MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL
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Appendix M

Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan

Do you have plans for your land?
The Parish Council is preparing a Neighbourhood Plan which will guide the future of the village and the wider
parish over the next 20 years. For this reason, the Parish Council is keen to be in touch with landowners to
establish their plans for their land over this period.
There may be a need to accommodate some new development over the Plan period and the Parish Council
would like your help in providing information on sites in the parish which you own. All sites put forward by
landowners for potential development will be assessed by the Parish Council to determine whether or not to
allocate them in the Neighbourhood Plan.
Please be aware that the submitted details cannot be treated as confidential.
If you have previously sent Mid Sussex District Council details of your site there is no need to submit the
details again.
Please get in touch to discuss your plans for your land. As the Parish Council is aiming to progress the
Neighbourhood Plan over the next few months and publish a consultative draft Plan in Spring 2013, it would
be helpful if you could be in touch by 7 December 2012



by email to: ardinglypc@hotmail.co.uk
by post to:
The Clerk
Ardingly Parish Council
c/o Post Office 37 High Street
Ardingly
West Sussex RH17 6TB
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Appendix N
‘A vision for Ardingly in 2031’ : Summary of responses
The report is rather detached and materially based. We need something about community cohesion and
volunteering, something to do with communication of what needs to be done linked to a culture of drawing
on the resident’s skills to deliver it so that it spreads the load, and gains buy in from the community.
It does capture the spirit and beyond of the majority who let their voice be known. Also there is
environmental sustainability, which is sort of there - in local wildlife terms - but sustainability in this
document specifically relates to economic and community factors. Therefore environment is a second tier
impact on decision making. Is that intended?
Village character: Does Character trump everything else? What about a modern design, with 'outstanding
design quality' not in the conservation zone and excellent environmental credentials? How's that sit with
section 4 on new homes and extension? Just a thought exercise! Again it comes down to how will the
decision be made and one can argue both ways.
I’d love to see how the improvement of energy efficiency for older buildings work through the system.
Could we have a move toward a culture of reduced car ownership to reduce parking pressure on community
spaces and pavements whilst increasing more community friendly environments.
No views on the colossal loss of commercial property within the village? Would recommercialisation of
residential properties be welcomed?
Currently only a smallish proportion of parents drive to St Peter's, it's the parking and not the traffic that
makes it a real problem. It reads as though most drive, is this para intended to stop this becoming the case?
Not sure how you would deal with Ardinlgy College which does bring a lot of traffic through the village which
probably results in more traffic? Quality pre-school level teaching needs to be supported in there
complementing the child care element.
I think the village needs a mindset change which doesn't come across in material provision. We need
something on volunteering as a means of community integration. Something about intergenerational
cohesion would be good too. Need to say we should support a flourishing faith community. You'd be
surprised at how much stopped if it wasn't there.
Community Buildings aren't in here and they should be. Something about providing a coherent range of
meeting places and facilities. Do we want people from outside to be sharing the costs by coming to use our
facilities? Will we be encouraging it?
Security: Can we move it beyond concern for people's material wealth and include for people themselves.
Do the latter, and the former will look after itself.
This is quite an isolated picture, based on what we can control and a need for a reduction in travel. Internet
and public transport are here. Is there more to this about how the world engages with us and how we fit
into bigger structures. The document is massively positive and a great rallying call. It does leave me with a
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lot of questions, most of which start, how? But that I suppose is the next stage. Hope this helps and I
consider myself consulted!
Affordable housing is needed, people that oppose housing frequently live in houses that were allowed by
the previous generation, less selfishness and more generosity of spirit is needed.
Although we have meeting halls (Hapstead and pavilion) perhaps we need an indoor venue for games,
perhaps all youth groups could join together, what has happened to the rather ’tired’ scout hut? Support for
local businesses could be pump primed by the parish council, eg an open discussion or exhibition in the Hall.
How about late night shopping in the village in the approach to Christmas, pubs could do a happy hour. Good
luck.
There is no mention of the Parish Council’s future- the present trend seems to be to give them more power
so might this need an office- on the green at Oaklands! I was born in Ardingly some 92 years ago when the
population was under 1000, a tight knit community where everyone knew everybody. Only the gentry knew
Ardingly, but because of the train coming to Ardingly and the men going to enlist in the 1914/18 war the
world was slowly opening up to the man in the street. This was further emphasised by the telephone, the
first bus through Ardingly in 1927, the innovation of wireless and gradually more cars taking to the road.
However the major change to Ardingly came after the 1939/45 war when building took place bringing the
now population to the 1800 mark.
My view on ’A vision for Ardingly in 2031’ is that this is a broad brush picture with little detail. It suggests
‘with everyone playing a role’- I doubt it. At present 50% of residents play no part in village life, other than
paying the council tax.
Are new houses to be built outside the present built up area in a green field desecrating the landscape that
we so want to keep? New houses will result in increase in number of school children, the school could only
cope with such an increase by the removal of the scout hut to provide site for an extension. This could be
found within the built up area.
Regarding public transport- will the Bluebell Railway run to Haywards Heath? A safe cycling route seems
technically impractical and financially prohibitive.
Many of the points revolve around the idea that Ardingly will become a self- supporting community which I
cannot believe, in 1920 yes, in 2031 no.
Affordable housing is needed, people that oppose housing frequently live in houses that were allowed by the
previous generation, less selfishness and more generosity of spirit is needed. Although we have meeting halls
(Hapstead and pavilion) perhaps we need an indoor venue for games, perhaps all youth groups could join
together, what has happened to the rather ’tired’ scout hut? Support for local businesses could be pump
primed by the parish council, eg an open discussion or exhibition in the Hall. How about late night shopping
in the village in the approach to Christmas, pubs could do a happy hour. Good luck.
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Appendix O
Notes of Focus group event: objectives and policy direction
Hapstead Hall

12th Jan 2013

Discussion on Housing
1. ISSUES


There was a strong feeling among the group that the main issue was the provision of affordable
housing for local needs, and that if a rural exception site could not be found, then the element of
affordable housing in any commercial development should be reserved for local needs in perpetuity.



It was noted that the draft District Plan proposed that developments of as few as 4 units should
include the statutory 30% of affordable housing. It was felt therefore that the probable target of 1630 units over the period up to 2031 would be best met across a number of small sites of [say] <8
units. It was noted that the site behind Britton House would probably accommodate 6 units.



It was felt that there was a need for smaller houses [ <3 bedrooms] as there was an adequate supply
of larger “executive” houses, and the number of smaller units had decreased over recent years as
houses were adapted/extended. It was felt that there should be a policy to ensure that the number
of smaller units was not reduced further.



It was considered important that all development, including smaller units and affordable housing,
should be to high design standards, compatible with the village characteristics of appearance and
materials.



The provision of off-street parking was essential to prevent further clogging of on-street and public
parking. Each unit should have not less than 2 off street parking spaces, and planning regulations
should prevent the reduction of such spaces[ for example the conversion of garages].



There was considerable debate on potential sites, with the potential of Gowers Pit and the
Recreation Ground [as a land swap] – both in PC ownership- being raised.



Although it was recognised as an issue outside the Neighbourhood Plan, the question of the
management of the existing affordable housing stock was raised. It was felt that insufficient notice
was taken of local needs when allocating vacant property, and that if the local housing waiting list
was given priority then the local need might be met without the need to expand the stock of
affordable housing. It was felt that the PC should discuss this issue with the Housing Association,
particularly since some recent allocations were felt to be inappropriate [e.g. a young single mother
without private transport, whose close family is in Burgess Hill].

2. WORDING POLICIES
The group did not draft a policy, but urged the NP Committee to pursue the issue of affordable housing being
reserved for local need, and also the issue of design, type and mix. It was noted that DP27 in the draft District
Plan encourages NPs to develop specific policies in these areas, and the group proposed that such a policy
should form part of the Neighbourhood Plan.
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Discussion on infrastructure
Janice Tan led our group which was discussing Infrastructure as related to the Neighbourhood Plan.
This group : John Crutchley, Sally Crutchley, Beverly Rosling, Pauline, Ceri Sansom, Mr Pearson, Hilary Smith,
Martin Angus, Sue Karle, Don Walker.
TRAFFIC: The 2011 Village Plan survey identified this as the subject of most concern to the village. This
affects all roads and almost every part of the Village.The Safer Route Scheme at WSCC is involved as well as
March 2012 Traffic surveys. Don Walker said that Consultants have been appointed by the PC to look at this.
They will be looking at all aspects of speed, parking and pedestrian safety. They are due to report in July. The
feeling expressed by Mr Pearson was that the traffic needed to be made more user friendly and slowed down
to make everyone feel safer than they do at present.
Martin Angus stated that walking or cycling to Haywards Heath was not an option at the moment as it was
just too dangerous. He would like to see the small footpath over land belonging to SE Water reinstated. This
had provided a safe path for walkers or cyclists to Haywards Heath until it was turned down at a public
enquiry, although it had been in use for over 20 years by members of the public. Tim Forbes led the appeal,
but was not supported at the time by the PC.
Safer routes to school were mentioned by Ceri Sansom. The College has its traffic lights but there is nothing
for the primary school or for children crossing to access the bus stop.
ALLOTMENTS: The whole group expressed an interest in Allotments and an Orchard being made available to
the Village. Ceri Sansom and Hilary Smith were particularly keen that land should be found for this. Don
Walker said that there seems to be no land forthcoming at present. Land in this area is worth too much.
PUBLIC TRANSPORT: The Village Plan Survey highlighted the fact that public transport was dire in Ardingly.
Mr Pearson said that while there were buses to take children at school times there was not much in
between. It would be difficult to get to the doctor’s surgery in Lindfield and back again in a reasonable time
scale. Perhaps a community bus would be the answer.
LOCAL BUSINESSES: Don Walker said that at present there appeared to be no interaction between local
businesses. Establishing a local networking scheme might help. They were all so different. But would
networking locally make any difference to them?
YOUTH ACTIVITIES: The premises are available at the pavilion, which are due to be upgraded, but the
problem lies with finding people to run anything that is set up. They need an organiser. A charity fills the gap
at present but is reliant on grants. The local young need somewhere to meet on an informal basis too. The
group wondered what the usage was of the Pavilion in winter, did it merit an upgrade? Many of the
footballers were not from Ardingly. Don Walker said that it was well below an acceptable standard at present
and something needed to be done.
SENSE OF SAFETY WITHIN THE VILLAGE: Ceri Sansom was concerned that there was a feeling of fear in some
areas of the Village where the street lighting was poor. There was a fear of antisocial behaviour. People
seemed reluctant to walk to walk around after dark. Perhaps if more people were encouraged to do so, they
might all feel safer. Hilary Smith said that many neighbouring villages had opted for no street lighting and
liked it that way, eg. Horsted Keynes. They did not seem to have more problems as a result of this.
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RENEWABLE ENERGIES: The whole group agreed that this was a good thing but were not sure how to
implement this, apart from insisting on provision for including it in all new builds. There are grants available
and perhaps through the NP, the PC could encourage and organise older properties to take advantage of
discounts available for group schemes for installing solar panels and photovoltaic cells. Wakehurst Place has
been thinking of putting up a wind turbine, which the group agreed was a good thing, but we imagined that
there might be considerable opposition.
SUPPORT FOR VILLAGE SHOPS AND SERVICES: The group felt that the existing local shops were well used,
but that the majority of people did their main shopping in Haywards Heath for all the obvious reasons. It was
suggested that it should perhaps be easier to change a part of some residential properties into small business
premises as long as it did not affect the neighbours.
ADDITIONAL SPACE FOR PRIMARY SCHOOL NEEDED: Ceri Sanson and Beverly Rosling said that the primary
school lacks its own green space for sports and play. At present they use part of the adjacent showground
for this. Lack of appropriate space is a big issue, but with a fluctuating school population it is difficult to plan.
They also need a new classroom. Parking is an ongoing problem.
COMMUNITY VALUE OF PUBLIC MEETING PLACES: Hapstead Hall, the Church Centre and the British Legion
are all well used and appreciated. The group felt that it would be good to set up a community hub, perhaps
in one of these, with a medical centre and a centre for computers that could be used by villagers who did not
have access at present.
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY: If this were to be available, there needs to be a list of priorities that it
would be used for.
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN: Once agreed it will to some extent, be set in stone, so it is important to form our
policies extremely carefully.
POLICIES: We could not develop a policy re infrastructure as most of the issues identified by the group would
be dealt with by other agencies and would not form part of the NP.
Sue Karle
Comments from Janice Tan:
The main threads running through all the discussions are:
Infrastructure issues need to be inter-linked to improve the public realm and community facilities. At
present the management of infrastructure is disjointed. Infrastructure issues need to be coherently
resolved. Better collaboration and partnership working between agencies, WSCC, service providers, MSDC,
landowners, parish council. These issues could be addressed in a Parish Plan.
The group could not identify an infrastructure issue for the formulation of a specific infrastructure policy in
the NP because most of the issues identified would be managed by WSCC or agencies and could be better
dealt by planning tools other than the NP (see completed matrix). However, infrastructure could be affected
by other developments within Ardingly parish and therefore infrastructure issues could feed into certain
policies in the NP such as a housing policy.
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The funds from the Community Infrastructure Levy could be spent to improve the infrastructure of Ardingly
therefore a list of infrastructure priorities should be drawn up. These priorities could also feed into the NP
policies relating to specific types of developments if considered appropriate and relevant.
Janice Tan

Discussion on Environment
Peter Simpson, Roger Harris, Adrian Todd, Sara Frohmader, Alma Howell, Jan Lewis, Anne Kelley, Uwe
Frohmader, plus one other, facilitated by Phil Turner, Planning Aid.
Issues
ALLOTMENTS: There was unanimous agreement by the group that this should be an objective for the
Neighbourhood Plan.
AONB: It was felt that the protection of the AONB designated countryside was an important objective for the
Plan, and the need to protect the distinct rural identity had unanimous support. It was suggested that it
might be possible to combine these two aspects into a single objective.
RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS: It was agreed that this should be supported. It might be possible to
investigate community energy schemes, such as on public buildings and could focus on particular aspects
such as biomass or solar. Any schemes would need to respect the character of the landscape and should be
subject to feasibility.
CONSERVATION AREA: The need to protect the Conservation Area and its setting was agreed. It was
suggested that a joint objective could also include the need to protect and enhance the historic fabric and
environment. Such an objective would support the preparation of a Conservation Appraisal.
WILDLIFE NETWORKS: It was strongly agreed that this was a priority for the Plan. In terms of objectives, it
might be possible to combine with the protection of the AONB landscape and distinct rural identity.
OPPOSITION TO ANY NEW HOUSING: It was noted that this was in conflict with the results of village survey
(page 8). The group considered that this should be rephrased to favour housing development which respects
the character of the village and its landscape setting.
VALUED GREEN SPACE: It was agreed by all that these should be included in the Plan, subject to criteria in
National Planning Policy Framework.
THE NEED TO PROTECT AGRICULTURAL LAND: It was suggested that this was an important aspect of
sustainability. Farmers protect the landscape and the AONB character has been derived from man’s activity
on the land over hundreds of years. PT noted that agricultural activity doesn’t need planning permission. (but
best/most versatile agricultural land is included in Draft District Plan Policy DP8).
REDUNDANT FARM BUILDINGS: Alternative uses would need to take into account the sustainable rural
economy, and viability of diversification. (see the existing policy DP 10 in the District Plan which sets
priorities for farm buildings and diversification). Would it be possible to add to that strategic policy? e.g. to
give priority to land based workers and affordable housing. (Policy DP 11 would allow homes in the
countryside for essential rural workers. Could the meaning of ‘rural workers’ be defined in the
Neighbourhood Plan?)
MAINTENANCE OF ROADS AND FOOTPATHS: It was agreed that this is a matter for the Highway Authority
rather than the Neighbourhood Plan.
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Concluding comments on issues:
-Two of the issues discussed would be more appropriate to the Highway Authority and Parish Action Plan,
-Several key issues could be combined into one objective,
-The NP should produce objective and policy for valued green space,
-Set priorities for diversification of farm buildings,
-Include proposal for Conservation Area Appraisal (also recommended by English Heritage).
Further discussions
Should there be a policy for the Show ground, bearing in mind that the landscape has been altered? Other
landowners such as Balcombe and Paddockhurst estates may have plans for their land holdings.
It was suggested that we should have more proactive policies about commercial development, such as a
policy to encourage local enterprise. We need to think how we can have policies that support the village
community. Criteria were suggested such as:
- use of local services,
-working with local businesses to encourage local business,
-social network between business and community.
A policy was suggested to ensure that businesses remain viable.
There is a wide range of people within the village with many different skills- how do we encourage them to
use their talents? A Community Partnership could be the answer. Most people don’t have time for parish
council, a Community Partnership can help fund community projects, and can be much more dynamic and
inspirational, with less commitment needed.
Concluding comments from Environment group
Many elements in ‘A vision for 2031’ need commercial development. The group felt it was vital to engage
with the major land users and businesses. The Neighbourhood Plan should include policies to influence
commercial development to allow improvements to quality of life and protect the landscape setting.
Suggestions included a ‘coopertition’ association of local businesses, a masterplan for major businesses, or
an area action plan for each main campus of activity.
PT/ SC revised 22Jan2013

Analysis of feedback forms
What did you enjoy about the event and why?





Interesting ideas, thinking outside the box, meeting others, hearing other views, fab cakes!
Meeting other people from the village, excellent bakewell tart, well researched background material
Chance to hear other people’s views. Really good debate and thoughtful discussion
It was a good chance in an informal setting, with not too many people, to discuss issues concerning
the village that matter to each of us.
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Meeting people and hearing their ideas
Meeting other people concerned about how the village will develop
Good to understand what the Plan is all about, able to discuss issues in depth
Meeting others in the community
Meeting people and hearing their views and what is important. Well researched background
material.
Exploring ideas, looking forward to future opportunities
Yes, very informative
Sharing views/ideas/priorities, exchanging new ideas
Great source of community and positive thinking
Hearing variety of views
Very informative and interesting
The exchange of views was very helpful

Could it have been improved and how?













More time – 7 comments
Less ambitious objectives
I would have liked to have a pre meeting information evening to hear what we would be doing and
be sent away with information to read
Better preparation, I did not understand it would be a workshop.
More time or less tasks
I think we could have gone on for another hour. There was a slight time constraint.
Less ambitious
Circulating papers by email prior to the meeting so could digest in advance
Programme- are more meetings scheduled, if so, when?
Better awareness of general process/context into which this feeds
It was a good starting point to understand the issues involved
I wasn’t entirely clear what we were meant to do with the policy so we ended up exchanging views
and ideas

How would you rate:

poor

satisfactory

-organisation of session
-the information provided

4
1

good

excellent

12

2

3

11

3

-helpfulness of volunteers

3

8

7

-chance to have your say

2

10

6

Would you be interested in attending future events on Neighbourhood Planning issues?
Yes: 17 No: 0

No reply: 1

If yes, which subjects would you be interested in?



Environment
Housing

(4)
(4)
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All
(6)
More information on Community Partnerships
Next steps
Planning
Design
Masterplan
Management of anti social aspect
Transport and traffic (2)
Site locations
School
allotments

If no, please give reason
No response
Do you have any other comments about the session?













Probably attempted too much, unclear of role in overall process
Very well organised, lots of information. Probably too ambitious as we havn’t been involved in this
process before.
Very informative, interesting in a calm atmosphere. Good for networking.
Would have liked more information before the meeting. I felt a bit confused, not about the issues,
but about the process and where our ideas fitted in
Congratulations to everyone involved.
Subject possibly too broad for the limited time available, therefore lacked opportunity to focus on
specific outcome
What happens if the focus group view differs from the village survey?
The facilitator seemed to have all the answers so we question what the value of our input is.
Too ambitious to try to write policy
More time needed although appreciate limits needed.
Inclusion of reps from Ardingly College/Wakehurst/ Show ground?
More focus on key issues needed.
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Appendix P
Consultations and responses on draft Housing Strategy background document
Comments from resident, 27 Feb 2013
I am becoming conscious of how without some sort of overall understanding of the plan how easy it is be
negative on certain aspects. I also always get rather touchy when social housing is equated to scroungers and
idlers.I have known and employed over the years lots of people from Oaklands and Holmans, on the whole
they have been hard working genuine people. Their children either through choice or circumstance have not
been capable of earning the sums of money now required to buy or rent in the private sector in the village. I
believe that for a community to work it should be based on people from different social and economic back
grounds. Who,s to say the work that village stalwarts have done in the village over years is not as important
to the fabric of the village as those that use the village as a dormitory. Keeping the next generation of manual
or lower paid workers out of the village through economic reasons will help destroy what we are trying to
maintain a vibrant village community. I also am quite strongly against infill as a housing strategy, if you are
trying to preserve the village feel, cramming housing into gardens and small plots of land is unless you have
an urban mind set retrograde. Wildlife and people need space to thrive.
Comments from resident and reply from Head of Planning, MSDC, May 2013
Housing development in Ardingly
I am a
resident of Ardingly and I am keen to understand the requirements for the Neighbourhood Plan to include a
preferred site for housing development.
I attended a meeting last night at which the Parish Council and some co opted residents were discussing site
assessments. It was suggested that even though they have not been able to find infill sites to take what I
understand to be the need for 27 units they believed they were under obligation to find a site to put houses
on.
Firstly I do not agree with the conclusions they have drawn from the site assessments they have made and
secondly, as a resident knowing the village well and having read the comments about the setting of Ardingly
and its surrounding landscapes in the Mid Sussex plan, I feel the only conclusion that can be reached is that
there are NO sites.
Could you please clarify what the actual requirements are in terms of identifying a site and what the possible
drawbacks would be the village if it cannot identify a site?
There are 2 proposals awaiting appeal (Standgrove and Butchers field) I was at the meeting at which these
applications were rejected and the grounds on which they were rejected would apply to the site that the
Parish Council seem to have in mind. Thank you in advance for any light you can shed on this matter.
Response from Head of Economic Promotion and Planning, MSDC:
Neighbourhood Plans are an integral part of the wider Mid Sussex District Plan, which is currently published
for final comments prior to be submitted for examination. FurError! Bookmark not defined.ther details can
be seen at http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/8264.htm
The District Plan identifies that the area will need to accommodate 10,600 new homes by 2031. This is based
on the needs of the area and a realistic estimate of economic growth, and is a significant reduction compared
to the 17,100 previously proposed by the South East Plan.
The 10,600 is made up of the following:
522 homes built in 2011/12
4,213 permitted new homes (i.e with planning permission or allocated in adopted Plans)
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3,865 proposed at Burgess Hill and
2,000 proposed to be delivered through Neighbourhood Plans.
In March 2012 we asked all the Town and Parish Councils to give an estimate of how many homes they
thought their areas could contribute to the 2,000 so we could test whether this strategy was deliverable.
Ardingly Parish Council responded as follows:
"We consulted widely in the village on the Rural Issues Background Paper in 2009 and it was accepted at
that time that an expansion of the village envelope to accommodate up to 30 additional houses over the
next twenty years was acceptable in order to meet local needs. We see no reason to change that
assessment. If planning consent is granted for any site outside the built up area where proposals are
pending, our view is that this should replace any other allocation for the Plan period".
Since that time I believe the Parish Council has tested that number by looking at the available data on the
need for affordable homes in the parish, and this supports the figure of approximately 30 homes overall (30%
as affordable). As you are aware there are two outstanding appeals in the parish for a similar number. If
allowed by the Planning Inspectorate, then these homes would count towards the figure for Ardingly.
The reason such appeals have a chance of being successful on unallocated Greenfield sites is because the
National Planning Policy Framework requires Councils to maintain a 5 year housing land supply. Currently this
is still being measured against the South East Plan figure, which is so unsustainably high that the Council can
only demonstrate just over 2 years supply against it. The only way that Mid Sussex can remedy this situation,
and regain control over such developments, is for the District Plan (and its lower housing number) to be
found sound at examination, and for the area to deliver the homes proposed in the Plan.
To achieve this we need all the parishes to produce Neighbourhood Plans that will allocate and deliver the
2,000 homes required. This includes those parishes within the AONB and those that have other constraints
so that the burden (and the benefits) can be spread across Mid Sussex. Only if all the parishes pull together
and proactively plan for the future through Neighbourhood Plans will we be able to protect the area from
speculative, unplanned development.
Head of Economic Promotion and Planning

Observations from resident on draft Housing Strategy background document 26 Feb 2013
I would like to make the following comments on the Housing Strategy Draft Report
1) The report seems to consider a single site is preferable whereas all the advice in Appendix A seems to
point towards multiple small sites so that construction can be staggered over the 20 year period, this also
seems the most sensible option - "small scale incremental growth". I feel there are quite a number of small
potential development sites within, or in close proximity of the built-up area that could be utilized for this
purpose.
2) It seems that of those respondents to the survey requiring affordable housing the vast majority are single
people, as such why are we looking at developments for houses when 1 bedroom flats or starter homes are
what are needed. Looking at the figures a reasonable breakdown on needs suggest 6No 1 Bed flats and 2No
2/3 bed semi detached would provide adequate affordable housing to service that required.
Ardingly as noted on the second page of the report already provides proportionally far more affordable
housing as a % of the total than the average for Mid Sussex, there will always be "a need" that’s what
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happens in a dependency culture (and it can never be met), however I feel that 8No homes to meet a need
over 20 years acceptable.
Why is there no consideration of the repurchase of previously sold ex Council houses (or private homes) and
their return to an affordable home for local people? Surely this could even be a capital purchase by Ardingly
PC with a likely return in excess of the cost of the loan.
Section 7 of the plan it is suggested that we "take into account the economic need" for the area, as I see the
situation there is no *economic need* in Ardingly just people who can’t afford local market prices. This
section also states that "Ardingly`s share" of the District Plan’s further homes should be 27, however as
Ardingly is in the middle of an AONB and not sustainable due to lack of services and local transport it seems
to me that Ardingly`s share should be much lower than a straight forward percentage of the total and
new housing directed towards more sustainable areas.
Section 9 of the report (the wording at the end of the paragraph is incorrect) I would say that future
demographics can’t be foreseen however a modest increase could be accommodated if necessary.
Section 12 of the document seems to suggest that a market scheme of 27 dwellings is the solution, I
would suggest the conclusion seems contrary to all the advice in Appendix A, the Housing Needs Survey and
the reasons for an "allocated share" or future housing. I am sorry but I just don’t see the conclusion following
the logic of the requirements laid out, one or the other is wrong.
RS/26 February 2013
Note of meeting with MSDC to review Housing Strategy background document 1 March 2013
Present: Claire Tester, MSDC
M Brixey, F Rocks, S Chapman Ardingly PC
FR explained approach being taken to identify housing numbers in the NP is that due to Ardingly’s location in
AONB and lack of services, we consider it appropriate that Ardingly should contribute to meeting up to 50%
of the need for affordable housing identified in the Housing Needs Survey. In support of this approach,
evidence from the Common Housing Register, village (household) survey and contribution to MSDP housing
numbers had been taken into account.
FR: Assessing this last aspect had been
criticised by some as suggesting too much housing, and others too little housing should be provided through
the NP.
CT said that Hurstpierpoint and Slaugham NPs have just
used the approach of taking a proportion of the district wide housing requirement and she thought it
appropriate to make reference to it.
FR asked whether the report should also make reference to the
2006 Housing Needs Survey. CT considered that this demonstrates consistency over time, assessing local
need is not a one- off exercise.
MB asked if the NP provides 30 dwellings in people’s gardens, would that provide any affordable
units. CT explained it depended on the size of infill sites, but MSDP only requires affordable units to be
provided on sites of four and above, while in MSLP it’s 15.
[DP28 states ‘on residential developments of 1- 3 dwellings, and in other
circumstances
where on- site provision is not practicable, a commuted payment
towards off- site provision will be
required..’]
Thus although residential
development on small sites would contribute funds towards the wider needs of Mid Sussex, they would not
address local need or local connection.
CT said the MSDP found no correlation
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between household size and housing need. MB commented that those council houses that were sold off in
Ardingly under the right to buy were three bedroom houses. On sites of one to three units, the developer
contribution might be part of one house, and so it could not be allocated to meeting Ardingly’s local need.
CT explained that as the MSDP goes through its stages towards statutory adoption, it will carry increasing
weight. It will carry less weight where there are unresolved objections.
Mention was made of
4 flats for sale next to Baker’s. CT explained that housing associations don’t like to manage flats in a block,
due to maintenance issues. There are certain space standards for affordable units and it might be that the
flats in question do not comply with those standards.
If the NP suggests a market site for 27 in the NP,
CT said that a developer couldn’t argue that that number isn’t viable. All you get is free land from a market
site. The housing assoc has to provide the housing, which MSDC would subsidise. A contribution from site r/o
Britten House could help that. CT suggested reference to RIBP in Housing Strategy report should be
deleted. FR asked about including a reference to the primary school. CT suggested that the NP could have an
aspiration that a larger proportion of pupils should be local.
MB commented that people in social housing work hard. CT added that 50% of people on benefits are
working.
SC asked
if the housing number in MSDP might be increased. CT thought not, although adjoining local authorities are
seeking an increase through duty to cooperate. If MSDC find they have to produce an allocations document,
those parishes that are lagging behind on their NPs will be first on the list. MB asked if progress of NP in
relation to two planning appeals. CT replied that the more advanced the NP, the more that appeal sites can
be defended.
CT: There is a commitment in the District
Plan that CIL will be spent in the location where it is generated. WSCC don’t like it but funds are held by
MSDC. They will consider what impact that development has on the village and community.
MB asked CT to review the NP objectives. She thought they looked appropriate.
CT was
asked to comment informally on consultants. She confirmed she would like to receive a copy of the brief.
CT was thanked
for her time and her most valuable comments.

Consultation Statement Appendix – November 2013

Appendix Q
To members of the Neighbourhood Plan committee, Thursday 25th April 2013
Note of meeting at MSDC offices, 17 April 2013
FR and
SC attended a meeting last week with MSDC councillors and officers, and representatives from the five other
Mid Sussex parishes in the High Weald AONB. Unfortunately at the last moment MB was unable to attend.
Policy dictates that development
should take place outside AONBs and National Parks unless it is justified in order to meet local needs.
The parishes argued that the affordable housing element of market housing schemes should therefore be
restricted to those with a local connection to the parish concerned. MSDC made some acknowledgement of
this position and offered to amend the Housing Allocations Scheme to restrict 50% of new affordable housing
to those with local connection in perpetuity, with the remaining 50% available to meet the wider needs of
Mid Sussex after first letting.
While the parishes were pleased with this
change of policy, all but one wished to see all new affordable dwellings in the Neighbourhood Plan restricted
to those with local connection in perpetuity.
We would like to discuss the MSDC offer of 50% housing in perpetuity at the Neighbourhood Plan meeting
next Tuesday. To give you a little more background detail, the notes that we took to the meeting are
attached for information.
There was also discussion about the recent appeal decision at Black Swan Close Pease Pottage.
Developments allowed on appeal in advance of adoption of the District Plan will not contribute any CIL
(Community Infrastructure Levy) funds to local infrastructure. The parishes urged MSDC to impress upon
MPs and DCLG that Planning Inspectors should give great weight and full support to the Neighbourhood Plan
process.

Affordable housing in High Weald AONB
Note for meeting at MSDC offices, 17 April 2013
National Planning Policy Framework
The NPPF
states in para 54 that Local Planning Authorites should be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing
development to reflect local needs, particularly for affordable housing. Para 115 states that ‘great weight’
should be given to conserving the landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB. The conservation of wildlife and
cultural heritage are also important considerations in these areas.
High Weald AONB
National
policy states that we shouldn’t put anything into the AONB that could be provided somewhere else, but
there are tests for developing in an AONB and one of the tests is for local needs. The 2009 High Weald AONB
Management Plan states that account should be taken of the needs of agriculture, forestry, other rural
industries and of the economic and social needs of local communities. One aspect of this is the local need for
housing.
Mid Sussex District Plan
The
submission MSDP puts the onus on neighbourhood plans to identify the scale and location of new housing,
other than the strategic allocations at Burgess Hill. Given this responsibility, it is appropriate for
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neighbourhood plans to impose restrictions on the occupancy of affordable housing that their communities
consider appropriate.
Policy DP29(28) Affordable Housing
This
policy in the submission District Plan marks a significant shift in direction from the policy on affordable
housing in the Mid Sussex Local Plan. All new housing, including single plots, will now require a contribution
towards the provision of affordable housing in Mid Sussex.
Since 2000, 73 new dwellings
have been built in Ardingly parish, 49 at Hapstead House/ Turnpike Court/ Hett Close. Excluding this
development, 24 unidentified (windfall) homes have been built in last 12 years – approx 2 per annum. We
see no reason why this rate of development should not continue up to 2031, resulting in a significant
contribution from Ardingly and other parishes in the AONB to meeting the wider affordable housing needs of
Mid Sussex. There will be no local connection restriction placed on homes built as a result of these
contributions.
Affinity Sutton homes
At our
meeting with MSDC officers in November, it was reported that Affinity Sutton propose to make only 75% of
affordable housing stock available to meet needs of Mid Sussex. This suggests there is all the more reason for
neighbourhood plans to ensure that all new affordable dwellings are reserved for those in local need going
into the future. We would be remiss in our commitment to contribute to meeting the needs of our
community, in handing over affordable dwellings to Affinity Sutton to meet their aspirations for secure
lettings.
Part of Mid Sussex need
The
needs of those with local connections to the parishes in the AONB, constitute part of the housing need of
Mid Sussex, they are not in addition to it. In villages which lack a full range of services such as public
transport/ doctor/ range of shops, it is not appropriate or sustainable to take growth over and above
local need.
All new affordable
housing should be retained for those with links to the village. The amounts of development envisaged in
AONB villages will not be large, so even more important to fulfil the local need first, both now and in the
future.
Our approach
The
affordable housing element of new housing to be allocated through neighbourhood plans in the AONB
should be subject to a S 106 agreement to restrict occupancy to those with local connections in perpetuity (ie
beyond first letting) and no right to acquire.
1. If no one meets the local connection criteria to be identified in the neighbourhood plan, the dwelling
will be offered to those with a local connection to other parishes in the AONB (or neighbouring
parishes?).
2. 100% nomination rights to MSDC housing authority, community land trust or via community right to
build.
3. This approach will demonstrate MSDC’s commitment to the concept of localism.
4. It will also acknowledge the special character of the High Weald AONB and the great weight that
should be given to conserving its landscape and scenic beauty.
General conformity
Neighbourhood
Plans will need to demonstrate general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan. The
policy approach outlined above goes along with the intention of the strategic policies of the adopted Local
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Plan and proposed submission District Plan. In light of examiners’ reports on recent neighbourhood plans and
guidance from DCLG, we are confident that neighbourhood plans in the AONB that restrict all new affordable
housing to those with local connections will demonstrate that they meet this requirement.
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Appendix R

Mid Sussex District Council

LDF Alert

August 13th 2013
Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation

Ardingly Parish Council is preparing a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning Act 1990, Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, Localism Act 2011 and
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

The Parish Council intends the Plan to establish a vision of the future of the parish and to set out how
that vision will be realised through planning and controlling land use and development change.
Specifically, the Plan proposes how much new housing should be built in the parish up to 2031 and
where this housing should be built. It also contains policies and proposals for other sites and land uses.

The purpose of this ‘Pre-Submission’ version of the Plan and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal is to
consult the local community and statutory authorities on the Plan’s proposed policies, in accordance
with Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

The consultation period commences on 13th August 2013 and ends on 24th September 2013.

The Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability Appraisal can be downloaded in PDF format
from the village website at http://www.ardingly.org/neighbourhood-plan/

Comments should be sent directly to the parish clerk at ardinglypc@hotmail.co.uk
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Appendix T
From: Ardingly Parish Council [mailto:ardinglypc@hotmail.co.uk]
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2013 10:47 AM
To: local District and County Councillors
Subject: Ardingly Public Exhibition 30th/31st August 2013

Dear Councillor
On behalf of Ardingly Parish Council we write to advise you that we are holding a public exhibition
in our village on Friday 30th August from 4 - 8 pm and on Saturday, 31st August from 9 am to 1 pm.

This exhibition is combining the draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation and Traffic Calming
Consultation on Proposals. We hope to encourage residents to come along and view the displays
and share their views on both of these projects. In addition leaflets have been delivered to all
households with response forms on the reverse for residents to complete.
We very much hope that you might find the time to come along and would be delighted to see you.
Councillors and members of the Neighbourhood Plan Committee will be available at the exhibition
on both days.
Kind regards,

Sarah Mamoany
Clerk to Ardingly Parish Council
T: 01444 226 209
www.ardingly.org/parish-council
Postal address: c/o The Post Office, 37 High Street, Ardingly, West Sussex RH17 6TB
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Appendix U
ARDINGLY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
Regulation 14 Schedule of Representations
October 2013
Response Comment
Number

Policy
reference

Action

NP224

Policy 1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development: Agreed

1

NP224

The vision laid out in the Plan is centered entirely round the High Street &
Street Lane. It may well be that historically this was the village, but I think
we should consider the village as it now stands in 2013, extending as it
does to the East and the South.

2

NP36

I am impressed - this pre-submission plan appears to be a comprehensive
appraisal of what this village is, where it has evolved from and most
importantly, where it is going.

2

NP37

and also that the gap between Hapstead and Ardingly has been
recognised as special.

2

NP63

It is inevitable that any housing development capable of satisfying the
identified local housing needs of the Village over the Plan period can only
be accommodated outside the present Village boundaries, ie, in the
ANOB. Virtually all such land was or is part of the ancient assart field
system dating from Norman times, including both Standgrove Field and
Butchers Field. The ANP concedes that any development of Standgrove
Field would be highly visible from College Road and the High Weald
Landscape Trail but does not mention that the proposed Butchers Field
development by comparison enjoys extensive screening by mature trees
along most of the frontage to Street Lane and is screened from the South
by the mature trees along the ridgeline forming the Southern boundary.

2

Butchers Field not assessed as suitable or acceptable as
Stangrove.

NP224

Policy 2: Spatial Plan for the parish: The last line of this policy refers to key
views. The text should be amended to state: ‗– protecting key views of the
surrounding countryside as shown on the Proposals Map.‘ The reason for
this is that the Neighbourhood Plan will be used by development
management staff to assess planning applications. They will not have time
to refer to a map in the Landscape Appraisal to check whether a
proposal might be within the scope of the key views identified in that
report. As this factor is included in the policy it should be shown in the NP
document itself.

2

not possible to define accurately on Map - no change

NP254

Keeping the strategic gap between Hapstead and Ardingly is very
important in order to keep historic features alive and not just in
documents.

2

NP350

Policy 2: A Spatial Plan for the Parish (page 26) Policy 2 directs new
development to within the boundary of the built up area of Ardingly
Village and where development proposals are outside the built up area,
they must be able to demonstrate the exceptional circumstances that
justify their impact on the AONB.

2

NP350

Paragraph 21 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that
―Planning policies should recognise and seek to address potential barriers
to investment, including……any lack of infrastructure, services…….‖.
Although the Parish Council is not the planning authority in relation to
wastewater development proposals, support for essential infrastructure is
required at all levels of the planning system.

2

NP350

Accordingly, Southern Water is unable to support Policy 2 as being sound.
The following proposed wording would make the Policy sound: Should
the need arise, development for essential infrastructure will be supported
in special circumstances, where the benefit outweighs any harm or loss
and it can be demonstrated there are no reasonable alterative sites
available.

2

not necessary - already development plan policy - no change

NP1

I do agree with most of the plan. However, I do not think we need quite
as many houses, it's a lot for the village and school to cope with.

3

NP must plan positively

NP4

Housing development must be limited to retain the character of the
village. Standgrove may be preferable to Butchers Field but I don‘t
support either of these options

3

NP must plan positively

NP5

Standgrove Field is the obvious site for additional housing as it is adjacent
to existing housing and access to the site would be easy. Housing on
Butchers Field is not an option, the road is too narrow and it would
completely ruin the character of the village.

3

NP7

Ardingly needs more houses, although new houses by the College will
increase traffic to and from the primary school. Anyone living by the
College with a car will drive to Haywards Heath, rather than the village to
shop.

3

Page 1 of 51

minor amendments

NP8

The proposals for the development of either Butchers Field or Standgrove
should not be allowed due to the environmental reasons well publicised,
with the large majority of village parishioners against these schemes.
Likewise the 'Sweetshop Field' behind the old Hapstead Garage should
not be considered. Probably the only site which would least affect the
village is the SEAS land north of the Recreation Ground. However, any
development in the Parish cannot be supported by the local
infrastructure, water supply, sewerage disposal, schools, traffic
considerations.

3

NP9

I feel of the sites originally chosen Standgrove Field would be the most
likely to gain approval as Butchers Field opens onto a very narrow lane.
The proposal of smaller units 2 & 3 bedrooms rather than 5 & 6 bedrooms
would help the younger people of the village.

3

NP10

As long as the housing plan is carried out sympathetically (as it appears it
will be) I agree that the field at Standgrove is logically the obvious choice,
as for as access, etc is concerned. I would value assurance that the site
will not be extended and the builders cannot increase the number of
houses on the field or beyond. It is important to cater for the needs of
young people who need a first home and affordable housing in general.

3

NP12

The proposal to build 27 houses in Standgrove Field is going to cause
considerable problems to the already dangerous College Road. It will
also cause problems with water supply and power which already suffers
from time to time in this area. The sewage farm (access adjacent to
proposed building site) is already over flowing and has had to resort to
dumping excess elsewhere. This is mainly owing to that collected from the
Showground we think this present infrastructure, especially drainage,
would be unable to cope.

3

NP must plan positively - only Standgrove and Butchers Field
sites adjoin the built up area boundary of the village - a
planning application must demonstrate the scheme can
make the necessary connections to utilities - no change

NP12

In general terms if the Council grant permission for this development it will
endanger the surrounding fields and woods to further development,
leading to loss of the individuality of Ardingly with boundaries
disappearing between Lindfield, Haywards Heath and Ardingly resulting in
a large suburban sprawl with all character of a country village lost.

3

NP must plan positively - the scale of housing proposed will not
undermine identity of the village

NP14

It would be a great shame to put any buildings on the Standgrove Field. It
would completely destroy the beautiful green entrance into Ardingly from
the south side. It would also create more traffic into College Road, which
is already a nightmare.

3

NP14

Ardingly is one of a very few small villages left and building development
here would create a president for other landowners to sell their land to
developers.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.
NP must plan positively - the NP only supports limted
development.

NP15

I am writing to give support to Policy 3 and the proposed allocation of
residential development on Standgrove Field.

3

NP15

If we have to have 27 new homes in the village then the Standgrove field
is the most suitable site.

3

NP18

I have reservations that homes will be kept for those with local
connections in the future. How can it be guaranteed?

3

NP22

The Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan states that twenty seven houses should
be built to meet our village quota. This figure should not be exceeded.

3

NP22

Of the several sites put forward for building on, the land north of
Standgrove Place presents the fewest problems regarding access,
drainage, loss of countryside views.

3

NP must plan positively - the NP only supports limted
development.

NP23

We would like to think that in the housing development (we are strongly in
favour of the Standgrove Field option) there could be some provision for
those who, like ourselves are considering "downsizing", but do not want to
leave the village.

3

The policy does not require this at present - review evidence
base and consider if such a condition can be added to Policy
3.

NP26

The area proposed for housing development - Standgrove Field was
brought by the College for a playing field - not for any other purpose.
College finances should not be a concern of village residents.

3

Value of College presence in the village merely an
observation on relative acceptability - not proposed as a
material planning consideration.

NP26

In the last 10 years, development at Hett Close and infill has already
created a considerable number of new homes in the village.

3

NP26

and for the small scale and sympathetic building activity on the
Standgrove site at some point in the future.

3

NP26

I believe the Standgrove site is the best site for new housing as it has good
access, is a small continuation of an existing built up area and is close to
village amenities.

3

NP26

The fact that Ardingly College is a local business seems pretty irrelevant to
me. Although it employs several hundred people, very few actually live in
the village so that it can hardly be called a 'major local employer'. Giving
up Standgrove Field looks increasingly like offering the sacrificial cow on
the altar of the College.

3

NP26

I find it interesting that the photo used on page 29 to illustrate Standgrove
Field shows the field from the southern end, facing the row of houses at
Lodgelands, rather that the more obvious one, taken from the north
showing the glorious and extensive views to the Downs!

3

NP26

Finally, how about using all 4 sites, allowing 5-8 houses on each so that the
growth looks organic and there is no large estate.

3
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NP must plan positively - only Standgrove and Butchers Field
sites adjoin the built up area boundary of the village - a
planning application must demonstrate the scheme can
make the necessary connections to utilities - no change

The MSDC local lettings policy will require that social rent
properties are offered to people with local connections.

Value of College presence in the village merely an
observation on relative acceptability - not proposed as a
material planning consideration.

Not possible to constrain development in this way as likely to
be unviable and sites will not come forward for development.

NP31

Would it be possible in the new building development to also build some
garaging for sale/rent to local residents?

3

Not yet considered -suggest this is reviewed.

NP32

Having identified need for 27 homes why can't the building of these be
phased between now and 2031?

3

Not possible to constrain development in this way as likely to
be unviable and sites will not come forward for development.

NP33

Middle Field or Butchers Field not Standgrove please

3

NP34

The word 'vital' with regard to the College is not appropriate

3

Butchers Field not assessed as suitable or acceptable as
Stangrove at this stage.
Value of College presence in the village merely an
observation on relative acceptability - not proposed as a
material planning consideration.

NP34

380 employers do not all live in the Parish, therefore it is not relevant

3

amend reference to College as a local employer

NP34

The academic record of the College is also not relevant.

3

NP34

It is critical that any landowner that benefits from development gives
something back to the village.

3

NP35

First - Sandgrove Field, second - Middle Lodge - not Butchers Field

3

NP36

The success of any mission, owes much to the planning and the depth of
analysis is evident in this document suggests that Ardingly is in with (at
least) a chance of developing into a cohesive village. (Although it is
accepted that hopes of total consensus in any social unit are unlikely to
be fully realised)

3

NP37

We feel that the proposal of 27 homes being built on part of Standgrove
Field is appropriate if they can be built with as little impact on the site and
especially the woodland as possible.

3

NP38

It seems sensible to put forward Standgrove for housing as there is a road
already in existence near this site. This is better than cutting through the
countryside to make a new road.

3

NP39

My personal views are that housing should only be built on land with
previous developments on. Lindfield has taken on a vast amount of
housing, Cuckfield has a planning application for around 400 new homes.
These villages are near enough to Ardingly. The village does not have
amenities to support housing. The wider area does not have enough
amenities to support more housing. Common sense is a good plan.

3

NP40

I feel Butchers Field is out of the question, too much congestion,
Standgrove would be preferable.

3

NP40

I also think affordable homes should be for people who live in this area.

3

NP42

I think it is important that the affordable housing is only offered to people
with village connections in perpetuity.

3

Policy 3 requires this of the social rented accommodtion under
the MSDC local lettings policy.

NP46

In the Village Voice Summer 2013 Message from the Chairman , 3
potential location's had been made for housing development , these
being Butchers Field , Stangrove and land south to Middle Lodge (I am
the landowner). In the consultation report there is no mention of the land
south of Middle Lodge being put forward for possible development or
any mention of this land being available . It does state that the Ardingly
Parish Council will be putting forward there approval for development on
Stangrove Place .

3

Land south of Middle Lodge not assessed as it does not adjoin
the built up area boundary.

NP50

Would still like to see houses on the Showground land fronting onto the
recreation ground. This would actually improve the feel of the site - North
side only - and an Ardingly housing association.

3

NP must plan positively - only Standgrove and Butchers Field
sites adjoin the built up area boundary of the village

NP51

Not very pleased about additional houses.

3

NP must plan positively

NP53

I don't agree with the building of more houses.

3

NP must plan positively

NP53

I support the policies, except the building proposal, we can do without
that.

3

NP must plan positively

NP54

The amalgamation of the College plan and the village plan is a good
idea (as 3 possible plans is excessive), for housing on Standgrove Field.

3

NP54

I hope affordable housing will not be whittled down.

3

NP55

I think Standgrove is the best site we have to build on, best for access, etc

3

NP60

I am broadly in agreement with the need to develop a limited number of
houses over the next few years.

3

NP63

I have read with care the above pre-submission Plan and write to register
my serious concerns on a number of issues. It is clear that a great deal of
effort has gone into preparing a document which in general is both
comprehensive and well founded, so it is all the more regrettable that the
Plan is marred by a thoroughly misguided attempt, for political reasons, to
allocate Standgrove Field as the only sustainable site to satisfy the housing
needs of the Village over the Plan period, based on inaccurate and
misleading information.

3
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NP must plan positively - the scale of housing proposed will not
undermine identity of the village

Policy 3 requires this of the social rented accommodtion under
the MSDC local lettings policy.

Butchers Field not assessed as suitable or acceptable as
Stangrove at this stage.

NP63

The location of future housing in the Village is primarily a planning issue
but in Ardingly the impact on the adjoining Area of Natural Beauty is also
an important consideration. It is difficult therefore to reconcile the Parish
Council's proposed allocation of Standgrove Field within the AONB Unit's
summary response to the Standgrove Field planning application, which
reads:- 'The proposed development is a sub-urban, cul de sac style typical
residential development, that does not connect to any landscape
objectives, does not relate to the historic character or local distinctiveness
of Ardingly and does not respond to landscape character. It is 'bolted
onto' and does not integrate with the village or rural area, and will not
conserve and enhance the landscape of the High Weald". In planning
terms the reasons for advocating the allocation of Standgrove Field are
seriously flawed. The Parish Council suggests that Standgrove Field could
more suitably provide a reduced scheme of 27 two and three bedroomed
homes to meet local needs.

3

The policy will require a different scheme than that already
proposed and subject to appeal. In doing so, if the appeal is
dismissed, this will enable a more suitable scheme to come
forward that has a lower landscape and highways impact.

NP63

The present application however is for 37 mostly larger homes appealing
to wealthy buyers. There is no public indication that the site owner is
willing to reduce the size and content of its proposal.

NP63

The suggestion by the Parish Council that the need for the College to
realise development value from Standgrove Field is a justifiable reason for
allocating Standgrove Field to the exclusion of other sites in the Village is
misconceived. This important choice should be made on merit alone.

3

Value of College presence in the village merely an
observation on relative acceptability - not proposed as a
material planning consideration.

NP66

I am not in favour of the development proposed at Butchers Field. This is
a poor location for new homes, AONB, narrow lanes, poor visibility,
drainage, etc.

3

NP68

I support any development on Standgrove Field

3

NP71

I feel that keeping Butchers Field unbuilt on should be because of the
view of outstanding natural beauty and also woods next to it. I think it
would be better to build in Standgrove Place also because this comes out
onto a main road.

3

NP74

Personally still feel that Butchers Field offers a better development
outcome than Standgrove, because of position in village away from the
busier College Road

3

I agree with the approval to give planning permission for 27 houses on
Standgrove Field especially as the owner, Ardingly College, has agreed to
transfer the rear (east) part of the site to the Parish Council as a Natural
Greenspace. I agree the conditions for the 'affordable houses' listed in
Appendix C. I believe these houses will have 'the right to buy' and thus in
10 years time many, if not all, will be owner occupied and a cry for the
need of some 'affordable houses' will be heard in the Parish

3

NP77

The Governors are mindful of the need for our village to continue to thrive
into the future and that this will necessarily involve the provision of a
variety of housing whether by modernisation of existing dwellings, by infill
and/or new developments. The advantages and indeed disadvantages
of such increases in the village population should of course be considered
in light of many other factors, as detailed in the Draft Plan and in our view
should, if approved, be coupled with due consideration to local facilities,
particularly public transport, and shops.

3

NP78

Given that the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan for Ardingly Parish
includes the proposed allocation of a small-scale housing site, it should be
noted that site specific principles in the Neighbourhood Plan will need to
be tested and refined through the Development Management process
(through the provision of pre-application advice or at the planning
application stage) or as part of a consultation for a Community Right to
Build Order. Whilst the County Council supports the Neighbourhood Plan‘s
proactive approach to allocating land for development, we are unable
to comment on site specific principles at this stage. In considering site
specific principles, please refer to the attached Development
Management guidance.

3

NP78

The County Council currently operates a scheme of charging for roads
and transport pre-application advice to enable this service to be
provided to a consistent and high standard. Please find further information
on our charging procedure through the following link:
www.westsussex.gov.uk/leisure/getting_around_west_sussex/roads_and_p
athways/plans_and_projects/developments_control_for_roads/preappliction_charging_guide.aspx

3

NP79

I feel the village must grow and develop in order to be 'healthy'. Different
bands of housing must be provided, especially the lower end or those in
need of 'shared' or the equivalent of 'council houses', ie social housing.
There are plenty of upmarket housing for people who move into the
village and don't want change!

3
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The policy will require a different scheme than that already
proposed and subject to appeal. In doing so, if the appeal is
dismissed, this will enable a more suitable scheme to come
forward that has a lower landscape and highways impact.

NP80

I am totally opposed to building on the scale outlined at Butchers Field
and Standgrove Field. Some of the 8 'affordable' houses could easily be
allocated in the heart of the village on a 'brownfield site' behind Victoria
House, College Road. As more than 4 properties will be built at some
point this site would lend itself to this. To start developing outside the
village boundary, on green field sites is a dangerous precedent to set. It
could well open the floodgates for further development in the future and
the position adopted by MSDC should be supported.

3

NP82

I feel that Standgrove Field is an ideal situation for all types of housing
(except 4 & 5 bedrooms) it is imperative that affordable housing for local
people be included.

3

NP83

We believe that the proposal to build on Standgrove Field is the logical
and best solution. We would expect the entry to the proposed
development to be off Standgrove and not College Road.

3

NP90

I am writing on behalf of Mid Sussex District Council to comment on Policy
3 and Appendix C of your Neighbourhood Plan, which relate to the
allocation of affordable homes. Whilst your policy of requiring 30% of new
homes to be affordable is acceptable, references to how those homes
will be allocated is not appropriate in a planning document. I would
therefore suggest that the first bullet point of Policy 3 be omitted, so that
the second paragraph would read: ―A site at Standgrove Field is
allocated for up to 27 homes in the period 2013-2018, comprising 2 and 3
bed homes, of which 30% will be affordable homes, provided suitable
land is provided within the site for a Suitable Alternative Natural Green
Space, to the satisfaction of the local planning authority, to be transferred
to the Parish Council or another agreed body, prior to the completion of
the scheme.‖

3

NP91

Policy 3 - Land at Standgrove Field Whilst we wholeheartedly support the
allocation of our surplus land at Standgrove Field for the development of
27 residential dwellings, the proposed wording and restrictions do cause
us some concern. Our professional advisors do not consider this to be
sufficient quantum of housing to ensure the longevity of the NP when
adopted, and have advised us that such a low provision will not remain
consistent with the emerging Mid Sussex District Plan and its associated
evidence base. This is based on the fact that the submission draft District
Plan identifies that out of a total projected housing need for the district (in
terms of housing sites still to be identified) of 5864 dwellings, 2000 dwellings
are to be allocated within Neighbourhood Plans (Policy DP5 Housing). The
remaining numbers are identified within the Strategic Development site at
Burgess Hill.

3

NP91

Within Mid Sussex there are a total of 24 Town and Parish Councils which
could come forward with Neighbourhood Plans in the future, however
these include some very small rural parishes without services of any
description, parishes within the South Downs National Park, and the major
centres of Burgess Hill, East Grinstead and Haywards Heath which have all
been subjected to very significant housing growth in recent years.
Accordingly it would be reasonable to suggest that the current total of 19
Neighbourhood Areas is likely to be the maximum number coming
forward which would be capable of designating sustainable housing sites
in their respective NP‘s. This would mean that, on average, each NP
should designate sites for 105 dwellings to provide the required number of
new dwellings. Clearly some settlements will be more suitable and more
sustainable locations for additional housing than others and notably the
Slaugham NP has already allocated housing sites for 130 residential
dwellings.

3

NP91

Ardingly as a local centre is reasonably well catered for in terms of
providing shops and services for residents‘ day to day needs and also has
significant employment opportunities within the Parish including the
College. These facts point to the village being a reasonably sustainable
location capable of accommodating its fair share of additional
development but it is also accepted that there are other settlements
which could be regarded as more sustainable. With this balance in mind
it is considered that only allocating a total of 27 dwellings within the NP,
against an average requirement per NP of 105, based largely on a survey
of local opinion, rather than objectively assessed need using the District
Plan evidence base, will not be sufficient housing to ensure the longevity
of the NP in planning application decision making going forward.

3

The NP housing number is considered appropriate to the
Parish, given its size, infrastructure and environmental
constraints relative to other MSDC parishes.

NP91

The submission draft District Plan clearly indicates that if insufficient
housing does not come forward through NP‘s then MSDC will progress with
work on a Site Allocations DPD. This of course all assumes that the
proposed housing targets, as set out in the draft District Plan are
accepted following independent examination, which is by no means a
foregone conclusion given the significant reduction proposed from the
former South East Plan targets, and likely challenges at the forthcoming
EiP from major house builders. With all this in mind it is considered that the
Ardingly NP should actually be identifying sites for 50 additional dwellings
at the very least to ensure that the parish can be seen to have
accommodated its fair share of housing growth going forward and
therefore enable the shelf life of the NP to be absolutely maximised.

3

The NP housing number is considered appropriate to the
Parish, given its size, infrastructure and environmental
constraints relative to other MSDC parishes.
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NP must plan positively - the NP only supports limted
development.

Agreed

NP91

When looking further into specific affordable housing need within the
parish, identifying a site for 27 dwellings will only provide 8 new affordable
dwellings (based on 30% on site affordable provision). Allocating 50
dwellings would near double the number of affordable homes sourced for
the village and so better provide for the needs of the residents in the
longer term, again ensuring the longevity of the NP is maximised in terms
of these specific housing needs

3

The NP housing number is considered appropriate to the
Parish, given its size, infrastructure and environmental
constraints relative to other MSDC parishes.

NP91

We must also register our surprise over the proposal to allow only 2 and 3
bed homes under Policy 3. Our advisors have raised concerns over this
proposal for a number of reasons. Principally this prescribed mix does not
provide a balanced range of housing types and therefore does not
conform with Policy H2 of the adopted Mid Sussex Local Plan, Policy DP28
of the Submission draft District plan, or Paragraph 50 of the NPPF, or
indeed with the NPPF‘s overarching requirement to ensure that
sustainable development plays an important social role by ―supporting
strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations‖
(Para 7). It simply cannot be correct to say that over the plan period the
only need for new homes will be from occupiers requiring 2 and 3 bed
dwellings.

3

This requirement is derived from the local housing survey which
indicated a preference for 2/3 bed homes to meet local
demand and need.

NP91

Paragraph 4.11 considers the current appeal proposals which the College
have ongoing for a 37 dwelling scheme on Standgrove Field. It should be
formally noted that the College and their advisors have to disagree with
the very generalised assessments made in the NP text. Specifically, the
proposed development scheme would not be highly visible from the High
Weald Landscape Trail and would not be highly visible from users of
College Road. To reinforce our assessment of these points we attach to
this letter a copy of the site specific Landscape Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA) which was submitted with our planning application (See LVIA Page
43, and Views 25 & 26 on Page 40).

3

NP91

In addition we also attach four Computer Generated Images (CGI‘s) of
our proposals showing two different views, one looking south down
College Road to the site and one looking east to the site from the
footpath which crosses our playing fields on North Field on the opposite
side of College Road. These images are ‗verified views‘ and have been
generated using on site topographical data to ensure buildings heights
and locations are entirely accurate. There are four views as we have also
shown the impact which the proposed landscaping would have in
providing further natural screening when it matures (a Year 15 view). We
also enclose the detailed landscaping plan submitted as part of the
appeal proceedings for your reference. We genuinely believe that our
appeal scheme will blend appropriately into the local landscape context.

3

NP91

Paragraph 4.12 states that Standgrove Field has been rarely used as a
College playing field. Whilst this is broadly accurate we would like to note
for the record that it has not actually been formally used as playing fields
for well over 10 years for both physical and locational reasons, and prior
to that was an infrequently used three hole practice golf course. The key
locational reason it was not used was that being so far from the main
College campus this field posed the College very significant child
protection and health and safety issues.

3

NP91

Within Paragraph 4.14 we are pleased to note the NP Group‘s recognition
of the important economic and employment role the College plays in the
village and, in particular, we would like to note that we employ in the
region of 300 people at the College, the vast majority living locally.

3

NP92

Standgrove is the right place for the development of further housing,

3

NP93

The most controversial part of the plan is the location of the 27 new
houses. May I state that I believe the overriding priority should be the
number of residents directly affected by this part of the plan, i.e. having
new houses backing onto them and thus detracting from their views
/general environment. On this basis, of the sites under consideration, the
two that stand out as acceptable are; Standgrove Field and Butcher‘s
field. Perhaps controversially, I include Butcher‘s field because, although it
has a lovely view, in fact very few people would have that view obscured
by housing development.

3

Butchers Field not assessed as suitable or acceptable as
Standgrove at this stage.

NP93

Just one final point. We are lucky to live where we do and I feel we have
a duty to share Ardingly with our ‗fair share‘ of new residents. And I would
be the first to admit that it‘s not easy to sustain this view when your own
back yard is under threat. Can we do anything to compensate the
residents directly affected by the proposed Standgrove Field
development?

3

It is considered important that new development adjoins the
village boundary to minimise landscape impact. There is no
'right to a view' in the planning system but there is a
requirement that the scheme at Standgrove will be designed
of a high quality.

NP95

Many thanks for your response to my original e-mail (see below) outlining
the position of my family and I with regard to the proposed development
at Standgrove Field. I am now re-submitting those views so that their
submission falls within the appropriate dateline, as you helpfully
suggested. Thank you also for letting me know about the exhibition this
weekend on the draft Neighbourhood Plan which I believe is being held
at Hapstead Hall. I will certainly be attending tomorrow, along with three
of my sisters, and look forward to the opportunity to further scrutinise the
outline plans.

3
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NP95

In any event we would like to place on record the considered and very
strongly held continued objections by the Thompson family of
"Culpepers", 11 College Road, Ardingly to the proposed development of
the site. It has already been rightly rejected by Mid Sussex District Council
but I understand will now be subject to an appeal later this year.

3

NP95

It is not just my five siblings and I who are against the development of the
field, it was also my late mother's firm belief that it rowed against the best
interests of the village community and the green belt aspirations to which
successive local and national governments have worked collaboratively
since the (quite literally...) ground breaking Town & Country Planning Act
originally gave councils like our own the power (66 years ago...) to include
them in their own visionary plans.

3

NP95

My family and I have long supported the development of the college,
sponsored its appeals and backed its growth. My great uncle designed
the greater part of the college chapel and my grandfather taught at the
college once he had retired from the Bar; other family members have
been pupils at the school. Ordinarily we would be prominent advocates
of any sensible evolvement of the school, regrettably this does not fall into
the category.

3

NP95

My grandparents and great uncles were very supportive of the decision
by the Clark family, very close family friends, to hand the field over the
college - but on the basis that it be used only for recreational purposes.
This is clearly not the current aim of the college and an apparently
dramatic change from that clear understanding and act of faith and
generosity.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP96

This e-mail is from Laura Thompson and Douglas Taylor - whose residence
is Culpepers, 11, College Road, Ardingly, West Sussex RH17 6TU. I have
accordingly copied in my partner Douglas to evidence his rejection of the
plan. This e-mail is to confirm that we reject the Ardingly Neighbourhood
Plan with its proposals to develop Standgrove Field - please refer to the
objections outlined in my earlier correspondence with the parish council.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP97

This e-mail is from Neil & Emma Thompson - whose residence is Culpepers,
11, College Road, Ardingly, West Sussex RH17 6TU. It also includes the
views of my eldest daughter Lily (19). I have accordingly copied in both
my wife and Lily to evidence their rejection of the plan. My other two
daughters - Madeleine and Isabella also object though as they are 17
and 13 respectively I appreciate that their views may hold no weight.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP97

This e-mail is to confirm that we reject the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan
with its proposals to develop Standgrove Field - please refer to the
objections outlined in my earlier correspondence with the parish council.

3

NP98

As residents of Culpepers, 11 College Road, Ardingly, RH17 6TU this email is
in response to the proposed developments of Standgrove field. I am
writing to confirm that I and my partner, Jai Moodie strongly reject the
Ardingly neighbourhood plan to develop Standgrove Field.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.
Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP99

This letter is to confirm that we reject the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan
with its proposals to develop Standgrove Field.

3

NP99

There are many varied objections to this plan most of which already have
been documented in correspondence from my brother, Neil Thompson in
a letter to the Parish Council. The least of these are the location of the
field; the dangers of building on the land and the precidents it will set to
future building by Ardingly College, contrary to the welfare of the village
and its surrounding historical green field sites and most importantly the
fact planning permission to build on this field has already been turned
down by the Ardingly Parish Council, MSDC and is pending an appeal.

3

NP100

Policy 3: Housing Supply & Site Allocation - Makes provision for supporting
windfall development within the built up area boundary, subject to a
number of tests. The final clause regarding the loss of valuable trees,
hedges or other natural features – is welcome. However considerations
may need to be given to the use of potential development sites by
protected species. Whilst this may not preclude development, it may
require the protection or re-provision of habitats, and careful
management of the site during development and thereafter.

3

Consider modification of policy to take biodiversity interest
into account.

NP102

This is to formally raise my objection to the neighbourhood plan namely
the proposed development on Standgrove. I have raised this on a
number of occasions before.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP102

2. Just because the college owns the field and they are a major employer
in the village, I do not see this as a reason to "help" them by getting
planning permission so they can line their pockets. I would like to know
what percentage of villagers the college employs on a whole time
equivalent basis?

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.
Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP102

3. The other proposed fields, not just Butchers seem more appropriate as
they are at the centre of the village for the school, pubs, shops.

3

NP102

Where does all this stop? Are we to eventually meet up with Haywards
Heath/Lindfield boundary?

3

NP102

The development would be seen from the road and the High Weald
which would change and spoil the beautiful far reaching views. Ardingly
is a beautiful village, lets keep it this way.

3

NP103

I do not agree with the proposal to build on the above field. (Standgrove)
The proposal will incur more traffic on College Road as the walk into the
village particularly to school is dangerous as the path is narrow.

3

NP104

The village can't avoid taking additional houses outside the present BUA,
and Standgrove is the least objectionable site.

3

NP105

Agree more affordable homes are needed for local folk

3

NP106

We feel development is needed and are in agreement with both the
applications should be given approval (Butchers Field & Standgrove)

3

NP107

We are totally against the new homes scheme as we would like to protect
our countryside.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP107

Further reference to the new homes, surely traffic will increase say for
arguments sake 20 of the 27 homes had 2 cars, that is another 40 vehicles
in and out of Ardingly at very busy times. We do not think more housing is
good for the village as it would lose it's village status.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP107

We are sure that building on Butchers Field is just greed on behalf of the
landowner concerned.

3

NP109

Firstly thank you for giving the local residents a chance to have their say
and voice their opinion, I support Policy 3 and the proposed allocation of
residential development on Standgrove Field as it is important for any
village to plan for continuing growth and this is clearly the best possible
location.

3

NP109

I am however surprised to see that Policy 3 states only 2 and 3 bedroom
houses to be built. Whilst I can understand the need to provide smaller
dwellings in the village and therefore more affordable housing it does
seem a little restrictive on future families who may also wish to stay within
our beautiful village and may require 4 to 5 bedroom houses. Surely a
more balanced range of house sizes would have been more
appropriate? I would therefore propose the majority of houses to be 2 – 3
bedroom with a small amount of 4 – 5 bedroom houses also being
available

3

NP110

We support Policy 3 and the proposed allocation of residential
development on Standgrove Field as it is important for any village to plan
for continuing growth.

3

NP110

We were however surprised to see that Policy 3 states only 2 and 3
bedroom houses to be built. Whilst we can understand the need to
provide smaller dwellings in the village it does seem a little restrictive on
future families who may also wish to stay within our beautiful village. Surely
a more balanced range of house sizes would have been more
appropriate?

3

agreed. Amend policy to relate to 2/3 bed homes to
affordable not open market homes.

NP111

Whilst I appreciate that the only way to get NP approval by the
referendum is to only approve a small number of new houses, I feel that
27 homes in 20 years is a joke, especially as there are only 8 'affordable'
homes.

3

There is no justification for a remote parish in the AONB to
deliver a hgiher number of homes than 27.

NP118

We have vigorously argued against any new large development in
Ardingly and we believe that the Parish Council should be behind the
village as a whole, resisting all further development, not setting out to
divide the village residents by promoting one site for development in
favour of another. It is our opinion that your reasons for supporting
Standgrove Field rather than Butchers Field are quite wrong.

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP118

Butchers Field however is situated right in the heart of the village, within
easy walking distance of the shops and amenities and therefore more
likely to be used regularly and its right across the road from the Primary
School.

3

NP118

Whilst the pavements in Street Lane are not wide, in parts they are
protected from the road by grass verges and with careful consideration to
road improvements this could be extended to provide safe walking along
the road, particularly with the addition of a crossing point.

3

NP118

The site is shielded on three sides by trees and the plot slopes away from
Street Lane, lessening the visual impact on a development here.

3

NP118

For generations we have enjoyed fine views across Butchers Field to the
Downs, unfortunately these have now been lost as the owner planted a
tree line several years ago, we believe purposely to block the view. We
will never get that view back.

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

agreed. Amend policy to relate to 2/3 bed homes to
affordable not open market homes.

NP118

In your pre-submission plan, section 4.14 you state that the College is a
vital employer in the parish, and that this is a reason to support their bid.
Given the fact that most of the children in Ardingly will not go to school
there, the majority of the villagers do not have any interest in supporting
them financially with the sale of this land. The amount of staff the College
employs will not change whether or not they sell Standgrove Field, so this
is clearly NOT a valid reason for the Parish Council to suggest we support
them.

3

NP118

It's definitely a NO to any development in the village and especially a NO
to Standgrove Field being developed.

3

NP119

Planning matters are rightly complex and subject to stringent regulation
and correct procedure. Sadly they are also potentially very ?. The
footpath across Standgrove Field was almost unanimously accepted by
MSDC. Both applications for outline planning permission for both
Standgrove Field and Butchers Field were equally strongly rejected by
MSDC and have now been taken to enquiry. Confusion and doubt re the
outcome of both enquiries and the appeal taint all ???? plans for our
villages future.

3

NP120

Agree with the development proposals

3

NP124

Already too much traffic in Street Lane. Even if there were room to widen
the road, it would spoil the villagey look for Street Lane. More traffic on
route to school is not a good idea - put children at risk.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP127

We have vigorously argued against any new large development in
Ardingly and we believe that the Parish Council should be behind the
village as a whole, resisting all further development, not setting out to
divide the village residents by promoting one site for development in
favour of another. It is our opinion that your reasons for supporting
Standgrove Field rather than Butchers Field are quite wrong.

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP127

We all know that we live in the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and we must ALL do all we can to protect it, additionally,
Standgrove Field is outside the village boundary for development, and
has already been refused planning consent by the MSDC. Development
here would create a very real precedent for future development of
neighbouring fields, and would have a disastrous effect on the wildlife
and biodiversity of adjacent ancient woodland.

3

NP127

Butchers Field however is situated right in the heart of the village, within
easy walking distance of the shops and amenities and therefore more
likely to be used regularly and its right across the road from the Primary
School.

3

NP127

The site is shielded on three sides by trees and the plot slopes away from
Street Lane, lessening the visual impact on a development here.

3

NP127

For generations we have enjoyed fine views across Butchers Field to the
Downs, unfortunately these have now been lost as the owner planted a
tree line several years ago, we believe purposely to block the view. We
will never get that view back.

3

NP127

In your pre-submission plan, section 4.14 you state that the College is a
vital employer in the parish, and that this is a reason to support their bid.
Given the fact that most of the children in Ardingly will not go to school
there, the majority of the villagers do not have any interest in supporting
them financially with the sale of this land. The amount of staff the College
employs will not change whether or not they sell Standgrove Field, so this
is clearly NOT a valid reason for the Parish Council to suggest we support
them.

3

NP127

If a choice of site for development does have to be made, then we are of
the opion that Butchers Field is a preferable location, being within the
village boundary. Once we begin to allow building outside the boundary,
I am sure you will agree, that in the long term, once this argument has
been forgotten, the precedent will have been set and become the thin
edge of the wedge for any future planning proposals.

3

NP127

We feel that this reason alone is sufficiently important to put Butchers Field
forward and not Standgrove Field. Financial gains of the College should
not be influencing yours or anyone else's decision, neither should any
other influence they may have.

3

NP127

It's definitely a NO to any development in the village and especially a NO
to Standgrove Field being developed.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP128

We have vigorously argued against any new large development in
Ardingly and we believe that the Parish Council should be behind the
village as a whole, resisting all further development, not setting out to
divide the village residents by promoting one site for development in
favour of another. It is our opinion that your reasons for supporting
Standgrove Field rather than Butchers Field are quite wrong.

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP128

Butchers Field however is situated right in the heart of the village, within
easy walking distance of the shops and amenities and therefore more
likely to be used regularly and its right across the road from the Primary
School.

3

NP128

Whilst the pavements in Street Lane are not wide, in parts they are
protected from the road by grass verges and with careful consideration to
road improvements this could be extended to provide safe walking along
the road, particularly with the addition of a crossing point.

3

NP128

The site is shielded on three sides by trees and the plot slopes away from
Street Lane, lessening the visual impact on a development here.

3

NP128

For generations we have enjoyed fine views across Butchers Field to the
Downs, unfortunately these have now been lost as the owner planted a
tree line several years ago, we believe purposely to block the view. We
will never get that view back.

3

NP128

In your pre-submission plan, section 4.14 you state that the College is a
vital employer in the parish, and that this is a reason to support their bid.
Given the fact that most of the children in Ardingly will not go to school
there, the majority of the villagers do not have any interest in supporting
them financially with the sale of this land. The amount of staff the College
employs will not change whether or not they sell Standgrove Field, so this
is clearly NOT a valid reason for the Parish Council to suggest we support
them.

3

NP128

If a choice of site for development does have to be made, then we are of
the option that Butchers Field is a preferable location, being within the
village boundary. Once we begin to allow building outside the boundary,
I am sure you will agree, that in the long term, once this arguement has
been forgotten, the precedent will have been set and become the thin
edge of the wedge for any future planning proposals.

3

NP128

We feel that this reason alone is sufficiently important to put Butchers Field
forward and not Standgrove Field. Financial gains of the College should
not be influencing yours or anyone else's decision, neither should any
other influence they may have.

3

NP128

It's definitely a NO to any development in the village and especially a NO
to Standgrove Field being developed.

3

NP129

I don't support further development in the village but if inevitable I
consider Standgrove to be preferable.

3

NP130

Although I do not think that Ardingly is a suitable location for
development of this kind, I find Standgrove a preferable location

3

NP138

Standgrove Field would appear to be the most appropriate place to build
the required housing.

3

NP139

The village has expanded enough in the last twenty years and I don't
believe we can accommodate more housing.

3

NP140

The reation of new homes is an important issue which I question.

3

NP140

If it must happen I feel Standgrove is the only place for the new houses.

3

NP141

We are a small village and would like to keep it that way. However , we
appreciate the need for further housing and feel that any new
developments should be within the perimeters of the village, ie, infilling.

3

NP142

I fully support the Neighbourhood Plan which has been carefully
considered and I commend the PC on the right choice of development
site which lies on the main road at Standgrove.

3

NP143

development should take place on the more suitable site of Standgrove
Field.

3

NP144

That the vexing issue of new housing is adequately dealt with by the
allocation of 27 new build houses within the Standgrove development.

3

NP145

Development makes sense at Standgrove

3

NP146

I support Standgrove Development

3

NP148

development along College Road as it‘s a maind throughfare with easy
access.

3

NP154

and Standgrove Site

3

NP162

I do not agree with the suggestion that Standgrove Field should be
developed. College Road is a busy North to South road to and from
Ardingly and does not need the extra pressure of even more houses.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP163

I disagree with the decision to buildon Standgrove Field rather than
Butchers Field.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP165

I am supporting future development on Standgrove Field, in as much as it
already has College buildings opposite and beyond it tennis courts and
communal areas for the college.

3

NP166

and that any development should be along the main roads as
recommended in the plan (Standgrove).

3

NP167

I particularly support the development on College Road as Ardingly
College is a good employer of village.

3

NP171

I am not in favour of the Plan because I do not believe that Standgrove is
a good choice fo site for the 27 houses.

3

NP171

I feel that the loss of wildlife, increase in traffic congestion/volume and
impact on the High Weald trail mitigate against this site.

3

NP171

Other sites, such as Middle Lodge (which because of the tree-line, would
not be affected so badly in terms of loss of views) and land at Bawtry have not been properly considered.

3

NP171

Why has this debate become a "two horse race"? With each site being
viewed as mutaully exclusive of each other - they need not be - let us
please consider other sites as alternatives.

3

NP172

I agree with Standgrove Field being the choice for the development of 27
houses (to include low cost housing for those with local connections) and

3

NP177

I am not in support of developing Standgrove Field for reasons in my letter
attached.

3

NP177

I also understand Standgrove Field was sold/given to Ardingly College on
the understanding it was never developed.

3

NP190

I do not agree with building

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP193

No I do not approve of building in Ardingly

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP194

No I do not support development

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP195

I do not support any development in Ardingly, particularly Standgrove
Field

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP200

Standgrove Field is a far more suitable option.

3

NP204

However, if we have to choose a greenfield site, Standgrove has better
road access to have extra housing.

3

NP206

Of all the sites suggested for development, I wholly endorse the proposed
Standgrove site as it is currently a wasteland which separates Standgrove
and indeed Ardingly College from the rest of the village. It's development
would have the least impact on the traffic within the village and on the
environment.

3

NP208

I truly hope that the proposed development at Standgrove enhances the
village character and surrounding landscape.

3

NP210

I'm glad that village development is being controlled.

3

NP211

No more new builds apart from what is deemed absolutely necessary

3

NP217

development at Standgrove.

3

NP224

Policy 3: Housing supply and site allocation To achieve a balanced
community in a small village, the market element of the Standgrove
scheme should include a mix of house types/sizes. A mixed scheme will
help to develop a strong community identity and a range of
accommodation may allow design with less impact on landscape. On a
very small site it might be suitable to specify small units, but for a
development of 27 new homes where the policy specifies that 8 will
already be 2/3 bedroomed, a mixed scheme is more appropriate. Homes
for sale will be available on the open market and will not be restricted to
local people.

3

Consider modifying policy to include referene to a design brief
for these issues.

NP224

The scheme must be carefully designed to minimise visual impact and
Policy 3 should make reference to this. The density and layout should
allow for areas of open space and landscape buffer planting. This could
be achieved by reducing the density of dwellings on the edges of the
residential area to help create a gradual transition from built area to
green space. The policy could also make reference to improvements to
footpath links and green corridors to enhance biodiversity and create a
high quality environment. Alternatively Policy 3 could state that a design
brief will be produced setting out the principles for development. This must
be submitted to and agreed by Mid Sussex DC and Ardingly PC before
submission of any planning application.

3

Consider modifying policy to include referene to a design brief
for these issues.

NP227

I support the choice of opposite Lodgelands being the best area to build
houses, but slightly anxious that the number of houses eventually built
might end up as more than 27, once the developers get their teeth into it!
I have an idea this happened in Ardingls Close (so I am told!)

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Only those sites adjoining the existing built up area boundary
have been assessed.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP228

If houses have to be built in the village we feel 27 is more than enough to
be built in a small village. Standgrove is the only option as there is access
to the main road without affecting the running of the village too much.

3

NP228

Butchers Field is not an option due to Street Lane being so narrow and
near to the school causing parking problems.

3

NP229

It must be addressed for any future development as any other chances
for the issue to be resolved would be few and far between and most likely
more complex to achieve.

3

NP231

Community Self-Build: I would be keen to see a part of any green-field
development be given to a small community self-build scheme to
encourage local people/families to build their own house to live in in
Ardingly. Whether or not some sort of plan could be put in place to
restrict onward sales to those outside the village is a key question, but I
feel such self-build scheme would be beneficial to the landowner and the
village.

3

NP232

I am writing to support Policy 3 and the proposed sale of Standgrove Field
for development as residential housing.

3

NP232

I would always support the maximum size of housing possible, with 3 and 4
bedroom family homes (to attract families with children whose long-term
investment in the village is important) as part of the plan amongst a range
of housing options on the site, including affordable housing.

3

NP232

I support policy 3 and the proposed allocation of residential development
on Standgrove Field as it is important for any village to plan for continuing
growth.

3

NP233

Having studied the presentation it does not change my mind that
selecting Standgrove Field for the development is the wrong choice, with
a much better location for existing and new Ardingly residents being
Butcher‘s Field.

3

NP233

In your presentation you say you favour Standgrove Field over Butcher‘s
Field and the land south of Middle Lodge because:- ―- Some of the
reasons why the committee believe Standgrove Field will be most
acceptable to the village include:

3

NP233

• It is adjacent to existing housing - So is Butcher‘s Field

3

NP233

• It will benefit a significant employer in the village - Any development in
Ardingly would do the same. Presumably the employer is Hanson. Surely
the Parish Council are not using Hanson as a factor in where to site the
development? I‘m certain most, if not all, Ardingly residents would be
distressed if they felt you were.

3

NP233

• Access to the site is easy - This should not be a significant reason in your
decision, making the right decision for existing and future residents should
be the priority. The disruption will be extreme wherever you decide to
build the development.

3

NP233

I believe the Parish Council should focus its attention on safety, of existing
residents and the families of the proposed development.

3

NP233

College Road is already an extremely busy road. Despite the introduction
of the 30mph limit, from the start of the village down to past Ardingly
College, it is frequently ignored by motorists on their way into Haywards
Heath, presumably to catch a train or going to their place of work. One
presumes the residents of the proposed development are likely to be
younger families, with children, as that is the Parish Council‘s stated aim in
their ‗Vision for Ardingly in 2031‘. Therefore, many mothers and their
children will be trying to turn right, across the traffic coming down College
Road, on their way to the local school or to support the local shops.
Worse still, mothers will be pushing young children in pushchairs up narrow
pavements as the massive trucks from the cement works thunder by, only
a matter of feet away.

3

Traffic calming will help but will not remove this safety issue. I believe it is
irresponsible for the Parish Council to consider a development which
places more mothers and young people at risk and further disrupts the
lives of existing residents while the option exists to build on other sites, such
as Butcher‘s Field. That site would present less safety issues for the mothers
and children as they made their way into the village and because of a
more pleasant experience, would be far more likely to support the local
school and shopkeepers by walking into the village. Developing in
Standgrove Field makes it inevitable the mothers will turn left in their cars
down College Road and take their custom into Haywards Heath. Surely
that cannot be what the Parish Council is intending?

3

NP233

I must stress that I am not against the development of 27 properties in
Ardingly. However, I seriously urge the Parish Council to reconsider its
decision to make Standgrove Field the site for the development. Instead,
transfer your attentions to Butchers Field which would not only provide the
right environment for the development but would also provide the new
residents with easy access to the village which will in turn result in them
becoming more integrated into village life.

3

NP234

I wish to register my support for the Pre-submission Ardingly
Neighbourhood Plan and in particular Policy 3 relating to housing and
affordable housing,

3

NP236

I have just read the plan and broadly support the proposals except for the
proposed development of 27 homes on Standgrove Field.

3
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This may be possible to negotiate as part of the Standgrove
Field site and reference will be added to the supporting text.

agreed. Amend policy to relate to 2/3 bed homes to
affordable not open market homes.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Reference to the College is only made to reflect a possible
greater affinity of residents to that landowner when expressing
a preference between sites.

The Transport Assessment of the future scheme will need to
demonstrate how any impacts of this kind will be mitigated.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP236

I have two main reasons for concern re this development 1. I do not
support a development on Standgrove Field. College Road, in my
opinion, is a dangerous road with very narrow pavements. Traffic calming
alone does not work - speed limits need to be enforced and this just does
not happen in Ardingly. I myself had an accident while walking on the
pavement with a dog on a lead - the dog was hit by a car that hit the
curb and my daughter only last week nearly got hit by a car late at night
driving too fast. Young families with children in pushchairs will soon not
want to walk up to the village and elderly people will be too far out of the
village to walk (and it is uphill) and this will result in more cars on the road
as they will choose to drive. I cannot see that village shops will be more
supported as they would choose to drive to Haywards Heath whereas if
the development was more central (ie Butchers Field) people would walk.
I know - I used to live at the Standgrove end of the village and had to
walk with my children every day - it was why we moved to the centre of
the village.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP236

2. I have not liked the way that the planning process has been managed
by the Parish Council. It has seemed to me that the planning process has
become a battle between the two ends of the village - and has divided
the village in a way that is not in the right spirit of the community. I am
also concerned that the process has not been entirely transparent.

3

The Plan has objectively assessed the only sites available and
potentially suitable to deliver 27 new homes in the village.

NP238

We are a family of five living at 7 College Road, Ardingly, RH17 6TU. Our
main concerns regarding the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan and the
development of proposed sites for development are of the affect this will
have on the village countryside and also the increase in traffic.

3

NP238

We chose to buy a house in Ardingly because it was a small village
location, surrounded by countryside. Our children have attended the
local school and walk and cycle freely. We are concerned that a
development in Butcher's field which on Street Lane would mean a loss of
some of this countryside and make cycling and walking along this area to
school, the Church and the park, quite dangerous.

3

NP239

I am writing to you, to please do not grant planning permission for the
building of houses on the Stangrove field as

3

NP239

Ardingly College want to build outside of the village boundary and add
this to the village. They are not aloud to build outside the boundary.
Ardingly College in the past have been very lucky with their building
programs for the colleges buildings, but now there want to sell the land to
build houses, this is too much.

3

NP239

What about all of the noise, mess and dust in such a small village. This will
put the village at risk. There is also the safety of the village, people and
property. There is a lot of vehicles to build 27 houses. This is a lot house to
build in such a small time and area.

3

NP239

Ardingly prides itself on its size and green landscape. This would ruin the
views and culture of its nature.

3

NP239

I have lived here for 43 years and am very happy, please don‘t let them
spoil our village and put the village and the people at risk, It does seem
very ironic that you want to put street carming in, but want to increase
more houses in the village. The majority of the village don‘t want more
houses, the Mid Sussex county council have not approved the plans and
you still want to go against the village and Mid Sussex county council, why
go against the people and majority ?????????????

3

NP240

I have read the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2031 and I am in
favour of all the proposals, if carried out as promised, except for the
Housing Supply and Site Allocation Policy.

3

NP242

There is one comment I feel compelled to make regarding the housing. I
am aware that the Parish Council are supporting the development in
Standgrove which I have no objections to. However to disregard the
development in Butchersfield, I feel is totally wrong for the following
reasons; a) It is proposed to build smaller and less expensive houses type
of houses.

3

NP242

d) The development is much closer to the local amenities. e) People
living here with small children will walk to School rather than drive as I am
sure those in Standgrove will do, thus adding to the traffic in College
Road. I would also like to point out that the number of local children
each year leaving the Primary School are approximately 12 - 15 which will
add up to about 240 - 300 over the next 20 years. I am sure that a small
percentage of these would love to try and stay in the Village and
because the price of a house is out of reach of many youngsters to only
build 8 affordable homes over the next 20 years is totally ridiculous.

3

NP242

I urge you to think again about Butchers Field and allow this small well
planned development to go head.

3

Butchers Field not assessed as suitable or acceptable as
Standgrove at this stage.

NP243

I am not in favour of any building development in Ardingly, I do agree
that a few houses should be built but NOT a large site at STANDGROVE
FIELD.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP243

Butchers Field does seem to be closer to more development, and the
School, and the Village Hall, and is on a quieter road..

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP243

I am not in favour of Standgrove Development

3

NP244

I am not in favour of the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan for the following
reasons: 1.
I think the whole NP process has been hijacked by
arguments about the rights and wrongs of building houses in alternative
locations in the village. I happen to think that Butchers Field is a better
location but it would be a shame if my vote on the NP was based on that
rather than the wider content and context of the plan.

3

NP244

2.
I would also like to challenge the assertion by the Parish Council that
unless a development site was proposed in the plan one would be
assigned to Ardingly by another party. Given that the site which is
supported by the Council for development has had its planning
application turned down, wouldn‘t it be more prudent to wait until one or
the other had been approved?

3

NP244

6.
Paragraph 4.14 – how vital is the College as a ―local‖ employer?
How many Ardingly residents are employed there?

3

NP247

I would like to let you know I am against the Neighbourhood Plan as they
are only putting forward the Standgrove Field for development

3

NP249

I am writing to say that I do not agree with the Neighbourhood Plan. It
has been well thought out in most respects, but I am very unhappy with
the way the site for development has been chosen. It makes no sense
and is deeply flawed.

3

NP249

Ardingly College have not, at this stage, put Standgrove Field forward for
inclusion in the NP. This puts them on a par with East Field, that was, as
you will remember, withdrawn from consideration. This means that the
allocation by the Parish Council is not valid.

3

NP249

The critera for choosing Standgrove Field is spurious at best (see enclosed
document)

3

NP249

Middle Lodge land is situated nearer to the village than B and the
Lindfield Road could be the subject of Traffic calming with a suitable
entrance. It could easily accommodate the 27 houses that Ardingly
wants. Because of the tree line in the field, a development here would
not impact the High Weald trail in the same way as B. I feel that this
option has not been properly looked at.

3

NP249

The land at Bawtry would be perfect for a few houses, with easy access
and probably not much opposition. It is within easy walking distance of
the Village.

3

NP249

We asked for other sites to be put forward. Here are two that have not
been properly looked at.

3

NP249

WHAT IS THE HURRY? POLICY OPTION Development at B would have a
significant adverse impact on the traffic situation in Ardingly.

3

NP249

It would have a huge impact on the environment and its biodiversity.

3

NP249

It would have a significant effect on the wildlife of the area. While A has
been home in recent years to sheep, B has been full of Deer, Badgers,
three kinds of Bats and two kinds of Owls, Sparrow Hawks, Kestrels,
Swallows, Grass Snakes and small mammals and large numbers of
wildflowers. I have the Sussex University Biodiversity study for Standgrove.

3

NP249

There has been no mention of the footpath that was passed by WSCC in
2011, and is still under appeal. Advice from WSCC states that it would be
most unwise to put forward for planning permission, land that was the
subject of a planning decision.

3

NP250

Our WRMP will take full account, in line with statutory guidance, of the
planning forecasts of Local Authorities within our region. They have all
been contacted and we have a comprehensive forecast, developed by
Experian, together with neighbouring companies, of growth estimates in
population and households. For the Mid Sussex district in particular, our
forecasts include a growth estimate of 4,138 households over the period
from 2012 to 2020, 9,312 households over the period from 2012 to 2030,
and 14,678 households over the period from 2012 to 2040. We consider
that this is satisfactory for the purpose of meeting the requirements of 27
new homes by 203 in the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan.

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP250

In the neighbourhood plan there is no mention of the code level the new
homes will be built to. Given that the south east is classed as water
stressed and there is potential for a deficit in demand without further
options we would encourage these homes to be built to at least Code
level 4 or higher and to include as much water efficient technologies as
possible. We do support Objective 8 in the sustainability appraisal in
conserving water and improving water quality and suggest the housing
standards could be mentioned in this objective.

3

There is no requirement for the ANP to include a policy on this
matter as it is already dealt with by the NPPF.

NP252

Policy 3 The comments on the display board as to why Standgrove Field
was chosen as the preferred development site are questionable. ‗It‘s
adjacent to existing houses,‘ the same as Butchers Field. ‗It will benefit a
significant employer in the village,‘ this should not be a potential planning
issue. ‗Access to the site is easy,‘ along a dangerous road. ‗Contribute to
SANGS if development were approved,‘ any developer would have to
contribute to either SANGS or SAMM. I understand that the owners of
Standgrove Field have only said they will commit to 27 houses if the
development is turned down at the inquiry.

3

The benefit of preparing the NP to this timetable is to have it
completed in time to inform the public inquiries on the
appealed schemes. There is no guarantee that the NP will do
so but it ought to have reached a stage whereby the
Inspector will be obliged to give the NP some weight in his/her
consideration of the two schemes.

NP252

I do not understand how they can be included in this document as it
stands now, if they have not committed to it. This document is very
misleading as many residents think that BF is now going to be a green
space and SF is going to now have a development of 27 houses. I do
understand the PC concerns about having two developments but this
should now be left to the inquiry to decide. I think many of the village
would find this more acceptable in the long term.

3

The benefit of preparing the NP to this timetable is to have it
completed in time to inform the public inquiries on the
appealed schemes. There is no guarantee that the NP will do
so but it ought to have reached a stage whereby the
Inspector will be obliged to give the NP some weight in his/her
consideration of the two schemes.

NP252

It is only because of the introduction of SANGS that a decision was not
made sooner. I also understand, that while the inquiry is pending it is
unwise to put forward any other sites to be included in this plan. I am sure
the PC must have been aware of this fact. If this field does get turned
down at the inquiry this component of the ANP should go back to the
drawing board and we should have a more open discussion on sites,
numbers etc with the whole community. The material needs of Ardingly
College should not be included in this document; the reference to them
being a significant employer in the village is as irrelevant to this document
as is AC position in the IB league tables

3

The benefit of preparing the NP to this timetable is to have it
completed in time to inform the public inquiries on the
appealed schemes. There is no guarantee that the NP will do
so but it ought to have reached a stage whereby the
Inspector will be obliged to give the NP some weight in his/her
consideration of the two schemes.

NP252

Standgrove Field is no more suitable for a larger scale development than
Butchers Field for the above mentioned reasons. May be, Butchers Field
would be a more sustainable choice of location because of its position
within the village.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP252

This could be included in the document; no development should be
started: Until the Traffic calming project is completed. Until Car Parking in
the centre of the village is resolved. Until the over capacity problems of
the sewage works are resolved and there is more capacity created. (The
lorry movements along Lodgelands to the sewage works have been a
nightmare for the residents this summer, adding to the traffic movements
in this part of the village.)

3

NP252

To conclude: I can only assume that this Pre-submission document has
been brought forward to influence the inquiry, to divide the village
(butcher Field news letter) and to actively support Ardingly College‘s
development proposals, using tax payer money to do this.

3

NP252

The developers of Standgrove Field have not committed to 27 houses, the
number stated in the ANP Pre-submission Document and will only commit
to the ANP if their proposed development for 37 houses gets turned down
at the inquiry or reduced. This important fact is not mentioned in your
document and I do not think many residents of the village will be aware
of this, therefore Policy 3: must be unsound.

3

NP252

The Pre-submission document as outlined could be prejudicial to the
inquiry process. No statements of support for any development should be
made or decided upon until the planning inquiries are completed and all
aspects of this consultation are given full consideration.

3

NP254

Housing Policy - I believe Standgrove Field to be the most suitable site for
proposed development, because it is on a main road with all utilities to
hand. Access to the site is easy from College Road and there are good
pavements from the field up into the village. The road is suitable to take
extra traffic in the normal flow and visibility is good.

3

NP254

Strongly agree that 27 houses is enough with some homes being
allocated to local families or those with ties to the village. Houses should
blend in with village architecture and be low impact on the landscape.

3

NP256

We would like to know how the Parish Council have come to the decision
that Standgrove Field is to be the land used for development. Having
attended the Council meeting in Haywards Heath, we were under the
impression that this area was turned down for building as an unsuitable
site. We realise as do most residents in Ardingly that housing has got to be
built in the village, however we feel the only democratic way ahead is to
allow the villagers to have a vote on which site should be used.

3

NP258

Site Selection 2.9 The draft Sustainability Appraisal tests two potential
housing sites (Option A identifies Butchers Field (MSDC ref 495) and Option
B (identifes Standgrove Field (MSDC ref 187) for housing.

3
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The benefit of preparing the NP to this timetable is to have it
completed in time to inform the public inquiries on the
appealed schemes. There is no guarantee that the NP will do
so but it ought to have reached a stage whereby the
Inspector will be obliged to give the NP some weight in his/her
consideration of the two schemes.

NP258

2.11 We note that Standgrove Field is a distinct area in its own right
(character area 10: Standgrove Place Northern Slopes) whilst Butches
Field forms part of a much larger area identified as character area 16:
Munnion Road Western High Weald. The Assessment concludes that
character area 10 has substantial sensitivity, moderate landscape value
and low capacity to accommodate development, whist character area
16 is judged to have substantial sensitivity and landscape value and
negligible/low capacity.

3

NP258

2.12 Butchers Field is separated from the remainder of character area 16
by an existing tree belt along the southern boundary and is a distinct
character area in its own right. This is an important consideration in the
context of the site‘s suitability for development.

3

NP258

2.19 We note the minutes from a Parish Meeting held on the 30th July 2013
where potential allocated sites were discussed (Appendix 1). At page 3, it
is stated that ―Further discussions were held regarding the two remaining
sites (Standgrove and Butchers Field) and it was felt that as Standgrove
site was owned by Ardingly College and an important employer in the
village, this site was most likely to pass a referendum and be least
objectionable”.

3

NP258

2.20 Each site should be treated on its merits and, accepting that
development is required in the AONB due to the shortage of alternative
sites within the village, we are of the view that Butchers Field is a suitable
and deliverable site to accommodate development over the plan
period. The supporting information submitted alongside the planning
application confirms this point.

3

NP258

2.21 We therefore submit that Policy 3 is amended to include Butchers
Field as an allocation once the housing requirement for the District, and in
turn villages, has been agreed.

3

NP258

3.3 We have identified issues with the evidence based to support both the
District Local Plan and the Neighbourhood Plan to include the housing
requirement evidence. We submit that there is likely to be a higher
requirement within the District which will in turn have an impact on the
level of provision in the village areas.

3

NP258

3.4 We have queried the assumptions made in the Draft Sustainability
Appraisal in respect to the assessment of Standgrove Field and Butchers
Field. We put forward that Butchers Field should be the preferred housing
site. Consequently, Collingwood Neptune objects to the omission of
Butchers Field as a housing site and recommend that it is included to
ensure an adequate supply of housing in the Parish over the plan period
to help address local housing needs.

3

NP259

The biggest thing is the proposal to put 27 houses on Standgrove field.
Although I have felt this is not a good location for houses, it is certainly a
better bet than Butcher‘s Field. It is also better than than the 35 or so
houses in the earlier proposal.

3

NP259

The less good thing is that it further straggles the village ( which Butcher‘s
field would not..!).

3

NP259

However, I have always felt that we could accommodate more houses
much better by using the some of the showground land just north of
Gower‘s pit and St Peter‘s School. Much more central , less visually
disruptive. ( I realise also that it may be impossible as I assume the SEAS
are unwilling to part with it.)

3

The land at the Showground is not available for housing
development in the plan period.

NP259

Another location for housing which would be less visually disruptive is the
field between Lower Lodge and Middle Lodge on the west side of the
Lindfield road. Again, a big plus could the extension of the traffic calmed
area down the dangerous bend on the Lindfield Road. (I realise that this
also may be impossible as I assume it is outside the permissible area for
building, though I have an idea (from village gossip!) that the owner of
the land may be willing to part with it.)

3

The Middle Lodge site does not adjoin the built up area
boundary.

NP260

I entirely support Policy 3 and the proposed allocation of residential
development on Standgrove Field as it is important for any village to plan
for continuing growth.

3

NP260

I was however surprised to see that Policy 3 states only 2 & 3 bedroom
houses to be built. Whilst I can understand the need to provide smaller
dwellings in the village it does seem a little restrictive on future families
who may also wish to stay within our beautiful village. Surely a more
balanced range of house sizes would have been more appropriate?

3

agreed. Amend policy to relate to 2/3 bed homes to
affordable not open market homes.

NP261

I still feel that land belonging to the South of England Showground would
be more suitable for development. It is recognised that this suggestion
has already been dismissed. Land in this site is not so scenically beautiful
and would not infringe so much on landscapes.

3

The land at the Showground is not available for housing
development in the plan period.

NP263

I do not see why it is necessary to include new houses in the NHP. Is there
some law stating we have to provide more houses? I believe the village is
full and has no need nor availability for new houses.

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP263

·
If there is a need, why are there so many houses unsold in the
village? Just look at the low cost properties next to the Ardingly Inn as an
example. If they are not selling why would other low cost houses sell?

3
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NP263

·
I do not see why the APC believes that people have a right to live in
this village. I moved here because it was a peaceful, quiet, picturesque
village. Adding more houses to it will go a long way to spoiling that look
and feel – the one which so attracted me here in the first place. You are
spoiling this village beyond recognition. Is this desired or even necessary?

3

NP263

·
If it is necessary to add new houses to the village I see no reason
why Standgrove was chosen as the site in question. I was there when this
was discussed by the APC and didn‘t hear any single compelling reason
for Standgrove to be selected, yet the vote was unanimous. This seems
entirely strange and unnatural to me.

3

NP263

·
Your NHP speaks of protection for the countryside and yet you
suggest destroying an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in order to
build houses. This is both contradictory and disingenuous.

3

NP264

My personal feelings are that we are being manipulated by government.
On the assumption that resistance is now futile, other than through the
ballot box, I will just say that the sacrifice of Standgrove Field is a great
shame.

3

NP265

I live opposite Stangrove Field in Erthingliegh on College Road. I was just
wondering if there was any reason that our garden was not included as a
possibility for Housing Allocation. We have two large plots which would
provide ample space for two houses.

3

NP265

Apart from that I think the Neighbourhood plan looks great! I'd have to
say I'm not over the moon at the thought of mass building on such a
beautiful meadow at Stangrove but it would be hypocritical of me to
complain as I'd like to build on my own land (if only to reduce the time it
takes me to do the mowing!)

3

NP273

Policy 3 - I find it quite astonishing that the need for the College to
generate value from a surplus piece of land should be considered an
important factor by the Parish Council when deciding that the field at
Standgrove should be the only allocated site for houses. I personally am
against this development as it extends the built up boundary of the village
quite significantly south on College Road, whereas Butchers Field has
always appeared to me to be a natural infill site. I cannot help but think
after looking at the list of committed individuals who worked on the
neighbourhood plan that this is biased and a case of NIMBY.

3

NP275

I have read the plan in detail and it seems eminently sensible to me in all
particulars. As regards housing, whilst I do not particularly want further
development in the village, I accept that there is a need. On which basis,
the proposals for Standgrove look appropriate,

3

NP277

Policy 3 . the policy states two and three bedroom houses. this is fine for
the affordable element of the development but the other 19 houses
needs to be a mix of housing which reflects village life. this is also
supported by the village survey and the housing needs survey.
I am otherwise totally in support of the NP.

3

Consider modifying policy to require 2/3 bed provision only in
relation to affordable element.

NP278

Policy 3 - Housing. In agreement with the site & no of houses proposed
provided that the development does not take on the appearance of a
cramped, claustrophobic & over-developed version of Bolnore/Lower
Villages.

3

The Plan must plan positively for development to be in
accordance with national planning policy.

NP279

I object to any housing development at Standgrove or Butcher's Field as
Standgrove will attract additional traffic and the Village does not have
sufficient infrastructure to support either development.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP280

In common with others i appreciate the time that has been taken by the
working party for the draft plan. I have serious misgivings regarding the
'volte face' regarding the refusal of planning permission on Standgrove
field. Permission was refused by the Parish and local Authority on genuine
planning grounds and pressure from the Community and outside Groups. I
understand the issue has gone to appeal. If we as a village change our
mind, we are essentially accepting that our issues no longer stand.and i
fear that will give power to the Developer's argument to overturn the
original decision. We could end up with far more housing than the
neighbourhood plan has suggested. Any past and future decisions made
by the parish could be challenged as we have set a precedent. For this
reason sadly i cannot accept the plan

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP281

I am totally against large scale development on Standgrove Field as I
believe any development in Ardingly should be small scale and balanced
within the village. Development on Standgrove would be a 'bolt on'; it
would not only reduce the vital strategic gap between Ardingly College
and the built up area of Ardingly, but also be detrimental to the cohesion
of Ardingly as a settlement and thus negatively impact on Ardingly's 'sense
of place'.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP286

I am not in favour of any further development in the village, but if forced
to choose between the two sites under threat of more housing, I would
rather that Standgrove be chosen.

3

NP287

and that any development should take place on Stangrove field.

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

This site is too small for the NP to allocate.

Butchers Field not assessed as suitable or acceptable as
Standgrove at this stage.

NP290

I think that the parish council have been incredibly pro-active in creating
the NP and applaud them for this. I think that they have made some
sensible and logical decisions in the face of a very emotive subject. My
main worry about the process stems from my own experiences in working
with organisations who work to government targets and is this: yes, the
suggested housing allocation has been catered for, yes green spaces
have been nominated for protection in perpetuity BUT what happens
when the goalposts are moved and we are told that the housing
allocation has been readjusted to 57 from 27. What steps will the parish
council take to prevent this from happening?

3

NP295

I believe that Standgrove Field is the most appropriate site for residential
development in the village and support its allocation for that use.

3

NP296

I also agree that Standgrove Field is the better location for housing
development.

3

NP298

I am concerned that the Plan has chosen Stangrove Field as the only
possible site to provide additional housing in the village.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP299

I live in Ardings close and I do not. Want houses built on the surrounding
area from we're I live not only will it destroy the wildlife and the landscape
but the supposed area falls were I live and the road would have to come
though my property and I say not happening

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP300

The choice of Standgrove field as the preferred site for future
development is appropriate as this would have the least impact on the
village and would actually improve things

3

NP302

We feel that the Stangrove Road site would be the right place to build, as
it has access directly onto a main road and traffic would not necessarily
have to go into the village. We would support this Stangrove site as it will
give priority to local residents, it is a small village and young people are
having to move away from the village as the housing in this area is not
affordable.

3

NP303

I don't agree that Standgrove Field should be identified as the preferred
site for a single large housing development in the ANP.
The financial benefits to a private organisation, as referred to in 4.14,
should not influence a decision to select a preferred site for housing
development.

3

NP305

We do not need any more housing estates.

3

NP306

I do not support building on Standgrove Field

3

NP309

The plan looks the best compromise for housing given the minimal impact
on the centre of the village and good road access.

3

NP311

I am not in favour of the Butcher's Field planned development. Without
significant investment in village infrastructure (including widening the
already squeezed roads and further disruptive works to add power,
telephone and drainage this site is not capable of containing further
development. The Standgrove development already has good access
and I feel it likely that most traffic into this site will approach from south of
the village which will mean it will not further congest the village roads.
Service infrastructure to this area is already in place and it is located not
far from the water treatment works (probably not a great sales point for
prospective buyers)

3

NP311

With regard to affordable housing the village is near capacity, in terms of
percentage of total occupancy of the village, when compared with other
local villages. Why is Ardingly being targeted for so much development?

3

NP314

On the whole I am in favour of the proposals in the Neighbourhood Plan. I
am concerned that the development of Standgrove Field will visually
extend the village boundary. Particularly if it is developed in a linear
fashion fronting the road. I would prefer housing to be clustered at the
end nearest the village.

3

NP316

I am not at all supportive of any plan to urbanize and over develop our
village at either Butchers Field or Standgrove Field. I would refer you to
correspondence grounds and reasons previously submitted to the local
PC and to the Local Authority that in detail give the objections to these
ridiculous development proposals. The bigger plan being put forward
gives our village plenty of time to develop more realistic plans around any
development the VILLAGE consider necessary and appropriate over time.
That currently being proposed for both Standgrove Field and Butchers
Field should simply be dismissed and I cannot believe our own PC are not
more vociferous against this.

3

Page 18 of 51

The ANP proposes a total of 27 new homes from new
allocations over the plan period. Only windfall sites within the
built up area boundary will be supported in the future.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP318

I appreciate that a great amount of work has gone into the plan, which I
am grateful for, and am broadly supportive of the plan. However, I am
concerned about the decision to support development in Standgrove
Field as opposed to Butchers Field. I feel that Standgrove Field
development would increase the traffic problems on College Road, as (as
a parent on College Road), it is not safe walking with young children on
the narrow pavements, and therefore it is highly unlikely that residents of a
new development would walk rather than drive to the local amenities,
including the school.

3

NP320

I understand the impotance for land development. What I cannot
comprehend is the choice of location. Black and white- an area of
outstanding natural beauty with ancient woodland with wild protected
flowers growing including primroses. Is this really a place to destroy?

3

NP321

I do not want any houses being built on Standgrove Field. This is going to
cause us a lot of noise and polution with the lorries going in and out and
the noise will disturb us and all the wildlife. The college have enough
grounds to build on right out of our way and not on our doorstep.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP322

I choose to live in Ardingly because it is a real small English Village. Had I
wanted to live in a large village that could well end up connected to
Haywards Heath then I would have chosen to live elsewhere which would
probably been much cheaper. College Road is so busy with traffic from
Ardingly College and Hansens that to increase that with more dwellings
would be intolerable.

3

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP323

I vote for buiilding on Standgrove Field

3

NP328

All positive & well considered but have significant concerns regarding
additonal housing in & around the village

3

NP335

I do not agree with the proposal to site 27 new homes on College Road
as this will increase even further the demands for the road system to take
greater numbers of cars both South and North and since traffic speed,
congestion and frequency is already a huge problem on the road, this will
surely only add to it, especially considering the types of homes that are
being proposed are 'starter homes' suitable for young families and since
there is a proposal to further develop and promote St. Peters, it makes
sense to locate the new homes to the North-West by Butchers, one of the
original sites. Adding a further 27 homes on College Road will be
catastrophic to the safety of road users and pedestrians and further
considering that there will be more young children walking along College
Road to the school, this is a disaster in the making.

3

NP337

I support this neighbourhood plan. Stangrove field is a sensible proposal
especially as there is a nearby road already in existence. I would like to
thank the Parish council for all their hard work.

3

NP343

I am very impressed by this wide-ranging and well thought out plan. I
think it balances well the need to preserve the character of the village
and f the exceptional natural landscape surrounding it with the needs of
present day society. I welcome the proposal to limit new housing
development

3

NP345

Although it would be preferable to have no further development, we
appreciate that further housing is needed and therefore support the plan
as is.

3

NP348

I support this neighbourhood plan. Stangrove field is a sensible proposal
especially as there is a nearby road already in existence. I would like to
thank the Parish council for all their hard work.

3

NP350

Southern Water is the statutory sewerage undertaker for Ardingly.
Southern Water has a statutory duty to serve new development, and is
committed to providing the right wastewater infrastructure in the right
place at the right time. The adopted Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan and
Mid Sussex‘s adopted District Plan, will inform Southern Water‘s investment
planning. Adoption provides the planning certainty required to support
investment proposals to Ofwat, the water industry‘s economic regulator.
Investment proposals are prepared every five years through price review
process. The next price review is in 2014. Ofwat‘s price determination will
fund the investment programme in the period to 2020. There will be
another price review in 2019, covering the investment period 2020 to 2025.

3

NP350

Strategic infrastructure, such as extensions to wastewater treatment works,
can be planned and funded through the price review process, and coordinated with new development. However, Ofwat takes the view that
local infrastructure, such as local sewers, should be funded by the
development if this is specifically required to service individual
development sites. To this end, the principle is that new development
needs to connect to the sewerage system at the nearest points of
adequate capacity. This may require off-site infrastructure if the nearest
point is not located within the immediate vicinity of the site. Southern
Water would take future income from customers into account, so that the
developer would only need to fund a proportion of the total cost.

3
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Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

There is no requirement for the ANP to include a policy on this
matter as it is already dealt with by the NPPF.

NP352

The report seems to consider a single site is preferable where as all the
advice in Appendix A of the original assessment seems to point towards
multiple small sites so that construction can be staggered over the 20 year
period, this also seems the most sensible option - "small scale incremental
growth". I feel there are quite a number of small potential development
sites within, or in close proximity of the built-up area that could be utilized
for this purpose, for instance the land to the rear of Brittan House which
seems to have been completely omitted from any consideration, and yet
could produce the site for all our affordable housing on one very
sustainable site.

3

NP352

It seems that of those respondents to the original survey
requiring "affordable housing" the vast majority are single people, as such
why are we looking at a development for 2/3 bed houses when 1
bedroom flats or starter homes are what is needed. Looking at the figures
a reasonable breakdown on needs suggest 6 No 1 Bed flats and 2No 2
bed semi detached would provide adequate affordable housing to
service the requirement.

3

NP356

The Demographics work group has discussed Policy 3: Housing Supply and
Site Allocation. The work group recommends that Policy 3 should be
revised to state that: ―the affordable element of the development should
be identified for 2 and 3 bedroomed homes‖ in accordance with the
findings of the Housing Needs Survey of June 2012. If viable, an element
of shared ownership will be supported as there are no such homes in
Ardingly parish. The local connection requirement will apply to both types
of tenure. Although some need has been identified for single person
accommodation, there is already a substantial element of I bed
accommodation in the parish and there is a higher turnover of smaller
units as identified in the briefing note from MSDC Housing Officers in
February 2013. Thus the supply of affordable housing will be increased by
the turnover of existing housing. Existing 1- bed units: Social housing
(Affinity Sutton)- 28 units Priceholme (private trust) - 22 units
Hett Close (Hyde Housing Assoc) - 4 units . Further accommodation for
elderly single people is available at Turnpike Court.

3

The work group recommends that the remaining 19 dwellings to be
provided through Policy 3 should comprise: ―a mix of housing types, with
some dwellings suitable as homes for retirees‖. This reflects the findings
of the Village Survey which identified most support for family homes for
sale followed by homes for retirees and then small homes for sale.

3

In a village it is important to create a balanced community and this will
best be achieved by a choice of house types including family and starter
homes. We are mindful of the fact that family homes of a range of sizes
will encourage support for St Peter‘s Primary School which presently caters
for a proportion of children from outside the parish.

3

We cannot see any evidence for the statement in the Neighbourhood
Plan that the market element of the scheme should comprise only two
and three bed homes. This might be appropriate for a small development
such as that to rear of Britten House. However in the case of the allocation
identified in Policy 3, it is felt that a mix of housing will be more in keeping
with the site‘s location on the edge of the built up area and more
reflective of a village community.

3

NP3

Habitat to encourage wildlife in areas not designated for housing

4

NP33

Standgrove Field - Due to the fact that the College have closed the
above field to walkers, the area has become the most wonderful natural
area for all flora and fauna with owls, deer, badgers, etc and wild flowers.
It is heartbreaking to see this go, it has not been a playing field for years.

4

NP63

The Parish Council advises that the site owner is prepared to transfer part
of the Standgrove Field site to them to provide a SANG (a Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace). Both Mid Sussex District Council and
Natural England advised the site owner in 2012 that the available land
offered for the purpose is insufficient to meet the requirements for a SANG.

4

NP76

Whilst agreeing with this policy as it emphasises the Plan policy for
Standgrove Field, I am a little concerned that land owners might feel that
any planning application for housing development might meet with
approval if they provided part of the site as a Natural Green Space.

4

NP100

Para 2.40 – We welcome the recognition that some development needs
to provide Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace sites (SANGs) and
Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM) measures on
Ashdown Forest itself.

4

NP100

Para 4.13 - Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) – issues such
as the scale, nature and ongoing management of the SANG will be
necessary to ensure that it meets the Ashdown Forest Special Protection
Area requirements.

4
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agreed. Amend policy to relate to 2/3 bed homes to
affordable not open market homes.

The policy is not specific to Standgrove Field.

NP118

The small portion of field left after building, the College are proposing to
donate as a SANG space. MSDC and Natural England have deemed it
too small. The College are trying to make out that they are gifting us the
space that the village has always been able to use, and making it sound
that they are doing us a favour. The Parish Council may be taken in by
this ploy, but we are not.

4

The policy is not specific to Standgrove Field.

NP127

The small portion of field left after building, the College are proposing to
donate as a SANG space. MSDC and Natural England have deemed it
too small. The College are trying to make out that they are gifting us the
space that the village has always been able to use, and making it sound
that they are doing us a favour. The Parish Council may be taken in by
this ploy, but we are not.

4

The policy is not specific to Standgrove Field.

NP127

Under section 4.14 of your pre-submission plan you state that the
Standgrove Field, is deemed surplus to the College requirements, as this is
field already outside the village development boundaries and it is
technically already a green field site, it could be donated to the village as
a SANG, the same as you are expecting the owner of Butchers Field to
donate his land as a SANG.

4

NP128

Until the arrival of the present College Headmaster, the villagers have had
access through Standgrove Field for generations, a Right of Way appeal is
still in progress. It is well known that the College will push for the full 37
houses on the site and not the 27 the Parish Council is suggesting will be
built.

4

NP128

The small portion of field left after building, the College are proposing to
donate as a SANG space. MSDC and Natural England have deemed it
too small. The College are trying to make out that they are gifting us the
space that the village has always been able to use, and making it sound
that they are doing us a favour. The Parish Council may be taken in by
this ploy, but we are not.

4

NP128

Under section 4.14 of your pre-submission plan you state that the
Standgrove Field, is deemed surplus to the College requirements, as this is
field already outside the village development boundaries and it is
technically already a green field site, it could be donated to the village as
a SANG, the same as you are expecting the owner of Butchers Field to
donate his land as a SANG.

4

NP224

Policy 4: Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space Suggest this states
‗will deliver within Ardingly parish‘ one or more Suitable Alternative Natural
Green Spaces…

4

NP252

Policy 4: Many residents of Ardingly would not understand the implications
of this policy. It is misleading to infer that this is being included in the ANP
as a benefit for our community. All developments that are now proposed
in this SANGS area either have to contribute a SANGS or contribute to a
SAMM. As this policy is only included to support the owners of Standgrove
Field development plan, future development plans and to influence the
inquiry, this should not be included in the ANP. I thought the developers of
Standgrove Field had already put forward this area as a green space as
part of their 37 house development plans if it was to go ahead.

4

The policy is not specific to Standgrove Field.

NP15

I notice that Policy 3 states only 2 and 3 bedroom houses to be built and I
feel that this would be rather restrictive for larger families seeking more
accommodation.

5

agreed. Amend policy to relate to 2/3 bed homes to
affordable not open market homes.

NP15

At present there is very little suitable accommodation available. Ideally
we would like to see reasonably spacious 2 bedroom flats or apartments.
Any hope?

5

NP76

Very important I agree

5

NP244

7.
Paragraph 4.16 – policy 5 Housing Design – what does the phrase
―The Neighbourhood Plan requires all developments, including alterations
to existing buildings, to take account of the character and scale of
surrounding buildings and landscape‖ actually mean in practice?

5

The policy will require proposals for deevlopment to
demonstate they have taken account of the design features
of the parish if they are to be supported.

NP264

‗Take account of‘ in Policy 5, seems too weak.

5

The policy will require proposals for deevlopment to
demonstate they have taken account of the design features
of the parish if they are to be supported.

NP2

I support the plan only if green sites are protected, ie Butchers Field

6

NP4

I support the inclusion of local green spaces as listed

6

NP4

I strongly support the protection of land at Butchers Field, Street Lane from
development through its identification as a Local Green Space under
Policy 6. This field provides an important outlook over the surrounding
countryside from Street Lane and reinforces the rural character of our
village. I also feel that a development accessed from Street Lane would
cause a serious road hazard and put the safety of children traveling to
and from school at risk.

6

NP17

I am relieved to hear that some valued green spaces are to be protected
under the Neighbourhood Plan.

6

NP17

Butchers Field is designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty and
should remain so.

6

NP28

We are fully supportive of the proposal to designate Butchers Field as a
protected area of green space …

6
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The policy is not specific to Standgrove Field.

NP28

Reducing the number of houses proposed for this site to 27 will enable
green space to be kept in front of the existing houses (or most of them)

6

NP37

We are delighted to find that Butchers Field along with the Sweetshop
Field have been designated or allocated as Local Green Space. In
regard to Butchers Field, during the very early morning throughout the
summer we have heard owls quartering the field looking for breakfast in
the lovely long grass.

6

NP38

We really like the creation of Local Green Spaces as per Policy 6 of the
plan and we agree with the ones chosen

6

NP55

I agree to the plan on the condition that the proposed green sites are
protected!

6

NP60

I am pleased and agree with the Parish Council about the greenfield site
demarkation as they are important sites which preserve the village's
character and beauty.

6

NP63

The minutes of the meeting of the Neighbourhood Plan Committee of 30th
July 2013 record that following the proposed allocation of Standgrove
Field for 27 homes Neil Homer, the Council's consultant, recommended
that other possible sites "should be protected" from development by
being designated as Local Green Spaces. "Protection" in this context is
nothing more than a device to prevent competitor sites from being
properly considered, and no self-respecting Councillor, in the interest of
the residents he or she serves, should be a party to any such artifice.

6

NP76

Agree that the 6 locations listed must be retained and any proposals for
any development on the land must be strongly resisted.

6

NP91

Policy 6 - Local Green Space We note that the remaining undeveloped
land at Standgrove Field is to be designated as a Local Green Space,
which clearly ties in with this land being handed over as Public Open
Space for informal village use once the development proposals have
been implemented. Whilst we are happy for this designation to come
forward in conjunction with an allocation for residential development on
the front half of the field we would appreciate the list being amended so
that it only refers to the ―Land at the Rear of Standgrove Field‖ to avoid
any later confusion.

6

NP92

the green sites are all very well located, enjoyed and respected by the
village populations

6

NP94

Please please do not build on our Sweet Shop land my children play there
. It should remain fields for our childrens children to enjoy

6

NP104

I welcome the proposal for Butchers Field to be designated as Green
Space since it is an important finger of countryside penetrating into the
centre of the village with wonderful views.

6

NP109

I support the protection of land at Butchers Field, Street Lane, from
development through its identification as a Local Green Space
under Policy 6. This field provides an important outlook over the
surrounding countryside from Street Lane and reinforces the rural
character of our village.

6

NP110

We support the protection of land at Butchers Field, Street Lane, from
development through its identification as a Local Green Space
under Policy 6. This field provides an important outlook over the
surrounding countryside from Street Lane and reinforces the rural
character of our village.

6

NP115

Please protect Butchers Field as a Local Green Space Policy 6

6

NP116

Protect Butchers Field as Local Green Space Policy 6

6

NP117

I am in favour of protecting the Green Space known as Butchers Field and
any other within our area.

6

NP129

Butchers Field should be allocated as Green Space

6

NP130

over Butchers Field which I feel should be preserved as a Green Space.

6

NP139

Green fields should stay green fields to retain the character of the village,
protect countryside.

6

NP142

Any areas of outstanding beauty, especially in the conservation areas
should be protected!

6

NP142

I also support the policy on 'green space' as per policy 6.

6

NP143

I agree with the Neighbourhood Plan which says Butchers Field should be
protected s a Green Space and

6

NP144

That sufficient emphasis given to protecting Green Spaces

6

NP145

I support the NP which states policy 6 Green Field protection, east of High
Street, Recreation Ground and Butchers Field.

6

NP146

Protect Butchers Field Green Space

6

NP148

I support the Neighbourhood Plan, especially keepng Butchers Field as
green space and

6

NP151

especially regarding the local Green Space Protections.

6

NP153

I support the plan which protects Butchers Field

6

NP154

I'm supported of the Green Space

6

NP155

Please keep Butchers Field a green space

6
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The NPPF makes provision for neighbourhood plans to
designate qualifying sites for protection from development.
The choice of sites is consistent with other policies of the plan.

Agreed.

NP165

I much prefer that Butchers Field with its outstanding natural beautiful
views and the two other green areas mentioned should remain protected
and free from development.

6

NP166

I support the Neighbourhood Plan, especially protecting Butchers Field as
a green space

6

NP167

Also protection of local green spaces particularly Butchers Field and land
East of the High Street.

6

NP172

not Sweet Shop Field which should be left as a green space for Ardingly
villagers to enjoy now and in the future.

6

NP172

No Butchers Field to be developed

6

NP200

It is my clear and considered view that Butchers Field should be preserved
and protected.

6

NP210

I am strongly opposed to any development at Butchers Field.

6

NP211

Protect Butchers Field and the integrity of Ardingly as a village

6

NP212

Do not use Butchers Field for development as it will spoil the whole effect
of people living around or near.

6

NP217

Supprt policy 6 'local green space',

6

NP224

Policy 6: Local Green Spaces: Agreed

6

NP232

We support the protection of land at Butchers Field, Street Lane from
development through its identification as a Local Green Space under
Policy 6. This field provides an important outlook over the surrounding
countryside from Street Lane and reinforces the rural character of our
village.

6

NP234

Policy 6 – protecting Local green space and Land East of High Street;

6

NP251

Thank you all for your concern and practical ideas for our village. You
have worked so hard and considered all angles. We especially like the
way you are trying to keep the green fields south of Street Lane as
pasture: we don't want to loose our rural identity.

6

NP252

Policy 6: I am concerned that by putting forward these two private fields
as local green spaces you have united 2/3 of the village to support a
development on Standgrove Field, whether they eventually become
green spaces or not is irrelevant. By doing this you have united the PC
and BF in support of a development on Standgrove Field, therefore aiding
Ardingly College‘s development proposals and influencing the inquiry.
Should the ANP be used for this purpose?

6

NP254

The local green spaces are well set out within the village and assist in
keeping the rural nature of Ardingly

6

NP257

I am emailing to confirm that I do not want building of any type to take
place on what the village still call 'sweet shop field'. I would wish that this
land is protected as green space.

6

NP258

2.22 We object to the designation of Butchers Field as a Local Green
Space. NPPF at paragraph 77 identifies that the Local Green Space
designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space.
The designation should only be used: · Where the green space is in
reasonable close proximity to the community it serves; · Where the green
area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular
local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance,
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of
its wildlife; and · Where the green area concerned is local in character
and is not an extensive tract of land

6

NP258

3.5 We object to the sites allocation as a Local Green Space and
recommend its deletion. It has not been demonstrated that the site is
demonstrably special to the local community.

6

NP260

I also support the protection of land at Butchers Field, Street Lane from
development through its identification as a Local Green Space under
Policy 6. This field provides an important outlook over the surroundign
countryside from Street Lane to the South Downs National Park and
reinforces the rural character of our village, somewhat differently, from its
very centre. At the same time, Street Lane, unlike College Road is entirely
unsuited to taking any more traffic.

6

NP275

particularly with the area behind being set aside as protected green
space.

6

NP286

I fully support the proposal for Butchers Field to become adopted as a
green space as it forms an intrinsic part of the character and landscape
of the village.

6

NP287

I suuport the neighbourhood plan which agrees with keeping Butcher's
Field, Recreation Ground, Oaklands as local green space

6

NP289

I am particularly supportive of the proposal to designate certain areas of
the village as 'local green space' safeguarding against future
development.

6

NP296

I agree with the protection of Local Green Spaces as outlined in Policy 6.

6

NP300

I am completely in support of the draft plan and the sustainability
appraisal. I am particularly supportive of the areas that have been
selected for local green spaces as I believe it is important to protect these
area , particularly the area east of the High Street.

6
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The NPPF makes provision for neighbourhood plans to
designate qualifying sites for protection from development.
The choice of sites is consistent with other policies of the plan.

Para 4.20 provides a justification for the inclusion of this sites in
the policy.

NP312

Good news to protect parts of the village from development so that it
remains village and its' identity

6

NP315

Green space and agrcultural land should not be used for housing without
investigation of the way it will impact on the village and its ability to
continue its role as part of the rural community.

6

NP324

like the report especially policy 6

6

NP337

I also support the creation of local green spaces as put forward in policy
6

6

NP343

and to safeguard the future of Butchers Field.

6

NP347

With regard to Policy 6, Local Green Spaces . Item 4.2. I would like the
description of Land East of High Street as quoted in the plan as . . . ' a
popular walking area and has a special enclosed character'. . . to be
extended to include the fact that it borders ancient woodland and
Ardingly Conservation Area (East) which contains listed buildings.

6

NP348

I also support the creation of local green spaces as put forward in policy
6.

6

NP349

In agreement of Local Green Spaces, etc

6

NP350

Policy 6 - Glocal Green Spaces (page 31) Southern Water understands
Ardingly Parish Council‘s desire to designate Local Green Spaces, so that
they are protected. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) grants
a high level of protection to designated Local Green Spaces. However,
paragraph 88 of the NPPF explains that special circumstances exist if the
potential harm of a development proposal is clearly outweighed by other
considerations.

6

NP350

Southern Water considers that ‗very special circumstances‘ exist in relation
to provision of essential water and sewerage infrastructure (e.g a new
pumping station), should the need arise, in order to serve new and existing
customers. This is because there are limited options available with regard
to location, as the infrastructure would need to connect into existing
networks. Although the Parish Council is not the planning authority in
relation to wastewater development proposals, support for essential
infrastructure is required at all levels of the planning system.

6

NP350

Accordingly, we propose the following additional text to Policy 6 (new
text underlined): Proposals for any development on land will normally be
resisted. Should the need arise, development for essential infrastructure
will be supported in special circumstances, where the benefit outweighs
any harm, and it can be demonstrated there are no reasonable
alternative sites available.

6

NP3

Allotments in more than one location would be good

7

NP31

Thank you for the enormous work that has been invested in developing
this plan. Please can allotments have increase priority?

7

NP76

Strongly agree

7

NP82

7

NP168

Allotments would be a great improvement for villagers financially and
socially.
We also need allotments

NP224

Policy 7: Allotments: Agreed

7

NP234

policy 7 relating to allotments,

7

NP237

My one comment would be that the identification of space for allotments
might be treated in a slightly more concrete manner than ―I‘m sure that
we can find some space somewhere on the college grounds‖. It‘s my
experience that arrangements like this (which are not identified as a
priority by all parties) tend to fall through the cracks somewhat and, as the
college stand to gain substantially should the NP be approved, it would
be nice to know that they, in turn, are offering their support back to the
village.

7

NP252

Policy 7: I do not know whether the allotments need it‘s own policy as the
PC are already obliged to provide these.

7

NP254

Provision of allotments is a very good idea with new houses having such
small gardens and people wanting to provide for themselves.

7

NP335

also allotments as many more people are now interested in being selfsufficient and either don't trust our food chain or can't or won't pay
extortionate prices for organic produce.

7

NP335

That field is a haven for wildlife, where I've seen deer, numerous butterflies,
birds, especially barn owls.

8

NP76

Most important I think

8
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The policy will carry the weight of the devlopment plan once
the ANP is made but remains one of many material
considerations, albeit one that carries gretatest weight. It does
not therefore prevent statutory undertakers proposing works
that can be justified.

7

No site has been identified.

NP95

I'm not a naturalist and couldn't provide you with a specific audit of the
wildlife and fauna that exists in the area upon which the college now
proposes to build. However when I was starting out on my media career
thirty years ago as a young reporter on the Mid Sussex Times I was
charged with covering the paper's rural affairs. On more than one
occasion when we required evocative images of the rural splendour for
which the region was rightly renowned it was to that very field that I would
be taken by one of our experienced photographers to capture fabulous
photographs of the wildlife, flora and fauna that stood around it. It felt
then that nothing had changed (for the worse) in hundreds of years. It's
quite possible that some of those matchless pictures are still held in the
newspaper's archive. There's a unique opportunity now for that privileged
and traditional rural splendour to be preserved for future generations of
villagers.

8

NP100

Policy 8: Biodiversity – Is welcomed, however in view of a range of
pressures (including development, economic and climatic), a policy
to protect and maintain ... may not be effective in delivering the
government‘s aim of halting the decline in biodiversity (see NPPF Para
109). The wording (and a commitment to ‖protect and enhance‖ would
be more appropriate. The policy correctly goes on to seek ―favourable
conditions for biodiversity including maintenance and enhancement of
habitat connectivity and landscape scale conservation‖.

8

NP102

4. There is a huge amount of diversity in the field in terms of birds,
mammals and other wildlife. What would happen to their homes?

8

NP103

The field provides a natural environment for many species of animals and
flora. I do not feel that the proposals will bring any enhancements to
Ardingly.

8

NP162

Also the field is an area of natural beauty.

8

NP180

Also the impact on the wildlife would be devastating.

8

NP224

Policy 8: Biodiversity: I suggest second sentence should start…‖ It will
support the provision of favourable conditions…‖

8

NP350

Policy 8 - Biodiversity (page 32) Southern Water understands Ardingly
Parish Council‘s intention to protect and maintain the rich natural features
of the High Weald. However, we can not support the current wording of
policy 8. This is because it could create barriers to statutory utility
providers, such as Southern Water, delivering its essential infrastructure
required to serve existing and planned development allocated in the
District or Neighbourhood Plan.

8

NP350

There are limited options available for the location of new water and
sewerage infrastructure (e.g a new pumping station) due to the need to
connect into the existing sewerage system.

8

NP350

Paragraph 116 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
established that development should be permitted in designated areas in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that the
proposal is in the public interest. This approach is further supported by
paragraph 118, which describes the principle that development should be
permitted if the benefit outweighs any harm.

8

NP350

Provision of sewerage and water supply infrastructure would be in the
public interest, as it would serve both existing and new development.
Utility infrastructure should therefore be permitted within designated areas
in exceptional circumstances if no reasonable alternative site is available.

8

NP350

Although the Parish Council is not the planning authority in relation to
wastewater development proposals, support for essential infrastructure is
required at all levels of the planning system.

8

NP350

Accordingly, we propose the following additional text to policy 8: Should
the need arise, development for essential infrastructure will be supported
in special circumstances, where the benefit outweighs any harm or loss
and it can be demonstrated there are no reasonable alternative sites
available

8

NP76

An important aspect of Ardingly that must be preserved.

9

NP224

Policy 9: Heritage Assets: Agreed

9

NP234

policy 9 – Heritage Assets,

9

NP1

The school does need more space, whatever happens.

10

NP1

Has the village school the capacity to cope with the extra children? More
car journeys would be created to get children to the school or elsewhere
if necessary.

10

NP53

The school is already full.

10

NP76

Agreed. The Primary School has an excellent standard of education and
is an outstanding part of Ardingly life and the sooner the Scout Hut is
removed and the site becomes part of the School complex the better.

10
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The policy will carry the weight of the devlopment plan once
the ANP is made but remains one of many material
considerations, albeit one that carries gretatest weight. It does
not therefore prevent statutory undertakers proposing works
that can be justified.

This is not necessary.

NP78

In general, the County Council looks for Neighbourhood Plans to be in
conformity with the District and Borough Councils' latest draft or adopted
development plans. The County Council supports the District and Borough
Councils in preparing the evidence base for these plans and aligns its own
infrastructure plans with them. The County Council encourages Parish
Councils to make use of this information which includes transport studies
examining the impacts of proposed development allocations. Where
available this information will be published on its own website or that of
the relevant Local Planning Authority.

10

NP78

In relation to its statutory functions, the County Council expects all
Neighbourhood Plans to take due account of its policy documents and
their supporting Sustainability Appraisals. These documents include the
West Sussex Waste Local Plan, Minerals Local Plan and West Sussex
Transport Plan. The County Council also recommends that its published
service plans, for example Planning School Places, are taken into
account.

10

NP139

The school is full,

10

NP140

Can the village accommodate new families at the school,

10

NP224

Policy 10: Primary School: The present wording implies that the provision of
a permanent classroom is dependent on relocation of scout hut. This is not
the case.

10

NP229

A critial issue mentioned in the ANP is the overcrowding at the school
which will only get worse with house building - both in the parish and the
local area.

10

NP239

The school is running to it capacity and should not be put under pressure
or strain.

10

NP242

c) This will release much needed ground for the local School.

10

NP239

The Scout Hut cannot just be moved easily - it is more complicated.

11

NP76

Knowing the history of the Scout Hut being on its present site only because
at the time the County Council's policy was to close the village school
and therefore the whole site was leased to the Scouts. Fortunately, the
Managers fought against the County's proposal to such an extent that the
County did a U-turn by closing the old school and replaced it by the
present primary school at Holmans.

11

NP118

The owner of Butchers Field has offered to provide a new Scout hut, which
surely the Scouts should be pleased to accept as the current one is old
and draughty and it would free up the current Scout Hut site for the
Primary School, an issue that has been discussed in the past, but the
Scouts had nowhere else to go. The new Scout hut would still be central
in the village.

11

NP127

The owner of Butchers Field has offered to provide a new Scout hut, which
surely the Scouts should be pleased to accept as the current one is old
and draughty and it would free up the current Scout Hut site for the
Primary School, an issue that has been discussed in the past, but the
Scouts had nowhere else to go. The new Scout hut would still be central
in the village.

11

NP128

The owner of Butchers Field has offered to provide a new Scout hut, which
surely the Scouts should be pleased to accept as the current one is old
and draughty and it would free up the current Scout Hut site for the
Primary School, an issue that has been discussed in the past, but the
Scouts had nowhere else to go. The new Scout hut would still be central
in the village.

11

NP224

Policy 11: Scout Hut: Agreed

11

NP229

This can be relieved as acknowledged in the plan by relocating the Scout
Hut. I believe that this must be a priority for any development, including
that proposed at Standgrove Field (as was part of the Butchers Field
proposal) There would be very few potential sites within the village that
would be suitable for Scouts to use.

11

NP230

The need to find a new location and to build a new Scout Hut should be
liked to all opportunity for development.

11

NP231

Scout Hut: (I should point out the I am Treasurer of the 1st Ardingly Scouts)
Should the Butchers Field development not go ahead the Scouts will not
have a plan B for a replacement scout hut. Since we have about 10 years
left on the current lease to use the present land/scout hut we would need
to formulate a plan in line with the policies in the Neighbourhood plan. I
have not discussed it with the Showground yet, but my idea would be to
talk to them about the possibility of building a scout hut in the compound
to the north of the entrance of the Showground opposite Cobb Lane.

11

The Plan encourages a new site to be identified and provides
the key criteria for that site to be suitable.

NP231

This compound is used for the Machinery Sales and has an area next to
the hedge adjoining the road that I can see as being considered for this
use. Any such building might be shared with the Showground for their use
during their shows and would not necessarily require the sale of land to
the Scouts, but a lease, such as we have at present. I have put forward
this idea to the Ardingly Scouts‘ Executive at our meeting last night and it
had broad support, so I agreed that I would try to foster dialogue with the
Showground to see how receptive they might be to the idea.

11

The Plan encourages a new site to be identified and provides
the key criteria for that site to be suitable.

NP242

b) It is proposed to build a Scout Hut for the local youth.

11
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It is possible that provision made be possible and the policy
encourages such a consideration.

NP244

8.
If the development go ahead in Standgrove, what provision will be
made for a new Scout Hut in order to free up the necessary additional
classroom at St Peter‘s School? The lease on the existing Scout Hut still has
in excess of ten years left on it. If no suitable alternative provision can be
made for this facility then presumably the 1st Ardingly Scout Group
doesn‘t have to vacate that site – in which case how would that affect
the Standgrove application and, if adversely, why has this site been
supported in the NP?

11

NP252

Policy 11: I do not think this should be included in this document as it is the
Scout movement concerns.

11

NP3

A doctors surgery is a very good idea

12

NP4

I support the reintroduction of a doctors surgery

12

NP4

A new GP surgery was proposed for the village by the John Stuart Nursing
Trust to include three affordable rented apartments a few years ago. This
was rejected by the Parish Council and Attlee Cottage had to be sold.

12

NP36

One thing strikes me, the reference to a doctors surgery with a population
of 127,328 it seems odd that Ardingly is ? Surgery. Bonkers. How big is a
doctors practice? 12,000 to 14,000? Seems we have space for several
surgeries let alone NONE!

12

NP76

Whilst agreeing with the policy, I doubt whether the local Doctor's G.P's
would implement the Plans policy.

12

NP224

Policy 12: Medical Services: Agreed

12

NP244

9.
Policy 12 – Medical Services a.
There is no likely site for a GP‘s
surgery, given constraints over availability of land, parking, access and
design – unless this is included in both the Standgrove and Butchers Field
proposals. b.
If no commercial feasibility study has been undertaken –
even basic research – why has this been included in the plan?

12

NP254

I like the idea of a village GP Surgery

12

NP335

I support the other proposals and strongly support having a local GP
practice and

12

NP76

I do not agree with the Plan proposal that the Sports Pavillion on the
Recreation Ground should become a Community Centre. We have, I
suggest, adequate Community buildings in Hapstead hall, Koorana
Centre, St Peter's Centre and in addition Wakehurst Place and Ardingly
Showground can be hired for Conferences, Wedding Receiptions,
individual and corporate parties, meetings of all kinds, etc. It was built as
a Sports Pavilion for the accommodation of those using the Recreation
Ground, ie, the Village Cricket and Football teams, and any other sports
club or individual wishing to play games, the Village School for its annual
Sports Day, a fete or fayre and other organisations or individual wishing to
use the Recreation Ground.

13

The policy does not propose the pavilion becomes a
community centre. However, for clarity the policy should be
modified to refer to refurbishment and upgrading.

NP76

Use of the Pavilion as proposed would cause confusion of bookings,
especially to the regular users of the ground. I think money spent on an
extension as proposed in the Plan is totally unnecessary. Yes the facilities
in the present pavilion need modernisation, and possibility of upgrading
the front of the pavilion to improve the appearance of the building and
use of it by seating and cover for the users of the building, players, their
relatives and supporters and just visitors. But another Community Centre No.
Policy 13: Pavilion: I suggest this should state ‘refurbish and upgrade‘.

13

The policy does not propose the pavilion becomes a
community centre. However, for clarity the policy should be
modified to refer to refurbishment and upgrading.

13

Agreed.

NP274

Overall I agree with this document. However, I strongly object to the
extension (not refurbishment) of the Pavilion as it is likely to be impact on
other viability of facilities already within the village (namely the Church
Centre).

13

The policy does not propose the pavilion becomes a
community centre. However, for clarity the policy should be
modified to refer to refurbishment and upgrading.

NP76

I agree with this policy except my comments of Policy 13

14

NP224

Policy 14: Assets of community value: The first sentence should be deleted
as it refers to the pavilion. I suggest the village car park should be
included in the list of assets.

14

NP234

Policy 14 – Assets of Community Value;

14

NP234

Village shops are limited - three are empty premises at present.

15

NP31

Shops/business needs greater support. If the shops are limited the
temptation is to drive elsewhere. There is a 'critical mass' of shops needed
to prevent shopping outside the village. Currently there is a serious lack of
fruit, vegetables, hardware and gifts.

15

NP51

Not enough shops in Ardingly to sustain more people.

15

NP76

Strongly agree with this policy

15

NP79

We would have no shops or Post Office if the village does not progress
and grow in order to survive the village must expand.

15

NP180

We do not agree with the plans due to the local facilities not being
available to support growth.

15

NP224

Policy 15: Village shops: Agreed

15

NP234

15 relating to shops and

15

NP76

Yes, I agree this policy with the added connection to the tourist attraction
of Ardingly.

16

NP224
NP234

Policy 16: Cafes, pubs and restaurants: Agreed
16 relating to Pubs,

16
16

NP76

Agreed.

17

NP208

I encourage provision of super-fast broadband.

NP224

17
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It is possible that provision made be possible and the policy
encourages such a consideration.

Agreed.

NP224

Policy 17: Broadband: Agreed

17

NP244

10. Policy 17 – broadband a.
The bandwidth available on the current
broadband infrastructure is already limited and is unlikely to be improved
for the foreseeable future. b.
Adding more houses, even if only one of
the two planning applications goes ahead, will restrict it even if new users
are simply added to the existing infrastructure. c.
The developers
should be obliged to fund an improvement in the underlying technical
architecture. d.
This should be reflected in the policy in the NP,
otherwise it is not sufficiently reflecting the current needs of village
residents. Notwithstanding policy 27, it‘s good that the NP includes
reference to ―supporting‖ high-speed broadband but unless the Council
has a way of paying for it, it is fantasy.

17

NP264

If there is an opportunity to actively pursue broadband improvements, this
should be a policy.

17

NP335

One area that needs swift addressing is the issue with Broadband access
which is quite pathetic and is now a decade behind areas on our
doorstep. I appreciate that we are rural but that doesn't mean that we
need to be Neanderthal and with the current lack of initiative to do
anything constructive apart from any developments be 'in keeping' with
the local infrastructure, we will remain without access to the ability to
keep up with or take advantage of even basic technological advances
for business and leisure pursuits and this will become more noticeable as
the years roll on.

17

NP335

Something has to be done now and endless consultations, studies and
focus groups will leave us in a void, swallowed by a black hole of
legislation and committees whilst Haywards Heath, Burgess Hill, Cuckfield,
Wivelsfield and other local communities all join the Superhighway, leaving
us in a field still farming with an ox and plough! We need a commitment
to implement this by 2015 and that will be too long for people like me that
rely on superfast telecoms systems but I realize the level of infrastructure
that is required and what it will take to deliver it, but if we want to, we can
deliver it.

17

NP335

I think Ardingly could embrace 27 new homes but careful planning of
traffic should be started immediately so our lovely village does not loose
its identity.

18

NP335

27 more houses would mean more cars on an already very busy road
which has to cope with College traffic, Hanson lorries and other heavy
vehicles, plus Police and Ambulance at speed.

18

NP33

Standgrove Field - The old problem, traffic and speed.

18

NP37

Delighted to see something being done about speeding and traffic
generally in the village and through it. (refers to Traffic Consultation I
assume)

18

NP39

Street Lane (road to Balcombe) needs a cycle path or footway as it is
hazardous and a speed limit.

18

NP53

We have problems with traffic in Ardingly and you are proposing to bring
in more traffic. Will the traffic calming happen? I hope so.

18

NP63

Concerns about traffic volumes and excessive speeds, primarily in the
High Street and College Road, have long featured as the issue that most
concerns residents on grounds of noise, nuisance and safety. There are no
practical measures which can be taken to reduce traffic volumes which
will inevitably rise if Standgrove Field is developed for housing purposes,
but suggestions which reinforce Ardingly's sense of identity can make
through traffic more aware of the need to control speed and respect
others.

18

NP75

A "crossing" in the High Street and on College Road (top end) is necessary

18

NP76

I thought Ardingly Traffic Appraisal was very good especially the proposed
20 m.p.h. through the village centre but had reservations on the
suggestion of sculptures

18

NP82

A small roundabout in the entrance would act as traffic calming

18

NP92

and the traffic calming plans are both enterprising and exciting and fully
supported by us.

18

NP95

Finally the council has a clear functional and legally enshrined duty of
care to ensure the safest possible transport infrastructure. The B2028, and
specifically College Road as a spur road from it, have suffered a number
of appalling road accidents, including an unacceptable number of
fatalities. This development would significantly increase road usage on
what is already a narrow and difficult road, increasingly the likelihood of
further serious accidents. I hope these thoughts help focus and inform
your own deliberations on such an important local issue. Many thanks
thanks for giving them your consideration.

18

NP111

I think the traffic calming proposals for the High Street are totally
inappropriate and keep 200 'nimby' villagers happy at the expense of
thousands of motorists.

18

NP139

Safe crossing for our young people and our elderley people should be our
first priority.

18

NP140

more traffic,

18

NP152

Although a little concerned about road narrowing in village

18

Page 28 of 51

NP217

traffic and

18

NP224

Policy 18: Traffic Management: Suggest delete the word ‗core‘ as some of
the proposals relate to the wider parish.

18

NP234

Policy 18 – Traffic Management and

18

NP239

There is soo much traffic , that during the London to Brighton bike ride they
even shut the road in one direct, no other village has to put up with that.

18

NP239

Street Lane is soo narrow with cars parked either side, how can you get all
of these lorries along this road. It is boarding on madness.

18

NP243

I believe HANSON is a dreadful thing for Ardingly to have on its doorstep,
the LORRIES are DANGEROUS,

18

NP243

College Road seems to be a rat run for fast cars. This area is an area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Hanson does not add to that. The Speed of
Cars is ATROCIOUS.

18

NP244

11. Policy 18 – Traffic Management a.
Only the ―core‖ of the village is
referred to in this policy. b.
The problem of speeding and appalling
driving practices is prevalent throughout the village, not just in its core. I
can provide examples of this, if required, but the policy as such should
cover the entire village.

18

NP259

To my mind the biggest plus of putting houses on Standgrove field would
be if it also resulted in some redesigning of College Road at the point of
entry to help slowing traffic down.

18

NP263

On the plus side ·
I believe the ideas for traffic calming for the
village are good – College Road in particular is regularly a place where
cars speed.

18

NP263

·
I‘ve seen people in Turners Hill and in Crawley Down regularly out
with speed cameras recording the traffic and I really think this has
helped. I commute through these places every day and since their work,
these places are now areas where people consciously slow down and
obey the speed limits. I feel this is something the APC should do.

18

NP273

Policy 18 - Again disappointing that the scope given to the authors of "The
Ardingly Traffic Appraisal" was to concentrate on the core of the village
(section 7) although in the Introduction (Section 1) it is mentioned that the
study was intended to cover the whole parish but focus on the core of the
village. I have not been able to see any consideration of traffic problems
experienced outside of the core of the village with the exception of
Binghams Green. I believe that by implementing traffic calming measure
in the core of the village it will compound the issues we have with
speeding vehicles in the 50mph zone of College Road as people drive
south and leave the 20mph zone for all the reasons listed in the report as
to why the environment needs to change to enforce the 20 mph zone,
until the width of the road significantly narrows after the turning to the
reservoir. Narrow pavements are not an issue because there are no
pavements and pedestrians literally risk their lives every time they use this
stretch of road.

18

NP278

Policy 18 Traffic Management. Do not agree with the proposed road
width reductions. Agree traffic needs to slow down & that more green
verges should be created where possible.

18

NP295

The proposed traffic calming measures are also sensible. I would like to
see more done to reinforce the village's sense of identity to make through
traffic more aware that it is entering a village and needs to slow down.
This might be done by defining the entrance/exit points of the village on
the three main roads into the village with a "gateless gateway" similar to
that in Lindfield on the approach from Ardingly. But NO MORE ROAD
SIGNS on College Road please!

18

NP311

With regards to traffic calming measures. The village is already a
bottleneck. The bottleneck is 100% due to residents parking outside their
homes and exacerbated by HGV's visiting the roadstone site at ludicrous
hours and at speeds higher than the limit.

18

NP313

I suggest that the short part of Street Lane opposite the Ardingly Inn that
leads into the High Street by Hapstead Hall, should be pedestrianised.
This area could have benches, tables etc and become a focal centre for
the Village. This would have the effect of moving traffic to the main
Junction of College Road/Lindfield Road/High Street, which with the
measures proposed, would significantly slow traffic down by the
additional volume of traffic flowing through. This has proved to be
effective and not too disruptive when the road is closed for the duration
of the Ardingly show.
It would also stop lorries and coaches who follow sat nav instructions
coming up Street Lane and trying to turn sharp right or left by the Ardingly
Inn to join once again the High Street. This has already resulted in the
demolition of part of my garden wall by a coach in the past.

18
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NP313

The Junction of the end of the High Street/Lindfield Road/College Road,
needs to be monitored and controlled more effectively. I have witnessed
over the years a number of very near misses from vehicles turning at that
point. In addition the number of lorries form the Hanson depot is
increasing, the size of the lorries is increasing and when fully loaded and
they turn at that junction, they are leaving large tyre marks. Our house
shakes when the Hanson trucks go past at anything less than 5mph

18

NP332

In summary, I support the plan.

18

NP334

We leave on College Road and fully support the traffic calming proposal,
cars and lorrys often travel at high speed far exceeding the existing speed
restrictions. We have young children who are often scared due to this high
speed whist walking along the footpath to school and Village centre.

18

NP335

I have serious issues with speeding problems along College Road and
have personally addressed these to one of the main culprits, Hanson and
received a positive reply but qualified by an issue with the drivers not
being employed directly by Hanson so as sub-contracted drivers they
have very little power to enforce any action against drivers. Our efforts are
pretty pathetic in the face of a 30mph speed limit that is not enforced in
any way shape or form and with further suggestion of reducing it 20mph,
this will be regarded as a joke by drivers of HGV's and probably most
others as they all realize that this is not policed, nor are there any funds
available to do so. I propose that we as private citizens police this
ourselves and those that are willing to have speed cameras installed on
their property are encouraged to do so with financial incentives if
necessary and evidence can be presented on a regular basis to our local
constabulary in order for them to make prosecutions against offenders.

18

NP335

This will be extremely successful and would surely mark Ardingly out as a
village with initiative that will not take kindly to such deliberately
dangerous and insidious lawbreaking. A 20mph speed limit on College
Road will be as unsuccessful as 30mph has been until or unless it is policed
and people are prosecuted.

18

NP338

The proposals are extremely selfish in that they only address the centre of
the village, and will put even more danger into the areas on the edge of
the village. We live at the southern end of college road, near Hansons,
which is already the most dangerous part of the village when it comes to
traffic risks, ie 1) Narrow Road, very hard for a car and a lorry to pass,
extremely hard for two lorries to pass. 2) No footpath, and in some areas
very hard to get off the road quickly. 3) No lighting. 4) Very close to
Hansons, with lorries turning frequently. 5) Blind dip just south of Hansons,
and between Hansons and the reservoir turning. 6) An unbelievable
50mph speed limit, despite being within the village boundary, with a
significant proportion of cars and motorbikes exceeding this limit.

18

NP338

Making the centre of the village a 20mph zone will just make people drive
faster before they arrive at the zone, or after leaving it. The proposal might
make more sense if the speed limit when entering the village from
Haywards Heath was reduced to 30mph, but as it stands it is a complete
joke, and I object to the plan as it has been scoped deliberately not to
address the needs of everyone in the village, but only the majority at the
centre, and it will make the part of the village where we live more
dangerous.

18

Parking availability is a key problem in Ardingly now and is getting worse also speeding and dangerous drivers how do not observe the 30 MPH
now!

19

NP31

There seems to be enormous pressure on parking in the village and I fear
that this might jeopardize the implementation of traffic calming.

19

NP40

I think if we are to have more houses in Ardingly, we need more parking.

19

NP41

Could parking in the Rec be enhanced? CCTV?

19

NP42

Fell very necessary to have a further car park in the village, especially as
the traffic calming measures will reduce the present inadequate number
of parking spaces.

19

NP75

Parking opportunities must be addressed and more spaces provided
safely

19

NP76

A very difficult problem as stated in the policy: Parking in the High Street
causes a problem which is offset by the fact that it reduces the speed of
vehicles through the High Street, a good thing. With reference to the Car
Park in Street Lane, although inadequate, I feel that it should be
purchased from the Mid Sussex District Council as a Village asset but also
to avoid any possibility in the future of the District Council imposing any
charges on the car parking.

19

NP140

poor parking?

19

NP224

Policy 19: Car parking: Agreed

19

NP234

19 – car parking.

19

NP311

Further off road parking needs to be provided.

19

NP328

& the new car park.

19

NP76

I agree the policy

20

Page 30 of 51

NP78

Following a review of the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan for Ardingly
Parish, it has been decided to provide officer comments rather than
submit a formal County Council response. Policy 20: Ardingly Rail Depot
does however raise a strategic issue for the County Council in its role as
Minerals Planning Authority, namely that the policy as currently worded
could be prejudicial to the future development of the rail depot and
hence its viability, because it places conditions on the transport impact of
any future development which have not been tested for consistency with
paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

20

It has been clarified that the ANP cannot contain policy
relating to minerals development so the first sentence of the
policy will be deleted.

NP78

In the event of a further planning application for the rail depot, the
proposals would be assessed for compliance with the NPPF and any other
relevant, up to date policies. This would include consideration of its
transport impacts in accordance with paragraph 32 of the NPPF. The
County Council considers that any such applications together with
associated planning conditions should be determined based on
appropriate and up to date evidence once a planning application has
been submitted. The Parish Council is therefore requested to review the
wording of this policy and amend it as necessary to achieve conformity
with paragraph 143 of the NPPF which requires the safeguarding of
existing rail heads, storage, handling and processing facilities.

20

It has been clarified that the ANP cannot contain policy
relating to minerals development so the first sentence of the
policy will be deleted.

NP224

Policy 20: Ardingly Rail Depot: Line 3 – heavy goods vehicle movements.
Line 4- delete ‗is‘.

20

NP262

Minerals make an important contribution to the development of the
economy. It is important that there is an adequate supply of aggregate
materials to serve the building industry and the construction of necessary
infrastructure. The Plan Area has historically had low levels of land-won
aggregates production and has relied heavily on imports and marine
landings in recent years to meet construction demands. The Ardingly Rail
Depot is of strategic importance to East Sussex because crushed rock
from the West Country is imported to this site and then moved on by road
to serve markets in our Plan Area.

20

NP262

Policy 20 in the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan proposes a restriction on
HGV traffic movements and supports an alternative use as a long term
aim. The Policy as drafted would be prejudicial to the consideration of
minerals safeguarding as part of the new WSCC Minerals Plan on which
East Sussex County Council will have views. The County Council
accordingly objects to Policy 20 as drafted

20

NP335

I do not agree with siting a Railway Station in Ardingly as yet again this will
increase traffic both North and South on College Road and will also
impact on the natural beauty and aural ambiance of our village. I have
no doubt that this is no more than a cynical exercise to gain Central
Government funding and to increase the capacity of the local authority
to tax us yet again with further parking charges and fines.

20

NP917

Regarding the Ardingly Rail Depot site itself, we have noted your
Neighbourhood Plan Policy 20 which supports the refusal of any
development proposals at the Depot that would increase vehicular
access beyond that granted in 2010, when the Hanson works was
upgraded. Also noted is Policy 20‘s support for proposals to secure the
long-term use for the site as a station, and support for retaining the station
building, currently used as offices by Hanson.

20

NP917

The current West Sussex Minerals Local Plan (2003) safeguards the Depot
for minerals processing, and forms part of the statutory Local
Development Plan for the purposes of development management. This
designation is recognised within the Submission Draft District Plan. We
understand that consultation on, and preparation of, a new Minerals
Local Plan (to coincide with the Neighbourhood Plan period up to 2031)
will be undertaken by the County Council in 2014, with adoption
programmed for early 2016. Policy safeguarding for the Depot for
minerals processing is therefore likely to continue until at least 2016.

20

NP917

Regarding the route safeguarded for reinstatement of the railway link
(within both the adopted 2004 Local Plan and the submission District Plan
Policies Map), as you know in 2010 Hanson gave a Unilateral Undertaking
to West Sussex County Council which provided that for so long as the
company leased the depot, any future planning applications they might
make for the site would not prejudice the reinstatement of the railway link
towards Haywards Heath.

20

NP917

The Undertaking (registered as a land charge with the local planning
authority) is underpinned with reference to adopted Local Plan policies
R14, AR2 and HK3 that currently safeguard the route “or any successor
policy(s) providing for the safeguarding of the Reinstated Railway Link” .
Accordingly, the Undertaking will continue to be effective with reference
to District Plan Policy DP17 when adopted, which, as a successor policy,
provides for the safeguarding of the reinstated railway link to Haywards
Heath via Ardingly. If adopted, your proposed Neighbourhood Plan Policy
25 could also be regarded as a relevant successor to Local Plan policy
AR2 in this regard.

20

Agreed

21

NP76
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It has been clarified that the bANP cannot contain policy
relating to minerals development so the first sentence of the
policy will be deleted.

NP91

Policy 21 - Ardingly College Policy 21 and its supporting text again kindly
acknowledge the important function of the College and we are pleased
to see the policy support for future sensitive development proposals which
may come forward within the defined built core of the campus. However,
the policy is silent on how any future proposals outside of this defined
central core would be considered. Whilst we would hope that such
proposals would still be viewed positively, but on a case by case basis
subject to wider visual and landscape impact, we did hope to see
confirmation of this point within this policy. Accordingly we would be
grateful if an additional sentence to this effect could be added at the
bottom of Policy 21

21

NP224

Policy 21: Ardingly College: Line 3- listed buildings. Line 5- delete ‗and
support‘.

21

NP243

I think the College should accommodate its workers on site, and I believe
it has expanded too fast and spent too much money and has got itself
into debt.

21

NP252

Policy 21:There is no map included as stated or I have missed it. ‗too
enhance the College‘s position as a school and local employer,‘ I think
this statement should be taken out as all the main businesses in the village
employ people from the locality. To enhance the College‘s position as a
school, what does that actually mean or are they referring to the money
they may get from the proposed development/s. I think AR3 should be
kept.

21

NP273

Policy 21 - it is my view that whilst the college may be an important source
of local employment the traffic going to and from the college contributes
significantly to the traffic problems within our village boundary

21

NP76

Agreed

22

NP89

Having read it through thoroughly, I wanted to re-affirm on behalf of The
South and England Agricultural Society that The South of England
Showground is already subject to a Section 52 Agreement with Mid-Sussex
District Council and a Premises Licence (see documents attached). As a
result, we would like to make a formal request to Ardingly Parish Council
to remove the section ‗Policy 22: South of England Showground‘ from the
Neighbourhood Plan as it is selective in its application, unnecessary and
contrary to the overriding obligation to support local business, particularly
as our activities are already restricted and governed by existing
agreements and licences. We are concerned that there is no guarantee
of it being objectively or fairly implemented in practice and could be
used as a pretext to prevent any changes whatsoever, rather than
working within the parameters that are already set out in the Section 52
Agreement and Premises licence.

22

NP89

I wish to stress that the Society will continue to do everything in its power
to mitigate noise and amenity issues. However, we do operate open air
events (which have been going for 50 years) and therefore, some noise
spillage beyond the site boundary may be an inevitable part of these
activities. However, we will continue to consult with the Parish Council
and local community in good faith and operate in accordance with the
existing agreements and licences.

22

NP104

I understand the the South of England Agricultural Society now wants
Policy 22 ‗South of England Showground‘ withdrawn. Since they were
extensively consulted, and involved in the drafting of this policy, I can only
conclude that their present stance is prompted by the addition of the
bullet point that ―proposals which would increase the current range or
intensity of activities will be subject to careful scrutiny, especially in
relation to noise.‖ Their new objection suggests to me not only that the
expansion of the range of activity would involve increased [ possibly
greatly increased] noise levels, but also that the policy as presently
drafted would give the Local Authority power to ensure that noise levels
are kept at an acceptable level. I believe that such power is essential
since, although noise levels are generally acceptable, there are
occasions [ particularly ‗fun‘ days] when they are unnecessarily high and
are a considerable inconvenience to residents.

22

NP104

My experience is that the showground noise is more audible in the
Church Lane/Street Lane area than in the centre of the village. It would
not surprise me therefore if there were different reactions from different
parts of the village. However just as I share College Road and High Street
concerns about traffic, though less affected, the same consideration
should apply in the case of noise levels

22

NP224

Policy 22: South of England Show ground: Agreed, in particular the
reference to the issue of noise

22

NP231

Showground: I would support the Parish Council in keeping the
Showground in the plan.

22

NP239

The Show ground has an immense amount of comings and goings with
traffic.

22

NP304

Sometimes that balance is upset when the noise levels from one of our
key assets ( the show ground) disrupts the peace and quiet especially at
the weekend when most people on the village are enjoying bei in the
village

22
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The policy may be amended to focus on the conditions for its
support of future proposals not the ongoing management of
the existing operations.

NP207

Additional comments received: Suggested text for Policy 22: South of
England Showground. The Neighbourhood Plan supports proposals to
allow the South of England Showground to expand its range and style of
operations to meet new and changing needs, to attract new inward
investment and to meet the challenges relating to its primary focus of
Agriculture, Education and Rural Business – especially local food.

22

NP207

The Neighbourhood Plan recognizes that the South of England Agricultural
Society operates under a Section 52 Agreement and Premises Licence
under the governance of Mid-Sussex District Council which regulates the
use of the Showground including the type of events that are permitted
and environmental factors such as the use of public address systems and
equipment. The Society will continue to comply with the prevailing terms
of these agreements and will inform Ardingly Parish Council if any
changes to these terms are sought in the future.

22

NP207

I hope you agree that this makes it clear that The Society will operate
within the current agreements, without adding any additional tier of
controls or restrictions that are added separately to the Neighbourhood
Plan. We are happy to leave clauses 4.62, 4.63, 4.64 and 4.65 intact which
provide more detail in relation to the development needs of The Society
and need to protect the rural environment.

22

NP76

Strongly agree the policy

23

NP108

On behalf of my client ―The Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew‖ (Kew), I write to
provide their formal feedback to the public consultation which is currently
running on the Pre-Submission Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan. Kew are
pleased to note the site specific policy for Wakehurst Place and
Millennium Seed Bank which is included at Policy 23 of the draft
Neighbourhood Plan, and the support with the NP conveys for their
ongoing operations. I confirm that Kew are happy with the proposed
wording and are very grateful for the time which has been afforded to
them by members of the NP Group in formulating this policy and meeting
with them to discuss their ongoing requirements for the site. It is
understood why reference to the emerging Masterplan for the wider
Wakehurst Place estate has not been included at this stage, but Kew
would still like to put on record that their Masterplan vision is something
which they intend to actively pursue in the near future and something
which they would be pleased to engage with the Neighbourhood Plan
Group or Parish Council on in due course.

23

NP224

Policy 23: Wakehurst Place and Millennium Seed Bank: Agreed

23

NP76

Agreed, the Reservoir is a great asset to the Parish not only to its residents
but many in the District and should be preserved and protected.

24

NP224

Policy 24: Ardingly Reservoir: Agreed

24

NP243

Two years ago Ardingly Resevoir didn't have enough water. Southern
England should be a lot more careful of its supply of water.

24

NP273

Policy 24 - it is disappointing not to see a proposal for a footpath or cycle
path to the reservoir as is suggested in policy 24 for a cycle route to
Wakehurst Place from the South of England Showground

24

NP326

The policy on Ardingly Reservoir should include the aspiration for a new
public footpath along the western edge running north from the recreation
centre to the road. This would enable walkers to circumnavigate the
reservoir and greatly enhance its amenity.

24

NP76

Strongly agree that Ardingly Station must be preserved for the future
possibility of the Bluebell Railway's plan to reinstate the line from Horsted
Keynes, Ardingly to Haywards Heath (to connect to the main London to
South Coast lines)

25

NP224

Policy 25: Bluebell Railway: Agreed. Line 4- add comma after ‘traffic‘

25

Thank you for your recent email which forwarded Mid Sussex District
Council‘s alert to the public consultation on your Pre-Submission Ardingly
Neighbourhood Plan. We welcome the opportunity to offer comments on
behalf of our client, Bluebell Railway Plc. The principal objective of the
Bluebell Railway continues to be the preservation and operation of the
reinstated railway along a section of the former Lewes & East Grinstead
line. Founded in 1959 and based at Sheffield Park station, the Bluebell
Railway was the world‘s first standard gauge heritage railway to run
scheduled passenger steam services. With its other restored stations at
Horsted Keynes and Kingscote, together with regular special events and
services such as the Golden Arrow Pullman, its museum and carriage
works, the Bluebell Railway is a significant visitor attraction to the District.
As you know, the Railway has this year completed and celebrated its
longstanding project of reaching East Grinstead, which has become its
new northern terminus and interchange with the national rail network.

25

NP917
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NP917

As indicated in your draft Neighbourhood Plan, the Bluebell Railway has a
long-term aspiration to go west from Horsted Keynes and reinstate the
former Ardingly branch line, which closed to passengers in 1963. While a
single track remains west of Ardingly to serve the Rail Depot at the former
Ardingly Station, the tracks east of Ardingly were removed after line
closure (including the Sheriff Mill Viaduct), but the disused railway corridor
remains safeguarded. Most of the disused railway corridor west of Station
Approach towards Ardingly is in the ownership of Bluebell Railway, while
Network Rail controls the existing track to the west of the Rail Depot.
Paragraphs 4.74 and 4.75 of your draft Plan give a helpful brief outline of
the background, identifying that the route for the proposed extension
would be safeguarded by proposed Policy DP17 in the Submission Draft
District Plan.

25

NP917

The Plan rightly indicates that the operational Bluebell Railway is currently
outside the Ardingly Parish boundaries; but the proposed reinstated
branch line from Horsted Keynes to Haywards Heath would utilise the
safeguarded route inside the Parish boundaries westwards from a point
near Lower Sheriff Farm until it reaches Copyhold Junction and the
Brighton Main Line. We note that DP17 is appropriately listed as a relevant
District Plan policy in para. 2.33 accordingly — strategic policy support
which is a continuation of the robust provision in the adopted Local Plan
Policies R14 and AR2, among others.

25

NP917

The support for the Bluebell Railway listed amongst the Community Views
(para. 2.10) registered during the Parish Council‘s initial consultations is
welcome. In recognition of this, and the opportunity of the proposed
western extension, your draft Policy 25: Bluebell Railway complements,
and is in general conformity with, Policy DP17. This in turn indicates very
welcome support for the reinstatement of the railway link within Ardingly
Parish.

25

NP917

In that it encourages the rural economy and the sustainable use of
previously developed land, Policy 25 is also considered to be an
appropriate and positive response according with the expectation
expressed in Section 3 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF,
para. 28) that Neighbourhood Plans should ―support sustainable rural
tourism and leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural areas,
communities and visitors, and which respect the character of the
countryside ... supporting the provision and expansion of tourist and visitor
facilities in appropriate locations ...‖ The Parish Council‘s support in Policy
25 for a possible reinstated station at Ardingly is also noted (subject to
consideration of traffic access and car parking); as is the proposed
support for retention of the historic Victorian station building as an ‗Asset
of Community Value‘ (Policies 25 and 14).

25

NP917

Bluebell Railway is currently preparing feasibility work on the proposed
western extension, as time and resources allow. The first phase would
most likely be the laying of a single track from Horsted Keynes to Ardingly
(via Lywood Tunnel), stopping just short of the eastern boundary of the
land leased by Hanson, near Avins Farm crossing overbridge. This would
require the erection of a new bridge traversing Station Approach and
High Wood stream, by way of replacement of the original viaduct
removed in the late 1960s. Some initial discussions have taken place with
the District Council and local landholders on the reinstatement of the line,
and, as any definite proposals emerge, Bluebell Railway will be pleased to
engage with Ardingly PC as part of the planning consultation process.

25

NP917

In summary, Bluebell Railway welcomes the publication of your draft
Neighbourhood Plan, and recognises local residents‘ desire to preserve
and enhance the predominantly special rural character and distinct
identity of Ardingly Parish. In the tradition of Bluebell‘s track record of
authentic restoration of the line and stations from Sheffield Park to East
Grinstead, the restored western extension and associated infrastructure
would aim to be historically sympathetic where possible — subject always
to practical considerations or requirements for the safe operation of the
Railway.

25

NP3

Access to Wakehurst via a cycle path or footpath would be a bonus

26

NP76

Agreed

26

NP224

Policy 26: Ardingly -Wakehurst Place Cycle Route: Agreed

26

NP353

My comment in that the plan address the need for traffic calming etc, but
there is also a need to ensure that paths, rights of way, bridal paths etc
are properly maintained, especially away from the centre of the village.
There are important facilities for recreation but also for moving around the
village. It is good to see the Wakehurst/Ardingly cycle way proposed but
we also need to consolidate those paths that already exist.

26

NP353

Houses there would adversely effect the infrastructure as already every
time we have heavy rain, water floods in a river down College Road.

27

NP16

Improvement to the pavements along High Street, would make
pedestrian access to shops and amenities more attractive.

27

NP21

What we need is an early morning bus service to Haywards Heath Station
to cater for commuters as well as evening buses back in the evening.

27
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NP27

Footpaths in the village need attention and Little London is part of the
village, but the path from the main gates of the Showground to
Tillingshurst Lane are very bad indeed - non existent in places.

27

NP31

Better public transport links to Haywards Heath to access health care and
entertainment.

27

NP76

I think that as much funding as possible should be obtained from the
Community Infrastructure Levy Fund. It might be premature but might the
addition of 'British Legion Club as per policy 14' be added to the list of
projects. My thinking is that within the next year the British Legion Club will
cease to exist and then the obvious consequence is that the building
becomes part of Hapstead Hall, that part that stands on Parish Council
land should revert to the Council, that part on private land has now been
purchased by the Legion Club and a purchase would be correct. The bar
in the building could be used by organisations and individuals hiring the
Hall requiring such a facility, the flat could be occupied by the Hapstead
Hall caretaker or let to supplement the Hall's income. The building would
make an ideal place for the Parish Council office and all its documents,
etc. It might also provide accommodation for hiring by the Youth Club
and other Youth organisations.

27

NP105

Provided the infrastructure can cope with the added requirements,
especially water and associated services.

27

NP204

Also the infrastructure is not there, the sewage works at Lodgelands
cannot cope at present and if there is any increase, such as an event at
the showground, tankers have to be bought in at half hour intervals to
take sewage away, it will not cope with anymore use.

27

NP224

Policy 27: Infrastructure Investment: Suggest add ‗and Parish Council‘ at
end of line 2

27

NP239

Also there will be a strain on the water and sewage supplies.

27

NP118

If a choice of site for development does have to be made, then we are of
the opion that Butchers Field is a preferable location, being within the
village boundary. Once we begin to allow building outside the boundary,
I am sure you will agree, that in the long term, once this argument has
been forgotten, the precedent will have been set and become the thin
edge of the wedge for any future planning proposals.

£

NP118

We feel that this reason alone is sufficiently important to put Butchers Field
forward and not Standgrove Field. Financial gains of the College should
not be influencing yours or anyone else's decision, neither should any
other influence they may have.

£

NP76

Policy 1 & 2 - agreed

NP77

With specific regard to the Primary School, we welcome the Plan‘s
observations that the school has identified its needs to include the
removal and replacement of the remote classroom, the probable
expansion of the school in light of any new development's), the
requirement for a green play-site adjoining the existing playground and, in
conjunction with and recognising the Scouts‘ future requirements, the
possible re-siting of the existing Scout Hut.

10 & 11

NP258

2.24 We support both policy objectives. The outline planning application
on Butchers Field makes provision for a new scout hut and associated
parking, which would allow the primary school to expand and provide for
additional parking.

10 & 11

NP305

We do not want more cars coming into Holmans for the school. If the
scout hut is moved and replaced by another classroom it will be terrible
for cars round here. We live in Holmans and it is mayhem here twice aday
and sometimes more when the school has things on. When the school
was built it should have had its enterance away from a small residential
road.

10 & 11

NP243

Can the School fit in any more children, Can the Surgery cope with any
more people.

10 & 12

NP282

I think we are offering far more than we need to, and much earlier than
we need to, just to do a "favour" for a "friend".
There are a number of issues that should be addressed before we should
consider expansion:
- Transport links - School Capacity - Traffice Issues - General issues,
including consideration of the number of power cuts, and the flooding
that has been persistent on College Road for the last decade or more.
CLearly the area is already struggling to cope.

10 & 18

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

NP298

I believe that a development on Stangrove Field will increase traffic
through the village, especially during the school runs to St Peter's
School/Pre-School as the development is not near the centre of the
village and the walk up College Road is unsafe for mothers with young
children or prams. The increased traffic would also add to the problem of
parking near the school during the school run and lack of parking in the
centre of the village.

10 & 18

Standgrove Field is assessed as potentially suitable for a
smaller scheme than that already proposed. The policy sets a
lower housing number so that the scheme is better suited to its
landscape location and to reducing its impact on College
Road.

1&2
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Agreed. The policy should require fututre proposals to
demonstrate how existing car parking issues may be
addressed.

NP318

This will therefore exacerbate the traffic problems at the school. Whereas
development at Butchers Field, being in the centre of the village would
allow walking to all the local amenities. It also has the benefit of mature
trees which could to some extent disguise the development from the
road. However, I would only be supportive of a development in Butchers
Field if the road at that point, and pavements could be widened to make
it safer for walkers.

10 & 3

NP320

I went to st peters school 14 years ago and the school had to have an
extra hut built as it was full to capacity, were are the new children
planning to go? I could go on and on but my points have been gone
over and over in the meetings. I feel the people reepig the benefits on this
build would only be the people involved with the college, and I dont
need to go into this. The potential new inhabitants would be living in an
area that does not have the support so again no benefit factors for them.

10 & 3

NP230

As the Neighbourhood Plan identifies Standgrove as the prefered
location, it should be a condition of planning that a new Scout Hut is
provided by the current owner of the field (Ardingly College). This would
be an appropriate gesture from those at Ardingly Collge who enjoy
abundant resources when compared with the village Primary School. It
would also support the development of young people in our community
through scouting.

11 & 3

NP110

We are pleased to see, and support, the recognition which is given in the
Neighbourhood Plan to the important role played by key local employers
and attractions in the village, in particular Wakehurst Place, the South of
England Showground and Ardingly College. All of these support the
village and contribute to its unique character.

15, 21, 22 & 23

NP142

Our local business should be supported as stated in the NP as this creates
employment within the village adding to it's sustainability as well as
supporting all community services.

15, 21,22,23,
24 & 25

NP109

I am pleased to see, and support, the recognition which is given in the
Neighbourhood Plan to the important role played by key local employers
and attractions in the village, in particular Wakehurst Place, the South of
England Showground and Ardingly College. All of these support the
village and contribute to its unique character. It is hoped that the
development of the village will encourage new business and further
support current business‘s and recreational facilities that are currently
struggling.

15,21,22 & 23

NP107

The traffic management plan needs to be looked at as during school
times ie, 09.15 to 0940 and 15.00 to 15.30 the roads are very busy, also we
cannot park in our area, whilst we agree parents need to drop off/collect
children a bit more consideration to tenants would not go amiss.

18 & 10

NP118

We all know the dangers of fast traffic in College Road, which may or
may not be eased with traffic calming measures, but there is still the huge
volume of traffic that these will not address and this will increase with the
addition of another 74 cars in and out of any housing on this site. The
pavements are not very wide and the risk to even more children crossing
and walking the length of College Road to school or the bus stop is a
frightening prospect. We believe that a housing estate here would
encourage greater dependence on the car and as a result we are
doubtful of any substantial benefit to the village shops and amenities.

18 & 15

NP120

Agree with traffic proposal providing parking in the High Street is also
dealt with. It is essential to ensure two way flow of traffic all the way
through the village and at a reduced speed. Parking so as to reduce the
flow to only one way is often the cause of the problems.

18 & 19

NP139

there is no parking in the village for the current residents, travelling
through Street Lane and the High Street is a nightmare.

18 & 19

NP239

The high street is too narrow already without added traffic. Please go and
talk to the people in the high street about the damage to their cars. The
cars have their wing mirrors turn in. If you leave them sticking out, they are
damaged within hours and the cars already have damage to the
bumpers and panels. Please go and have a look.

18 & 19

NP269

I am broadly supportive of the plan and agree with most of the proposals.
I do however note that there is no mention of Street Lane, the hazards
caused by parking here especially right opposite a junction, caused by
the lack of double yellow lines. Also the state of the road over the
reservoir combined with the level of traffic and the speed of traffic using
this as a cut through to the M23.

18 & 19

NP91

We are particularly pleased to note that the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) has
supported the College‘s aspirations in two forms: firstly by adopting a site
specific policy for the core buildings at the centre of the College campus,
and secondly by identifying our surplus land at Standgrove Field as a
future site for residential development. As you are aware, the
development of Standgrove Field will enable the College to realise
significant funds to invest back into the campus and ensure that the
educational experience provided to our pupils can continue to be
enhanced.

21 & 3
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This may be possible and the policy encourages this
consideration.

Agreed. The policy should require fututre proposals to
demonstrate how existing car parking issues may be
addressed.

NP256

We feel under no circumstances should the wishes of Ardingly College
have any sway on the decision the village takes on this project. They are
a private enterprie who should manage their finances without relying on
the village to purchase their spare land to make their books balance. If
the College is really interested in the village and would like to play a part
in its future, perhaps they should allow Standgrove Field to be used as
much needed allotments.

21 & 7

NP232

We are pleased to see, and support the recognition which is given in the
Neighbourhood Plan to the important role played by key local employers
and attractions in the village, in particular Wakehurst Place, the South of
England Showground and Ardingly College. All of these support the
village and contribute to its unique character.

21, 22 & 23

NP260

I am pleased to see and support the recognition which is given in the
Neighbourhood Plan to the important role played by key local employers
and attractions in the village, in particular, Wakehurst Place, the South of
England Showground and easily its biggest employer Ardingly College. All
of these supprt the village and contribute to its unique character.

21, 22 & 23

NP260

I am pleased to see and support the recognition which is given in the
Neighbourhood Plan to the important role played by key local employers
and attractions in the village, in particular Wakehurst Place, the South of
England Showground and Ardingly College. All of these support the
village and contribute to its unique character.

21, 22, 23

NP260

Bus service is poor, which means new houses would create more car
journeys for shopping and employment.

27 & 18

NP63

Mothers and children will be faced with an uphill walk on narrow
pavements of more than 500 metres, even further to the Primary School.

3 & 10

NP63

Standgrove Field is too far from the Village centre to support the Post
Office, bakery and other businesses.

3 & 15

NP169

Excellent Plan - village needs more houses to keep shops, church, school
going - although rather a long time plan 2031? The shops may have
closed by then!!

3 & 15

NP66

The Standgrove site is my preferred choice, provided a proper
roundabout is built for vehicle flow, entry/exit and to slow traffic north and
south bound into and out of Ardingly.

3 & 18

NP75

Traffic speed must be reduced even for current levels, but especially for
the new housing quota.

3 & 18

NP83

Lorries and cars speed along College Road and entry/exit onto this road
would be suicidal, someone would be bound to be badly injured if not
killed.

3 & 18

NP127

We all know the dangers of fast traffic in College Road, which may or
may not be eased with traffic calming measures, but there is still the huge
volume of traffic that these will not address and this will increase with the
addition of another 74 cars in and out of any housing on this site. The
pavements are not very wide and the risk to even more children crossing
and walking the length of College Road to school or the bus stop is a
frightening prospect. We believe that a housing estate here would
encourage greater dependence on the car and as a result we are
doubtful of any substantial benefit to the village shops and amenities.

3 & 18

NP127

Whilst the pavements in Street Lane are not wide, in parts they are
protected from the road by grass verges and with careful consideration to
road improvements this could be extended to provide safe walking along
the road, particularly with the addition of a crossing point.

3 & 18

NP128

We all know the dangers of fast traffic in College Road, which may or
may not be eased with traffic calming measures, but there is still the huge
volume of traffic that these will not address and this will increase with the
addition of another 74 cars in and out of any housing on this site. The
pavements are not very wide and the risk to even more children crossing
and walking the length of College Road to school or the bus stop is a
frightening prospect. We believe that a housing estate here would
encourage greater dependence on the car and as a result we are
doubtful of any substantial benefit to the village shops and amenities.

3 & 18

NP177

Following the recent tragic fatality near Haywards Heath Gold Club I
would again like to bring to your attention the dangerous conditions of
traffic in College Road. Entering College Road from Standbridge Way is
difficult and dangerous with the speeding traffic and lack of visibility. I
regularly get hooted at and flashed at by impatient motorist who are
usually travelling much too fast. Walking to the village is also hazardous
as the pavements are so narrow, again, traffic is usually travelling far too
fast and certainly not at 30 miles per hour. Added to which is the greatly
increased number of lorries approaching and leaving the Hansons depot.
Surely, building on Standgrove Field would increase these dangers.
Perhaps members of your council would like to visit Standbridge Way and
see for themselves the dangers mentioned.

3 & 18
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NP238

With regards to the traffic, living on College Road we already struggle
with the speed and high volume of traffic at particular times during the
day. Having young children we worry about their safety in crossing this
road and wonder if new developments would see any traffic calming
being introduced or would we merely see an increase in traffic, problems
with parking and congestion.

3 & 18

NP238

We are broadly supportive of the plan for further development in
Standgrove, but would stress our concerns regarding the traffic, current
lack of any traffic calming or enforcement of the 30 mph speed limit.

3 & 18

NP245

I have discussed the proposals with local residents but unfortunately,
having tried to view the proposals on the website, it refused to download.
However, any measures that reduce the traffic speed on college road will
be most welcome so please take this as an endorsement to your
ideas. Can I also add that the idea of adding more housing on this road is
rediculous as it will increase traffic flow near the college which is already
busy during peak hours.

3 & 18

NP25

If the proposal for 27 new homes in the village is adopted, then adequate
off road parking must be provided in that area.

3 & 19

NP245

Ardingly's road infrastructure and very limited facilities do not make it
suitable for larger scale development within the Neighbourhood Plan
period of regard and we hope that the recommendations made within it
are approved.

3 & 27

NP33

Standgrove Field - The sewage works in the fields through Lodgelands
cannot cope with the present pressures from the Showground, without
more houses on the doorstep

3 & 27

NP95

If permitted to proceed we also fear that it would provide a dangerous
momentum for on-going development by the college into land around
the village, effectively allowing the natural boundaries of the village to
increasingly encroach upon and urbanise outstandingly beautiful green
belt land. Furthermore there appears to no consideration whatsoever of
whether the existing village services can support any further development;
such as water, gas, electricity or sewage.

3 & 27

NP91

Paragraph 4.13 and Policy 3 both refer to the provision of an onsite
(localised) SANG. Whilst the College is indeed willing to hand over the
remaining undeveloped back half of Standgrove Field for general village
use, once the development scheme has been completed, it should be
noted that due to the strict interpretations and requirements of areas of
land to qualify as SANG (as prescribed by Natural England) it is not
possible to actually define this area of land as SANG - the land area is
simply not large enough. Instead, to avoid misinterpretation and
challenge, we are advised that this would be better referred to simply as
public open space, and clearly the proposed designation and protection
of this land, as a Local Green Space under Policy 6 would still apply.

3&4

NP118

Until the arrival of the present College Headmaster, the villagers have had
access through Standgrove Field for generations, a Right of Way appeal is
still in progress. It is well known that the College will push for the full 37
houses on the site and not the 27 the Parish Council is suggesting will be
built.

3&4

NP233

• The site owner has indicated that they would: (i) contribute a SANG if
development were approved (ii) set aside the rear of the site for informal
public use in perpetuity‖ - Within your Neighbour Plan you define SANG as
―Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANG) are sites that cater for
the recreational needs of communities in order to reduce the likelihood of
visitor pressure and disturbance on important nature conservation
areas.‖. Although it is a laudable aim, why would establishing a SANG be
significant in an area such as Ardingly, which is surrounded by wonderful
countryside which is not in danger of being put under visitor pressure. I do
not believe this is a significant factor

3&4

NP256

For this to be seen to be fair and honest we suggest the plans in full, which
must include the aesthetics' of the houses, size and SANG and the councils
plans for traffic congestion for Standgrove and Butchers Fields be
displayed in Hapstead Hall and then all residents should be given a
chance to vote on which site they would prefer. This would mean the
majority of the village would have what they feel is best for thier village.
This is called a true democracy!

3&4

NP124

Development in Butchers Field would threaten the survival of Butchers
Shaw Wood and the wild life in it - flora and fauna - as the wood would
be almost completely trapped in a "square of roads and buildings".

3&6

NP204

Although there is a need for some housing within Ardingly, I don't feel
greenfield sites are the way forward.

3&6

NP209

I would prefer little or no development to local green field sites.

3&6

NP240

Having said that though, although my strong preference would be for no
new developments to go ahead on any of the ‗Local Green Spaces‘ (or
even worse on AONB land adjoining/skirting these areas), I do realise that
if the ANP doesn‘t submit a proposed area, then that will leave Ardingly
open to developers coming along and building anywhere they like, with
no regard whatsoever for the views of the villagers or the impact on the
environment.

3&6
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If the open space cannot qualify as a SANG then this
requriement of Policy 3 will be deleted.

NP240

So, in light of that … I GIVE MY SUPPORT TO THE ARDINGLY
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN … as it stands,which offers Standgrove Field as
the ‗sacrificial lamb‘, in the belief that Sweet Shop Field (Land East of the
High Street), Butchers Field and those fields to the north and east of
Standgrove Field will in return be protected by the Parish Council from
developers and further new builds.

3&6

NP291

Future housing plans should avoid greenfield sites and should not impact
on the agriculture that is associated with the village. Every effort should be
made to maintain the rural character of the village and its surrounds.

3&6

NP352

Though I completely disagree in the choice of the Stangrove site, if it is put
forward as the agreed site then the proposal for allotments to be "in
discussions with the College" is extremely weak and should be a
prerequisite to putting this site forward for adoption.

3&7

NP118

We all know that we live in the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and we must ALL do all we can to protect it, additionally,
Standgrove Field is outside the village boundary for development, and
has already been refused planning consent by the MSDC. Development
here would create a very real precedent for future development of
neighbouring fields, and would have a disastrous effect on the wildlife
and biodiversity of adjacent ancient woodland.

3&8

NP171

What is the hurry? If 27 houses are required over the next 20 years (!!) can
these not be gradually built using brownfield sites/infill? Why destroy a
large area of biodiversity in one fell swoop?

3&8

NP282

Finally, I think any major building project should not spoil the beauty of a
village to passing visitors. If it is necessary, a site should be chosen that is
accessible, but behind the facade of the village, so at least the traditional
and historic appearance of the village is retained. This is our heritage.

3&9

NP304

I support all the policies in the document
It seems to try and set the right balance between the need for housing,
the need to retain the heritage, the need to have growth in the village
and encourage economic activity as well as the need to respect the
environment.

3&9

NP63

Butchers Field is within easy walking distance of the Village Centre and a
stone's throw from the Primary School and Recreation Ground. Its
allocation will benefit a Local Hospice, First Time buyers living locally,
provide a new Scout Hut and create space for another classroom at the
Primary School.

3, 10 & 11

NP209

If development has to occur I prefer the Standgrove development,
provided the Scout Hut and Primary School benefit.

3, 10 & 11

NP206

I fully support the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan. I fee there is a definate
need for development within the village in order to sustain the village
school, pre-school, clubs and associations, shops and businesses.

3, 10 & 15

NP282

One Post Office and a Baker does not constitute reasonable retail outlets
for a village of this size, forcing people on to the road or public transport.
The recommended plan not only extends the boundaries of the village,
but is an unreasonable distance to expect children to walk for school
buses, etc. This will likely cause even more cars to use the busy
thoroughfare.

3, 10, 15 & 18

NP102

I do not agree for the following reasons: 1. It is outside the village
boundary in an area of AONB. A development here would increase the
amount of traffic on the already busy fast road. People are less likely to
walk a half mile into the village than drive. The pavements are too thin to
cater for people with young children. Therefore if you are getting in the
car, why stop at the village bakery when you can go to
Lindfield/Haywards Heath and do the bakery, butcher shop etc at the
same time?

3, 15 & 18

NP127

Until the arrival of the present College Headmaster, the villagers have had
access through Standgrove Field for generations, a Right of Way appeal is
still in progress. It is well known that the College will push for the full 37
houses on the site and not the 27 the Parish Council is suggesting will be
built.

4&3

NP127

I believe the plan will protect the rural areas of the village and will make it
an even more attractive place in which to live.

4&6

NP60

Their location also means that development is not suitable/sensible due to
access and other environmental issues such as flooding as well as their
importance as wildlife habitats and protecting ancient woodland.

4&6

NP118

Under section 4.14 of your pre-submission plan you state that the
Standgrove Field, is deemed surplus to the College requirements, as this is
field already outside the village development boundaries and it is
technically already a green field site, it could be donated to the village as
a SANG, the same as you are expecting the owner of Butchers Field to
donate his land as a SANG.

4&6

NP100

Para 3.3 – We support the objectives particularly to protect the
environment of the parish in terms of its: §
AONB designated
landscape - distinct rural identity and outstanding landscape setting
- key views and vistas - biodiversity and wildlife networks - local green
space
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4,6 & 8

The Plan must be seen as planning positively for future housing
development if it is to accord with national planning policy.

Although the Field is closer to the centre of the village, it has
fewer other attributes than Standgrove Field.

The Plan must identify land for new housing development to
accord with national planning policy - the site selected is the
only one available that is suitable for this purpose. There are
no sites available for this purpose within the existing village
boundary.

NP128

We all know that we live in the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and we must ALL do all we can to protect it, additionally,
Standgrove Field is outside the village boundary for development, and
has already been refused planning consent by the MSDC. Development
here would create a very real precedent for future development of
neighbouring fields, and would have a disastrous effect on the wildlife
and biodiversity of adjacent ancient woodland.

8&3

NP30

It is unclear to me not sure why the PC has sent out only 2 forms for people
to complete. In effect all policies other than that relating to traffic are to
be considered together, no double having the desired effect that people
will simply tick the Yes box, thus allowing the housing proposal to skip
through. There should be either one form for the whole lot or 27 so that
people consider each policy in isolation.

All

NP90

The whole of Appendix C should be omitted. I appreciate that the parish
council and local residents are concerned about the allocation of
affordable homes, and want to ensure that local people benefit from
these. I can give some reassurance on this front. Our normal allocation
policy is to grant priority for 100% of first lettings of new developments to
people from the village or town concerned. Councillors Snowling and
Marsh, Claire Tester and I met in April with representatives of parish
councils who may be bringing forward through their Neighbourhood Plans
sites that are within the AONB or the South Downs National Park and we
agreed in principle that, on such sites, additional priority should be given
to local people so that they are prioritised for relets of 50% of those
homes.

Appendix C

NP90

This was endorsed by Scrutiny Committee on 11 September and now just
needs to be formally approved by Councillor Snowling as the portfolio
holder for affordable housing. I expect this to happen within the next
week or two. I attach a copy of the report for your information. I believe
Sarah Chapman attended that meeting for Ardingly PC. Fiona Rocks and
Mick Brixey also expressed an interest, and I would be grateful if you could
update them on this matter.

Appendix C

NP90

Document attached with comments - Review of Rural Housing Allocations
in the South Downs National Park & Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Appendix C

NP224

Appendix C: Definition of local connection hierarchy: I support retention
of this definition

Appendix C

NP224

Comments on draft Sustainability Appraisal I support the contents and
assessments in this draft document. Page 21, Assessment of
Neighbourhood Plan Policy 3, Sustainability objective 12:
Option B
provides significant support to local business and should be amended to
++

Draft
Sustainablility
Appraisal

NP41

Would a village mini bus be an asset to the community? (in France many
villages have them and they are sponsored by and carry adverts for local
business)

General
comment

NP47

Gatwick Airport Ltd are a statutory consultee and we would ask that any
future development complies with aerodrome safeguarding requirements
as detailed in ODPM/DfT Circular 01/2003 'Safeguarding Aerodromes,
Technical Sites and Military Explosives Storage Areas: The Town & Country
Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes Technical Sites and Military Explosives
Storage Areas) Direction 2002.

General
comment

NP47

For example some of the matters that we would take into consideration
are building design including heights, landscaping, water bodies and any
other bird attractants, renewable energy with particular regard to wind
turbines and large areas of solar panels. We are happy to work with
yourselves, MSDC and developers at the early stages of any proposed
developments to advise on aerodrome safeguarding requirements.

General
comment

NP63

The first duty of the Parish Council is to act in the best interest of local
residents, not local landowners, as the consultation draft attempts to do.
The choice of housing sites to meet local needs over the next 20 years is
too important to be decided before all residents have been provided with
an accurate and impartial assessment of the merits of both Standgrove
Field and Butchers Field and any other sustainable site in order to make an
informed judgment. The proposed allocation of Standgrove Field is in
direct conflict with with the Council's stated Vision & Objectives for
Environment, Local Economy, Housing, Transport and Community Services.

General
comment

NP76

Appendix A - interesting but wished it had stated what form the
referendum will take in order to obtain the highest possible response from
the residents of Ardingly.

General
comment

NP111

The photograph of 'Ardingly from the Air' on p26 is a complete
misrepresentation of what the village looks like.

General
comment

NP168

We need more buses

NP208

I would like the Neighbourhood Plan to encourage more sensitive use of
bonfires from an environmental point of view and out of courtesy to fellow
residents.

General
comment
General
comment
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Agreed.

NP249

We were told by Planning Aid that the small groups that met to put
forward ideas for the shape of the Village as we saw it in the next 20 years,
was just the beginning of the long planning process that should be carried
out, with the full participation of the whole village. Putting up a few
boards with statements on them, does not constitute a proper
consultation.

General
comment

NP249

Many of the people that I spoke to at that 'consultation' had no idea
what it all meant. They did not understand the term SANG. They did not
understand what was meant by the choice of Standgrove Field by the PC.

General
comment

NP249

The Government has said that decisions should be made by the whole
community, not just a few, mostly unelected representatives. The Parish
Council has never consulted with the Village as to what they want.

General
comment

NP249

Option A
Identify Butchers Field for housing
Option B
Identify Standgrove Field for housing
1. Preserve
and enhance natural beauty
NP A -- B
Should be A -- B -Ardingly PC says:
building on Butchers Field would have a significant negative impact, while
building on Standgrove Field would only have a negative impact.
Hankinson Duckett states: that B would involve considerable loss of local
landscape views, from College Road, the footpath along Lodgelands and
the High weald Landscape Trail. B is adjacent to a large ancient wood,
all of which is protected as such.

General
comment

NP249

5. High quality healthy lifestyle
NP A +? B +
Should be A +? B +?
Ardingly PC says: that BF would have a possible positive impact, while SF
would have a positive impact. SANGS does not have to be alongside a
development site. It can be resolved by an agreed financial contribution.
Where is the proposed SANGS for B?

General
comment

NP249

6.
Protect outstanding landscape setting
NP A -- B Should be A -- B -Ardingly PC says: that BF would have a significant negative impact, while
SF would only have negative impact. Hankinson Duckett states that
development of B would have a significant and detrimental effect on the
character of the landscape as a whole. The majority of views are highly
sensitive to changes in landscape character as the site forms part of the
curtilage to Ardingly settlement and has significant time depth. It forms
the separation between Ardingly College campus and the Village. It is
considered that development here would have a severe impact on local
landscape character.

General
comment

NP249

10. Encourage local food
NP A 0 B +?
Should be A 0 B 0
Ardingly PC says that BF would have no impact, while SF would have a
possible positive impact.
How
can development of one or other site encourage local food ?

General
comment

NP249

12. Support local businesses/ tourism
NP A 0 B +
Should be A 0 B 0
Ardingly PC says that BF would have no impact, while SF would have a
positive impact.
Apart from financial gain, how can one site or the other do this? Both are
popular.

General
comment

NP249

12. Reduce impact of traffic/ walking/ cycling
NP A 0 B +?
Should be A + B -Ardingly
PC says that BF would have no impact, while SF would have a possible
positive impact.
Development of
A would perhaps encourage children to walk to school or the bus stop or
to activities within the Village, but B would encourage car journeys as
College Road is admitted to be too dangerous to allow children to walk
or cycle. ( quote from Cllr Chalk at a recent NP meeting: ― No one
would allow their children to walk to the Scout Hut if it was relocated to B‖
) Children would be most likely to be driven to the school or the bus stop
from site B. Journeys to work are just as likely to be North through the
Village, South. Many local people work in Crawley as or Gatwick. A is half
the distance to the Village than B.

General
comment

NP249

12. Protect historic environment
NP
A- B 0
Should be
A - B -Ardingly PC says that BF would have negative impact, while SF would
have no impact. B is an ancient (1066 1456) Assart field that is very much
part of the medieval landscape with considerable time depth. It sustains
a wide variety of 'at risk' wildlife.

General
comment
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NP251

It's good to know that you intent that St Peter's School should have a new
permanent classroom and grassed play area (at last!). I would like to
make a suggestion, which you might have already considered? and
which will help to explain the attached plan. (map as an appendix).
Could/would the SEAS give or lease to the PC a small strip of land
adjacent to the footpath from Street Lane to the Recreation Ground,
marked A on the plan, to be used for parking? This would be parking
mainly for the residents of Downshire Terrace and for St Peter's School.
Also for the Scout Hut users, if the hut were to be re-sited at SH on the plan.
This would mean that the residents of Downshire Terrace would no longer
park on the footpath and or block Street Lane. They would be able to
access their back gardens across the footpath and the rest of us would
be able to walk along the Street Lane footpath again.

NP251

This would also mean that none of the present School site would need to
be used for parking, which is a very important point, since every possible
square meter should be used by the school children. Again, access to the
School would be just across the footpath. The east end of this strip of
land, adjacent to the Recreation Ground would be an ideal position for
the Scout Hut. The area marked B on the plan is a suggestion for a
parking place mainly for the residents of the houses with a High Street
address which are east of the High Street proper, (numbers 28-52?) who
would be able to access their gardens directly from the field. Obviously,
this would mean fewer cars parked in the High Street. Hoping all your
plans meet with the villagers approval and are adoped in due course.

NP258

Introduction Background
1.1 This response to the Ardingly Neighbourhood Development Plan
Consultation Draft (March 2013) is
submitted on behalf of Collingwood Neptune Ltd.
1.2 As a local land promoter, Collingwood Neptune has particular interest
in the emerging spatial
strategy and housing policies of the area and specifically, the company
has an interest in land
known as Butchers Field, South of Street Lane, Ardingly.
1.3 As the Parish Council will be aware, an outline planning application for
35 dwellings (including at
least 40% affordable housing) together with a Scout Hut and associated
parking was submitted to
Mid-Sussex District Housing in October 2011 (Council Ref: 11/03383/OUT).
The application was
refused planning permission in early 2012 and is subject to a current
appeal to be heard by way of
Public Inquiry in early 2014.

General
comment

NP258

1.4 As a general point, Collingwood Neptune recognises and supports the
fact that Ardingly Parish Council is being proactive in the preparation of
their Neighbourhood Plan. However, given the current status of the MidSussex District Plan, we consider that only limited progress can be made in
terms of carrying forward the Neighbourhood Plan. Paragraph 184 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Neighbourhood
plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local
Plan. To facilitate this, local planning authorities should set out clearly their
strategic policies for the area and ensure that an up-to-date Local Plan is
in place as quickly as possible. Neighbourhood Plans should reflect these
policies and neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them‖.

General
comment

NP258

1.5 This approach has been supported by the recent decisions in respect
to other Neighbourhood Plans that are progressing ahead of the Local
Plan: Dawlish Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan was found
‗unsound‘ partly as a result of the draft Core Strategy having only
reached the preferred options stage. In this case, the Inspector stated
that ―…because of its timing in relation to the production of strategic
policies, it is not possible to demonstrate that the provision for housing
growth is based on an objective assessment of housing requirements. This
is a key flaw in the DPNP which cannot be remedied until the Teignbridge
District Council‘s Core Strategy/Local Plan is settled‖.

General
comment

NP258

1.6 It is inappropriate for the Neighbourhood Plan to base its policies on
the existing Local Plan (2004) and, whilst the emerging District Plan has
been submitted to the Secretary of State, its housing policies are subject
to significant objection, with the result that no weight should be attributed
to its emerging policies at this stage. 1.7 On this basis, we consider it
premature to progress with draft version of the Neighbourhood Plan at this
current time, until the District Plan‘s housing policies are adopted. 1.8
Notwithstanding this objection, and to assist in the progression of the
Neighbourhood Plan at the appropriate time, these representations
provide comment on specific policies of the proposed Neighbourhood
Plan.Neighbourhood Plan Representations | Ardingly

General
comment

NP258

Review of the Consultation Draft Neighbourhood Plan
2.1 The
Council‘s evidence base to support the emerging Neighbourhood Plan
includes the following documents, which will be referred to within the
remainder of this representation: · Housing Strategy for the
Neighbourhood Plan; · Land Availability and Site Assessments August
2013; · Housing Needs Survey Report June 2012; · Draft Sustainability
Appraisal August 2013; · Ardingly Landscape Character Assessment July
2012.

General
comment
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NP258

Policy 3: Housing Supply and Site Allocation. Housing Supply
2.2 The overall housing target for the Neighbourhood Plan can only be
informed by the District Plan once it has been found sound by an
Inspector following an Examination in Public. The proposed District Plan
housing requirement is subject to a significant level of objection and, in
accordance
with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) policies, should be
afforded limited weight on this basis.

General

NP257

2.3 Collingwood Neptune has made objections to the District Plan
regarding the proposed housing requirement, raising concerns with
regards to the evidence base. Specifically, the objection highlighted that
the Council‘s Local Housing Assessment (LHA) is now out of date and can
no longer be relied upon for the purpose of informing an objective
assessment of housing need. The LHA has not been updated to take
account of the Census 2011, more recent population projections within
the CLG 2012 based and 2011 based Interim Sub-National Population
projections and more recent household formation rates within CLG 2011
based Interim household projections. In addition, objectors have identified
serious shortcomings with the West Sussex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (Updated 2012) on the basis that the SHMA uses evidence
contained within the LHA as the starting point (which as described above
has serious problems).

NP258

2.4 It is our view that the District Council will need to update its evidence
base to take on board objectors comments and that following an
update, it is likely that a significantly higher requirement for both market
and affordable housing will be needed in the District and the village
areas. Until such an assessment is made, it is not possible to determine
whether the proposed housing requirement for the District and Ardingly
addresses National Planning Policy Framework guidance in so far as it has
been planned positively or whether it meets objectively assessed housing
needs.

General
comment

NP258

2.5 We are therefore of the view that it is currently premature to put
forward a local housing target when the District Plan has yet to be
adopted.

General
comment

NP258

2.6 The Neighbourhood Plan‘s housing requirement appears to be
primarily informed by the findings of the Parish‘s Housing Needs Survey
Report which identifies a need for 19 affordable and 3 market houses.

General
comment

NP258

2.7 Whilst Housing Need Surveys are useful in uncovering concealed
households, the findings of such surveys needs to be assessed in the
context of the wider housing requirements; to include the overall housing
requirement for the District (taking into account the findings of an up to
date Strategic Housing Market Assessment) and affordable housing needs
as identified on the Common Housing Register.

General
comment

NP258

2.8 As at September 2013, the District Council‘s Common Housing Register
identified that there were 79 people on the waiting list with a local
connection to Ardingly, suggesting that the current housing target put
forward in the Plan is significantly higher than the evidence base suggests.

General
comment

NP258

2.10 The Parish has relied, in part, on the findings of the Ardingly
Landscape Character Assessment to help inform its site selection process.
This assessment splits the village into 25 character areas and makes an
assessment of each separate area.

General
comment

NP258

2.13 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was prepared by
Catherine Shelton Associates to support the outline planning application
on the site. The report concludes that ―the proposal would comply with
the relevant saved polices insofar as they relate to design, landscape
and visual issues. The application scheme has been underpinned by a
detailed landscape and visual impact assessment which has influenced
the scheme design and layout to ensure that the features of value on the
site are retained including the trees and hedgerows. The proposed
development would be an attractive and well-mannered scheme which
would be assimilated into the landscape framework on the site. An
appropriate scheme of landscape design/mitigation measures would
also be delivered as part of the development so that views towards the
site are protected and enhanced and that opportunities are taken to
enhance the nature conservation value of the site through the creation
of a range of habitats”.

General
comment

NP258

2.14 The LVIA finds that the development would not result in any material
adverse long term or significant impacts on the appearance of the area
and would be in keeping with and integrate with the character of the
area. The existing tree belt/hedgerow and established planting along the
southern boundary of the site would provide an appropriate buffer
between the built up area (including development on the application
site) and the landscape to the south.

General
comment

NP258

2.15 In summary, we consider that the supporting evidence demonstrates
that the site has the capacity to accommodate the development
proposed and there is scope to provide landscape mitigation.

General
comment

comment
General
comment
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NP258

2.23 As the NPPF states, Local Green Space designation will not be
appropriate for most green areas or open space. We have not seen any
evidence which shows that the site is demonstrably special to the local
community. The site is bounded by significant vegetation along its
boundaries and is a typical agricultural field within this part of West Sussex.
It is in no way exceptional or special that it should be designated as a
Local Green Space and we therefore contend that the proposed
designation is not justified. We therefore recommend its deletion.
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NP354

No comments made

NP6

I think this is a well prepared document for which we must be thankful for
all the effort that has gone into it's production. I think the result and
recommendations are the right way forward for the village.

No-action
Comment

NP13

I thoroughly support this plan.

NP23

We are both very much in favour of what we have seen of the plan. We
are very grateful for all the hard work which has been put into the plan
and it's presentation.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP29

I am very much in favour of the plan and appreciate all the thought and
work that has gone into it.

No-action
Comment

NP37

There is so much in the Neighbourhood Plan we feel the Parish Council are
to be congratulated for doing such an excellent job in its execution.

No-action
Comment

NP38

Thanks to the Parish Council for all their hard work

NP39

I have not seen the plans and intend to view them on Friday 30th.

NP45

Since the plan has not been approved we haven't heard much
information.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP58

We are very supportive of the village plan and always have been. We
believe the current Parish Council are doing a sterling job.

No-action
Comment

NP70

I am in full support of the Parish

NP76

My congratulations to the Parish Council and their consultants on an
excellent plan full of merit on which I make comments which I trust will be
of interest. Vision and objectives (p 23) seems admirable meeting the
purpose of the Plan

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP89

Please note we are awaiting amendments from the South of England
Agricultural Society with regard to the above request. These will be
available for the meeting to be held on 2nd October.

No-action
Comment

NP91

I write in response to the public consultation on your emerging
Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and have pleasure submitting the following
comments to feed into this process. First of all I would like to put on
record our thanks for the detailed considerations which the
Neighbourhood Plan Group have undertaken to date in relation to the
College‘s landholdings and interests and the time that the group have
afforded to us during this process. The pre-submission plan is a testimony
to a lot of hard work from the whole group and I am sure it has the basis
to be a solid bedrock of planning policy for the village in many years to
come.

No-action
Comment

NP91

The College do however have two key concerns on the detail within the
NP and a handful of other more minor comments which we consider it
helpful to set out below.

No-action
Comment

NP91

I would like to conclude by reiterating our thanks to NP Group for all their
hard work in pulling together this impressive document. I do hope that the
above comments are helpful and would be pleased to discuss any
aspect further if that would be of assistance.

No-action
Comment

NP91

Attachments : Landscape & Visual Appraisal Land & Standgrove Field
(Oct 2011)

No-action
Comment

NCM
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NP92

We would like to thank the committee who put together the very
comprehensive, well planned, surveyed, discussed and guided village
plan. We feel happy with all aspects of this plan.

No-action
Comment

NP93

I have read the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2031 and I am broadly
supportive of the plan.

No-action
Comment

NP93

May I take the opportunity to thank the Council for their diligent work in
preparing the plan, which would make Ardingly and even nicer place to
live. It‘s not easy to please all of the people all of the time.

No-action
Comment

NP95

Recreational and leisure pursuits have not meaningfully increased within
the village despite an increase of several hundred people in the last
decade to bring the community to its current peak of just under 2,500. The
countryside, and especially the ancient woodlands of the sort that border
Standgrove Field, do a great deal to compensate with their bridle paths
and rights of way through such historic copse and pasture with its
abundant wildlife.

No-action
Comment

NP96

I believe most of my siblings - Fiona, Ian, Neil, Sarah and Alexander - with
whom I co-own Culpepers, also intend to be in touch today to share their
similar rejection of the plans. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter and I look forward to being updated on the situation.

No-action
Comment

NP100

Thank you for consulting Natural England on your Plan. My brief
comments are as follows.

No-action
Comment

NP105

More people in the village will hopefully be good for the Ardingly
community itself.

No-action
Comment

NP119

All villagers interests should be weighted equally and only those on the
electrol register and members of council tax paying household counted.
It will be our taxes that are paying for this process. Rushing to submit the
Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan will prejudice all present enquiry and
appeals. Are all Neighbourhood Plans subject to such deadlines? I trust
the second "Yes" box will not be counted as a Yes, Why not a "No" unless
box!

No-action
Comment

NP138

The Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability Appraisal are comprehensive
and appear well thought through. Thank you to all those who took part.

No-action
Comment

NP144

I applaud and heartily endorse virtually the entire Neighbourhood Plan.
Very well done. Our plan, in my view deals very satisfactorily with my two
major concerns. These are :-

No-action
Comment

NP151

I agree with all the proposals,

NP167

Really supportive of Neighbourhood Plan, very well done PC.

NP191

No, I do not agree

NP192

No

NP196

No, no, no

NP205

It looks as if the Parish Council is really trying to develop a great plan for
Ardingly for the next 20 years - that is for me and my generation. Thank
you.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP208

I'd like to commend the Parish Council for compiling the Village Plan and
for trying to find smaller infill sites for new homes.

No-action
Comment

NP213

Yes, I am supportive

NP215

Yes, I am supportive

NP216

Yes, I am supportive

NP224

I am broadly supportive of the Plan and draft Sustainability Appraisal and
request that the following comments are taken into consideration.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP227

Overall the plan appears to be a good one.

NP227

Thank you to all who have contributed and developed the Plan and
Sustainability Appraisal a great deal of work has obviously gone into it.

NP231

I was good to see the display in Hapstead Hall on Saturday and to have
the opportunity to talk to members of the Parish Council about the plan
and matters concerning the plan.

No-action
Comment

NP235

I write to inform you that this District Council has no adverse comments to
make at this stage on your draft Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability
Appraisal and would like to take the opportunity to congratulate you on
your work so far and wish you well with your endeavours.

No-action
Comment

NP237

I am broadly supportive of the plan but would like consideration to be
given to the following:

No-action
Comment

NP237

Many thanks to the parish council for all their hard work.

NP239

Ardingly village is a very special and unique. It has to fit in and work with
the The South of England Show ground, the resovoir, Wakehurst Place and
Ardingly College. No other village has to tolerate so much. We are very
proud to have such a treasured mixed to live with. This makes the village
very very busy, which we all except. This village cannot take any more
traffic or building works on this scale.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
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NP241

I have read the above mentioned Ardingly Neighbourhood Pre
Submission Plan and note you request a response to the draft you have
published. The whole spirit of local plans was to be an open and
democratic process within a community, without having or showing an
extreme bias in favour of any Individual or local Business.

No-action
Comment

NP241

As this appears to not be the case in the Ardingly Parish Council PreSubmission Neighbourhood Plan 2013.08.13, please register a loud and
clear NO against this plan from me.

No-action
Comment

NP242

I read with interest the Neighbourhood Plan and I would initially thank you
all for your hard work.

No-action
Comment

NP244

3.
Why does the NP have to be approved this year? Why does it need
to be completed in advance of the District Plan, if that could supersede
it?
4.
Have conflicts of interest within the Parish Council been declared?
Examples: a.
Involvement with the college (commercial, personal or
otherwise) b.
Residential proximity to any of the development areas

No-action
Comment

NP246

I write to express my support of the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan

NP248

Thank you for consulting with the Highways Agency on the neighbourhood
plan. Please note that the Highways Agency has no comments to make
on this plan in regard the Strategic Road Network

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP249

As no minutes of the deliberations of the NP Committee have been
published, most people in the Village have not got a clue as to what the
nature of these discussions might have been and feel totally
disenfranchised as a result.

No-action
Comment

NP250

South East Water has recently put out the statutory Water Resource
Management Plan (WRMP) which will cover the period from 2015 to 2040,
and the final is due for publication in April 2014. The WRMP identifies the
forecast of the supply demand balance in water demand across the
company‘s entire supply region and, working with neighbouring water
companies and other third parties, will present options to meet any
deficits which are forecast. The Final supply demand forecast in the
WRMP will present our preferred options to meet these deficits, and these
options could include new groundwater and surface water supplies,
reductions in leakage and other demand management measures, as well
as cross-border sharing of resources.

No-action
Comment

NP250

The parish of Ardingly is situated within our Water Resource zone 2. Our
current dWRMP indicates that, this zones will remain in surplus for until
2020, after which time a few additional groundwater schemes will be
required, along with a regional transfer from a neighbouring water
company, Peacehaven effluent re-use scheme (by 2025) and
improvements to a water treatment works in the area (2016).

No-action
Comment

NP252

I have observed how hard the Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan
committees have worked on these documents. It contains many positive
objectives, which I fully support however: NO, unfortunately I cannot
support this ANP Pre-submission Document in its present form.

No-action
Comment

NP252

I hope everyone‘s comments will be considered whether they agree or
disagree with the ANP Pre-submission Document. It appears that this
consultation period is being used to divide the village into yes/no camps
so the information can be used at the pending inquiries. Is this
appropriate use of a NP? I felt the leaflet that was distributed was
misleading, and confusing. It appears that many residents thought the
ANP was linked to the traffic calming and not a potential planning
document.

No-action
Comment

NP253

I will admit to skim reading, rather than every detail. However, I agree to
what I read

No-action
Comment

Please see Appendix A with tables (5 pages)

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP244

No-action
Comment

NP258

Conclusions - 3.1 Collingwood Neptune recognises and supports the fact
that Ardingly Parish Council is being proactive in the preparation of their
Neighbourhood Plan.

NP259

Other parts of the village plan I like. It seems to point a positive way
forward.

No-action
Comment

NP261

I would also like to raise the issue of fracking and the reality that this issue
has not been discussed inclduing any impact on Ardingly village.

No-action
Comment

NP261

Whilst broadly supportive, I am still left with reservations.

NP262

Under delegated powers, I hereby submit the views of East Sussex County
Council as Mineral Planning Authority. East Sussex County Council as
mineral planning authority, has responsibility to maintain provision for
aggregates in East Sussex. Policies for aggregate provision are set out in
our adopted Waste and Minerals Plan for East Sussex, South Downs and
Brighton & Hove.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP263

Finally, I live in Lodgelands opposite Standgrove, so I‘m fully expecting
you to disregard my issues and not answer my questions. Please do have
the courtesy to respond and answer them though as I am seriously
interested to know the answer. My disagreement with the NHP is not a
case of NIMBY – I am fully opposed to any development anywhere in our
(presently) lovely village.

No-action
Comment
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NP266

I would like to support the implementation of the proposed Ardingly
Neighbourhood Plan. By doing so, I trust that future generations will be
able to live in a rural community protected from over-expansion and
increased traffic.

No-action
Comment

NP267

I support the Neighbourhood Plan as drafted. I am particularly thankful of
all the hard work that was put into it.

No-action
Comment

NP268

I support the Neighbourhood Plan as drafted

NP271

A good plan.

NP272

I applaud the Paish Council for taking into acount the many and diverse
views and interests of village residents.
Well done, and thank you

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP273

I am disappointed that once again the definition of "the village" relates
purely to the core of the village and not the whole area within the village
boundary.

No-action
Comment

NP276

Looks to have been a well balanced and well researched document
which seems to take in the villages needs and a projection for
development over the next 20 years.

No-action
Comment

NP282

There is no real centre to the village, with inadequate parking.

NP284

Although I am not in favour of any large scale building projects in
Ardingly, I support the Village Plan's preference for the development of
the Standgrove site over the Butchers Field site if there proves to be a
necessity to support either one or another.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP292

Excellent

NP297

If the plan covers the period to 2031, why does it seem that it's being
rushed through? I am suspicious.
As a young person, I am concerned that my future in the village is being
shaped in a way over which I have no control except this vote. Housing
development arguments won't help me with my employment, social or
community needs in Ardingly. I feel that I am not being represented by
people who are acting objectively.

NP319

I found both documents to be clear and well presented. I am in broad
agreement with most of the content and support the plan.

No-action
Comment

NP325

Totally Agree

No-action
Comment

NP327

I am in full support of the Neighbourhood Plan.

NP329

I fully support the Neighbourhood plan.

NP333

My wife and I are supportive of the plan. There are a number of issues
facing the village and difficult decisions have to be made which will not
appeal to all. We think that overall the plan provides a balanced
approach going forward and may we thank those involved for their time
and energy in drafting it.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP335

I am glad that there are initiatives in place and a committee willing to put
the time and effort in for all of our benefit. Thank you.

No-action
Comment

NP340

Despite the Government's much trumpeted "Localism", there still seems to
be too much direction from the Centre, i.e. we have to provide this or
take into account that. True localism should mean that what we decide is
the end of it - no appeals, no public enquiries. It's our village, only the
villagers should make the decisions. However, within the imposed
constraints the Plan seems to be a generally good one.

No-action
Comment

NP341

Our main concern is if the village infrastructure is able to cope with more
people ?
Otherwise we support the remaining plan priorities on the list .

No-action
Comment

NP347

I want to thank the members of the APC for their hard work and
commitment to the ANP which has produced a commendable plan.

No-action
Comment

NP350

Please find following our response in respect of your specific policies. We
hope that you find our response useful and that it will be taken into
account when drafting the next version of the Neighbourhood Plan. We
would be grateful if you could keep us informed of any future progress.

No-action
Comment

NP351

I would like to register my support for the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan

NP353

A comprehensive plan that addresses all key issues for the village. It is
clear that a great deal of work has gone into this and those responsible
for that are to be thanked.

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment

NP355

To be added

No-action
Comment

NP224

Proposals Map: Suggest add title at top of map, notation for AONB,
Ashdown Forest Safeguarding and key views.

Proposals
Map

NP224

Proposals Map: Village inset: Include key views

Proposals
Map

No-action
Comment
No-action
Comment
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NP91

Sustainability Appraisal of the Ardingly NP Our advisors have also
reviewed the draft Sustainability Appraisal of the NP and recommended
that we submit specific comments in relation to some of the assessments
made against Policy 3, the site allocation of Standgrove Field. It is
considered that the site allocation would actually have a positive effect
on both No.8 Water Quality and Resources and No.9 Biodiversity. The
current appeal proposals include the provision of an on site SUDS pond to
collect and control surface water run off from the development whilst
also creating a significant water body and feature. Even though the
proposed site allocation is different to the appeal scheme, there is no
reason why this positive water feature should not remain within the
proposals, so it would still be able to provide a positive feature which will
significantly enhance the overall biodiversity interest of the site. Given the
above it is requested that the scoring for both No.8 and No.9 should be
altered to include a single positive impact on both counts.

Sustainability
Appraisal

NP252

1.I would like to point out that both Standgrove and Butchers Field were
given both the same development capacity = Low. The position of this
field is very prominent and creates a rural setting for the village. There are
many views over this field from different points. There are views over the
downs which can be seen on a clear day at various points on College
Road eg Sumners and Standbridge way. This field was accessed for
development as Sensitivity=substantial. The field is a Medieval Assart field
dating back to the 1066 - 1499 so this field is very much part of our ancient
field patterns and should be acknowledged as such. A footpath was
granted across this field in 2011 and is now under appeal. This field has
become very important in supporting the wild life of the ancient
woodland that borders this site. Development of this field would affect
the Ancient Woodland, Field Patterns and wild flower grassland. This is
part of AC campus and Planning Policy AR3 should apply to this field as it
is still part of MSDC Draft Plan

Sustainability
Appraisal

NP252

5.We are a rural community crossed by many footpaths. This part of the
SANGS is only included in this document to aid AC development plans
and I am not aware of this being discussed at any council meetings. If a
sang‘s car park was located here this would only contribute to more
traffic on this road which would definitely not create a feeling of well
being in this part of the community. Also, if the village was involved with
the management and building of a car park for this SANGS would we
have to pay for this? By including this in the ANP our PC are influencing
the pending inquiry and our PC could be obliged to support any other
developments that Ardingly College may put forward in the future.

Sustainability
Appraisal

NP252

6.This field protects the southernmost boundary and approach to Ardingly Sustainability
and as such is very much part of the integral character of Ardingly Village.
Appraisal
Therefore this has been accepted as contributing to its outstanding setting
in an area of AONB. A development here would involve loss of the
strategic gap between our village and Ardingly College. This field has
been in continual recorded agricultural use until 1981 when The Woodard
Foundation bought this field. I understand that AC has been approached
to lease the field for this purpose but it has been left fallow. This field
could be brought back into agricultural use very easily.

NP252

10. Allotments have not been allocated on this land.

NP252

12.’Any development may support local businesses‘- this statement could
apply to any field.

NP252

13 This section is about impacting on traffic entering the village. Therefore
the following quote clearly states Standgrove Field (B) is outside the
village boundary. ‗As journeys for wider services are likely to be in
Haywards Heath‘ is simply unfounded. There is no evidence base for this
statement. When it was suggested that a Scout Hut be placed here, Mrs
Chalk pointed out that no one would allow their children to walk down to
Standgrove as the road is to dangerous. NP meeting July

Sustainability
Appraisal

NP252

14. As Standgrove Field is an ancient Assart field dating back to the
medieval period surely this makes it part of the historic landscape
environment of the village at the southern edge of Ardingly. Therefore a
development here would also impact on the village‘s historic character
and setting, creating an incongruous extension to Ardingly by urbanising
this part of our rural landscape. MSDC and Ardingly Parish Council have
turned down many planning applications, over the past 20 years, for a
plot of land directly west of Standgrove Field on the other side of the road

Sustainability
Appraisal

NP258

2.16 We would make the following comments on the draft Sustainability
Statement in respect to the proposed housing sites (Site A: Butchers Field
(BF) and Site B: Standgrove Field (SF):

Sustainability
Appraisal

NP258

Table 1 - Comments on Draft Sustainability Appraisal Site Comparison

NP309

In the sustainability section I would like to see more importance given to
retaining agriculture on the land surrounding the village to ensure that the
distinctive feel and character of the area outside the built-up area is
maintained. Otherwise this will easily be eroded.

Sustainability
Appraisal
Sustainability
Appraisal

Sustainability
Appraisal
Sustainability
Appraisal
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NP314

As far as the Sustanabilty Report, it seems common sense to aim for all of
the objectives. However I am somewhat puzzled about the statement
that the village water supply is fed from an aquifer at Selsfield Common.
As far as I am aware it is fed from a service reservoir at Selsfield Common
which is in turn fed by Barcombe Water Treatment Works and Weir Wood
Treatment Works. Perhaps this could be clarified in time for the final report

NP224

Policy 5: Housing Design: For clarity I suggest ‗to be sympathetic to‘
rather than ‗to take account of‘.

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 7, para 1.2: ‗…lies in the northern part of the district of Mid Sussex‘ –
see para 2.1

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 9, line 2- ‗ of the plan has enabled alternative options…‘

NP224

Page 11, Selected Parish Statistics- include data from Rural Community
Profile, 2013 Update.

Text
Comments
Text
Comments

NP224

Page 13, Biodiversity- delete ref to Conservation Area
‗numerous buildings of local interest‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 15, para 2.16, line 3- ‗that it is consistent..‘

NP224

Page 19, para 2.34, ‗The Submission District Plan was submitted for
examination in July 2013‘

Text
Comments
Text
Comments

NP224

Page 24, para 3.4, this relates to sustainability objectives rather than NP
objectives.

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 25, suggest photo caption- should read ‗sheltered housing at
Priceholme‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 27, line 1- ‗focus of new development..‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 28, para 4.9 Suggest ‗This view has since been evidenced by the
Neighbourhood Plan village survey, 2012 which identified support for 16
to 30 new homes over next 20 years and most support for family homes for
sale and homes for retirees followed by small homes for sale. The Housing
Needs Survey identified a need for delivering smaller affordable homes
within the parish.

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 29, para 4.13, line 5- suggest ..‘meets many of the criteria set out by
MSDC..‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 30, para 4.17, line 4. Suggest: ‗and with the village Policy Aims of the
Mid Sussex Local Plan, 2004‘, para 14.11.

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 31, para 4.20, line 2. Suggest : ‗In addition to its historic value, it
defines the gap between the two hamlets and Conservation Areas of
Ardingly and Hapstead and makes a significant contribution…‘ ‗The land
East of the High Street adjoins the Conservation Area, provides the setting
for a number of Listed Buildings, is traversed by a public footpath and has
….‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 33, para 4.27, line 5. Suggest: ‗the area of ancient woodland‘.

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 36, para 4.40 suggest: ‗.. bring forward proposals to upgrade the
pavilion at the recreation ground. The building requires modernisation and
may benefit from extending to meet needs of users such as youth club
and scouts.‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 40, para 4.51, line 2- delete ‗core‘. Suggest: ‗…and approved by
Ardingly PC for consultation, supports the NP‘s traffic management policy
and is included in the County Council‘s Infrastructure Plan.‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 41, para 4.56, line 6, suggest: ‗The District and Parish Councils will
continue to explore..‘

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 46, para 4.69 line 1- suggest: ‗This policy will replace…‘ (However
this appears to be the only site where the saved policy is included in the
text, so para could be deleted).

Text
Comments

NP224

Page 47, para 4.75, line 2. I suggest this could be reworded, for example
as follows: ‗The ANP supports the extension of the Bluebell Railway and the
possible future reinstatement of the station provided it can be
demonstrated that traffic generation, access and car parking are
acceptable in terms of residential amenity and impact on the surrounding
natural environment.‘

Text
Comments

NP244

5.

Paragraph 2.25 refers to paragraph 3.21, which does not exist.

Text
comments

NP264

Typo in caption on page 46. Problems with use of apostrophes throughout
(Fellow‘s, hairdressers).

Text
comments

Para 4.9: The last sentence is misleading. It should be rephrased to state:
―This view has since been evidenced by the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan
Village Survey which identified support for 16 to 30 new homes to be built
over the next 20 years. The Housing Needs Survey 2012 identified a need
for delivering smaller affordable dwellings within the parish.‖

Text
comments

3.2 However, given the current status and uncertainty with the Mid-Sussex
District Plan, Collingwood Neptune consider that it is currently premature
to progress the draft plan until such a point as the District Plan has been
adopted

General
comment

NP258

Heritage-

Sustainability
Appraisal
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NP264

The quick, professional production of the document is commended. But
it is too long, technical and open to interpretation to be fit for all its
purposes. Sir Humphrey would approve, and no doubt that is one
ambition. But if another is the instigation of interaction with the
community leading to a democratic consensus, it fails. How many will
read and digest it? A succinct summary is a must, if common ownership
and respect are to be achieved.

General
comment

NP264

There is evidence of an increase in anti-social behaviour, in the widest
sense. If the population is to grow, it might be helpful if the ambition of
security, tranquillity and an unpolluted environment were declared policy.

General
comment

NP264

Is this an opportunity to put down a marker in respect of oil/gas
exploration?

General
comment

NP264

Should there be a commitment to maintaining the established cultural
identity of the community?

General
comment

NP264

The monitoring process should be stronger. This should include a
programme of dialogue with the community to assess concerns, maintain
awareness and report progress, and commitment to give early notice of
any risk of significant deviation from policies. The ANP should represent a
living project.

General
comment

NP264

‗Sustainable‘ needs to be defined – at the moment, it presents as a
weasel-word. The word is potentially the drawbridge to our castle.

General
comment

NP326

The ANP should identify to the need improve the enjoyment of local
outdoor spaces by encouraging villagers minimise the frequency for
garden fires, particularly in times of warm weather when neighbours may
wish to be enjoying their own garden space. The lighting of fires during
summer at frequencies up to twice a week should be discouraged in the
strongest terms and the ANP should propose a guideline of not more than
one per month or one per two months.

General
comment

NP350

New policy on the provision of infrastructure We could find no policies to
provide for new or improved infrastructure to support development. The
National Planning Policy Framework outlines the importance of achieving
sustainable development and paragraph 177 states that ‗It is equally
important to ensure that there is a reasonable prospect that planned
infrastructure is deliverable in a timely fashion…For this reason,
infrastructure and development policies should be planned at the same
time, in the Local Plan‘.

General
comment

NP350

Although the Parish Council is not the planning authority in relation to
wastewater development proposals, support for essential infrastructure is
required at all levels of the planning system.

General
comment

NP350

On this basis, we propose an additional policy as follows: New and
improved utility infrastructure will be encouraged and supported in order
to meet the identified needs of the community. New and improved
utility infrastructure will be encouraged and supported in order to meet
the identified needs of the community. New residential and commercial
development will be permitted only if sufficient infrastructure capacity is
either available or can be provided in time to serve it.

General
comment

Local Connection In respect of comments from the Housing Officer in
relation to the 100% local connection requirement of Policy 3, it is
proposed that this will apply to only 10% of the existing affordable housing
stock. It should be noted that Ardingly has a significantly larger proportion
of social housing than Mid Sussex and nearby villages.

General
comment

Similarly the definition of local connection hierarchy will only apply to the
8 affordable units to be provided, again only 10% of the affordable
housing stock.

General
comment

Neighbourhood Plans provide the opportunity for communities to identify
what is important to them and prepare plans that are locally distinctive
and add value. The requirement for all affordable homes allocated
through the Neighbourhood Plan to be restricted to those with clear local
connections is entirely consistent with this and takes into account our
location within the High Weald AONB. The issue of affordable housing has
been addressed in a number of Neighbourhood Plans such as Lynton and
Lynmouth, Much Wenlock, Upper Eden and Allendale.

General
comment

I trust this is helpful. The vision of your emerging Neighbourhood Plan is a
positive statement of the value that the Parish Council and people of
Ardingly Parish have for its future as a sustainable community. On behalf
of Bluebell Railway, we wish you success with the Plan and hope that
local people will be able to reflect further support for the Railway within
their responses to your consultation draft.

General
comment

NP917
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