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HORSTED KEYNES NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN  

ASSESSMENT OF REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION RESPONSES AND FURTHER EVIDENCE 

10TH NOVEMBER 2016 

1. Introduction 

1.1 The Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan (HKNP) Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation was 

undertaken in June and July 2016 for six weeks. There was a high level of response from residents and 

site promoters representing land interests. Troy Navigus Partnership has reviewed the representations 

made and, in light of this, has revisited the site assessment work undertaken as part of the Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA). This has been assisted by the following additional evidence: 

i. Further information submitted by site promoters following a request for information by Horsted 

Keynes Parish Council. 

ii. Engagement with the High Weald AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) Unit, which had 

previously not been possible due to lack of resources at the Unit. 

iii. Further engagement with Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) on the overall housing strategy 

and numbers and the new information submitted by site promoters. 

iv. Further engagement with West Sussex County Council (WSCC) Highways Department on the 

new information submitted by site promoters. 

 

1.2 The central issue arising from the Regulation 14 consultation is its approach and strategy for housing. 

The following note sets out the advice from Troy Navigus Partnership on how to address this issue 

and, in light of the new site information and updated site assessments, the recommended next steps.  

2. Housing position  

2.1 The MSDC Housing and Employment Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), March 2015, set out 

that the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for the District is 11,162 new homes up to 2031. 

The draft OAN for Horsted Keynes Parish is an average of 120 new homes over the same period. The 

Neighbourhood Plan proposes the following housing allocations1: 

i. Police House Field (Ref. HKNP002) for 10 dwellings.  

ii. Land at Jeffreys Farm (Ref. HKNP013) for 6 dwellings. 

iii. Land at Westall House (Ref. HKNP028) for 14 dwellings (specifically extra care apartments). 

 

2.2 These collectively would provide 30 dwellings. When combined with the two completions and an 

existing planning permission for 12 dwellings at Ravenswood this totals 44 dwellings. Based on the 

OAN, this is a shortfall of 76 dwellings.  

 

2.3 Since the Regulation 14 consultation the site promoters of land at Westall House (HKNP028) have 

engaged in pre-application discussions with MSDC on a proposed scheme. They informed Horsted 

Keynes Parish Council for the first time by letter on the 24 May 2016. The proposed scheme is a change 

from the Policy HK20 in the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan. Instead of the provision of 14 extra 

care apartments (which would count towards the dwelling total), the pre-application is proposing only 

8 net additional extra care apartments, the remainder of the proposed provision going towards 

specialist older persons’ care beds which do not count towards the dwelling total. If this proposal were 

to go ahead there would be a net reduction of 6 dwellings compared with the Regulation 14 

Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst the need for the provision of specialist older person’s accommodation is 

                                                           
1 A map showing all the sites is included as Supporting Document 1 



 

2 
 

recognised and valued, the housing provision in the Plan would be reduced to 24 dwellings, thereby 

increasing the OAN shortfall potentially to 84 dwellings. 

 

2.4 The Examiners Report on the Ansty, Staplefield and Brook Street Neighbourhood Plan, October 2016, 

stated that, “Neighbourhood plans are not obliged to contain policies addressing all types of 

development. However, where they do contain policies relevant to housing supply, these policies should 

take account of latest and up-to-date evidence of housing need. (NPPG [National Planning Practice 

Guidance], para. 040)”. The examiner was of the view that both the Ansty, Staplefield and Brook Street 

and East Grinstead Neighbourhood Plans do contain policies relevant to housing supply therefore 

there is a requirement not just take account of but to illustrate a clear support for the OAN, 

notwithstanding the fact it is only emerging.  The Examiner stated that, “As the plan does contain 

policies relevant to housing supply it should take into account the latest up to date evidence of housing 

need- de facto the evidence that has been prepared to support the emerging Mid Sussex District Local 

plan (HEDNA 2015 and the OAN). Whilst I accept that this evidence has not yet been tested it is the 

most up to date.” (Ansty, Staplefield and Brook Street Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report, p.142). 

 

2.5 This is significant as this decision establishes a principle in the interpretation of the Basic Condition 

whereby all neighbourhood plans must have regard to national policy and guidance. Specifically 

neighbourhood plans, where they contain housing policies, are expected to support district level 

housing policies even where evidence at a local level on housing need may be emerging.  

 

2.6 MSDC did not agree with the view of this Examiner. However, in setting this precedent, it does leave 

the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan, as currently drafted, in a weak position. This is because the 

sites it allocates significantly under-deliver on its OAN requirement. This means that, were the Plan 

taken forward to Regulation 16 Submission Stage as currently drafted, then Horsted Keynes village is 

potentially more exposed to speculative planning applications for housing development which may 

not address the objectives agreed by the community and established in the plan.  

 

2.7 One possible option to address this concern was recommended by the Ansty, Staplefield and Brook 

Street Neighbourhood Plan Examiner. This is to have a criteria-based policy which permits small 

developments on unallocated sites in the edge of the settlement. The criteria would dictate whether 

the site in question secured planning permission. However, such policies would only really be suitable 

for small sites (in the case of Ansty, Staplefield and Brook Street this was below 10 dwellings) which 

would not address the need for affordable housing or for a mix of housing (see section 4 below). 

Furthermore, the reality is that most of the sites around the village that were put forward for 

consideration through the Neighbourhood Plan process are much larger than 10 dwellings. 

3. Recent precedent 

3.1 The High Court in October 2016 overturned Horsham District Council’s decision to adopt the Henfield 

Neighbourhood Plan. The developers that brought the legal challenge wanted to bring forward 72 

dwellings and challenged the Plan based on procedural irregularities. They successfully argued that 

the Neighbourhood Plan had failed to lawfully assess reasonable alternatives to the spatial strategy. 

This places considerable weight on ensuring all options are considered in the neighbourhood plan 

process.  
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3.2 In this respect, the outcome of the work on site assessments through the SEA process that has been 

used to inform the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan is vital. If this shows that there are reasonable 

sustainable site options which were simply excluded from the Plan in preference to others without 

there being clear justification, then the overall strategy in the Plan may be open to challenge. 

4. Vision and Objectives   

4.1 A significant number of representations were received as part of the Regulation 14 Pre-Submission 

Consultation which stated that the Neighbourhood Plan’s approach to housing delivery is not 

consistent with its vision and objectives. The vision set out in the HKNP is that, “Homes are available 

for all stages of life and circumstances...” (Horsted Keynes NP, Reg 14 version, p.13). Objective 3 of the 

Plan sets out to, “Meet Horsted Keynes’s housing needs over the plan period with emphasis on housing 

that addresses the needs of younger people and families to help maintain the village age profile.” (ibid., 

p.14). 

 

4.2 With only 30 dwellings proposed on three allocated sites, provision of affordable housing will be 

limited as it only applies on sites above 10 units (contributions towards affordable housing can be 

sought on sites of 6-10 units but these would go to MSDC and may not be spent in Horsted Keynes). 

The Neighbourhood Plan has only one site above the 10-unit threshold and this will be specialist 

provision for older people so would be unlikely to be required to deliver affordable units. The scale of 

such development would also have little potential to deliver the mix of dwellings sought by Policy HK2 

(Dwelling size). It is therefore highly unlikely that the Plan would be able to deliver Objective 3. 

 

4.3 It is our opinion that there would be a risk in disregarding these representations made which state 

that the vision and objectives are not being delivered in the Neighbourhood Plan. If the vision and 

objectives were to be altered to remove these aspects, then this may be considered by an Examiner 

to represent a material change to the Plan. Under such circumstances, this would require the revised 

Plan to be re-consulted on, either at Regulation 16 Submission Stage or possibly even to return to the 

Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation Stage.  

5. Assessment of sites based on new information  

5.1 Following engagement with Claire Tester of the High Weald AONB Unit, a response was provided on 

the sites in the Regulation 14 version of the Neighbourhood Plan and on the further information put 

forward by the site promoters. As part of this, a Historic Characterisation Study undertaken by the 

AONB Unit was also provided. This information was added to the site assessments undertaken as part 

of the SEA. Of particular relevance is the presence of intact medieval fields or earlier (pre-1500AD) 

which, if developed, would have a major impact on the AONB3. It should also be noted that Claire 

Tester represented the views of MSDC as their Neighbourhood Plans officer. 

 

5.2 Engagement was also undertaken with Richard Speller of WSCC Highway Department on the sites and 

the new information put forward by the site promoters. 

 

5.3 With the exception of the Birch Grove Road site, all the sites were reassessed in light of the information 

summarised below. The results of the site assessments on sites where there was a change in the 

assessment is shown in Supporting Document 6. 
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Land at Jeffreys Farm 
 

5.4 The Regulation 14 allocation on Land at Jeffreys Farm (Ref. HKNP013) for 6 dwellings was put forward 

as an individual parcel. However, there are four additional parcels surrounding this site HKNP014, 

HKNP015, HKNP016 and HKNP017 that were also put forward and assessed individually. Taking this 

approach, only HKNP013 is assessed as being a sustainable housing site.  

 

5.5 On 28th October 2016, the site promoters submitted a single proposal, using all the parcels of land 

(HKNP013-017), for a residential allocation of 42 dwellings. The proposal for 42 dwellings was 

supported by evidence including a Highways and Transport study, an Ecology, Landscape Visual Impact 

study, and a Flood Risk & Surface Drainage Study. It also offered green open space and the opportunity 

for a sports pavilion on Jeffreys Farm Field which has a covenant restricting any other form of 

development. It is relevant to note that the site promoters stated they had just submitted a planning 

application for a detailed development in line with these proposals. 

 

5.6 The view from the High Weald AONB Unit on the principle of the expanded site was supportive and 

they made no objection to the inclusion of the site as a housing allocation4. However, the detailed 

proposals from the site promoters have not been fully considered so at present the detail cannot be 

commented on. The AONB Unit was keen to stress that issues such as layout and the general density 

of the development would need to be reviewed by them to ensure that the integrity of the AONB is 

retained.  

 

5.7 WSCC Highways Department stated that they had no issues in principle with the consolidated Jeffrey’s 

Farm site accommodating 42 dwellings5. Whilst there were no highways objections to the access being 

off Sugar Lane opposite Jeffreys, visibility that would need to be resolved and there would be a loss of 

hedgerows.  

 

5.8 The Jeffreys Farm site was then assessed against the same sustainability criteria as previously used, 

with the addition of an assessment criterion relating to the impact on intact medieval field patterns. 

This established that the site was a sustainable option for an allocation of 42 dwellings and would 

provide wider community benefits through the provision of open space and potentially a sports 

pavilion. It would also go a considerable way towards addressing the shortfall in OAN. This must 

therefore represent a significant new alternative, with the Henfield case flagging the importance of 

fully exploring such alternatives.  

 

5.9 It is our recommendation that serious consideration is given to the allocation of the Jeffreys Farm site. 

This would however involve a material change to the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan and we would 

therefore recommend considering re-running the Regulation 14 Consultation. We would recommend 

that advice is taken from MSDC on this particular matter as they will be the body ultimately taking the 

Neighbourhood Plan through to referendum.  
 

Land west of Church Lane 
 

5.10 Land west of Church Lane (HKNP008) was discounted through the site assessment process because, 

amongst other things, access could not be secured. A representation from the site promoters 

suggested that access off Church Lane via a conditional sale agreement with the owner of a house has 
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been achieved. However, the representations made clear that this access would only enable 10 

dwellings to be built and the proposals showed that these would all be large houses, thereby 

conflicting with Policy HK2 which seeks a mix of dwellings with a particular focus on smaller dwellings 

of three bedrooms or less. Moreover, very little information was provided to show that this access 

would could be deliverable and third parties have suggested that there is a ransom strip which may 

prevent this. WSCC Highways Department also had concerns because of the proximity to the school 

and the narrowness of Church Lane meaning a lack of dedicated pedestrian facilities and associated 

risks to pedestrian safety. 

 

5.11 The site promoters also proposed larger scheme options of up to 60 dwellings by creating additional 

access points on the southern boundary of the site via Cheeleys. One of these options raised 

considerable concerns with WSCC Highways Department because it would result in access being 

provided through a cul-de-sac. The other option was considered to have some potential although 

there was concern about whether there was sufficient space to provide the necessary visibility splays. 

However, the site promoter has failed to demonstrate that any of the site access options to the south 

are available. 

 

5.12 The High Weald AONB Unit was of the view that the site would require significant re-profiling to make 

it suitable for development, which would impact on the historic integrity of the High Weald landscape. 

This represents a significant constraint on the environmental sustainability of the site.  

 

5.13 We are therefore of the opinion that the Land West of Church Lane is still undeliverable and possibly 

also unsustainable. 
 

Land at Westall House 
 

5.14 The site promoters of the land at Westall House (HKNP028) are proposing a net addition of 22 units 

instead of the 14 units in the allocation. However, only 8 of these units would be classed as dwellings, 

the remainder being care bedrooms. The site promoters stated that they intend to submit a planning 

application in ‘late summer/early autumn 2016’, although to date this has not been submitted. Firstly, 

these proposals might suggest that the current Policy HK20 is restricting the use of this site to a lower 

density than can be achieved. This may hinder the ability of the site to contribute fully to achieving 

the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan. Secondly it restricts the housing mix of the site, so limiting 

the housing type which is out of step with the market need as assessed by the providers, the 

Abbeyfield Society. Again, this also arguably fails to deliver on the Plan’s objectives.  

 

5.15 Neither the High Weald AONB Unit nor WSCC Highways Department raised objections to the principle 

of the increase in units of this development. 

 

5.16 It is recommended that the wording of Policy HK20 is amended to reflect the change in approach. 

However, it is not considered that this represents a material change so would not result in the 

Neighbourhood Plan requiring re-consultation. This view was confirmed by MSDC. 
 

Police House Field 
 

5.17 Police House Field (HKNP002) proposes residential development for approximately 10 dwellings. A 

point identified by the AONB Unit study on Historic Characterisation was that the site is within a 

medieval field. However, their clear view is that this is only a small part of a field which the Tithe Map 
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shows as being occupied by a building adjacent to the Danehill Lane/Birch Grove Road junction and 

therefore is no longer an intact medieval field. 

 

5.18 WSCC Highways Department noted that access to the proposed 10 dwellings will need to be carefully 

considered regarding the proximity to the existing junction between Birch Grove Road and Danehill. 

The existing field access off Danehill does not appear to be appropriate as it is too far south. However 

subject to this there were no objections to this site in the plan.  

 

5.19 It is recommended that Policy HK18 is retained in the Plan as currently drafted. 
 

Birch Grove Road 
 

5.20 Birch Grove Road is a site that did not come through the Regulation 14 process but was presented 

separately to the Parish Council as a proposal. The site is situated to the north-east of HKNP002 on the 

other side of the road. The promoters recommend that the site has capacity to accommodate 

approximately 26 dwellings.  

 

5.21 The site would need to have be taken through the site assessment process in order to be proposed as 

an allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan. The site assessment process has been the subject of a lot of 

scrutiny and it is vital that the process remains as transparent as possible. To allocate a site that has 

not been the subject of any consultation through the Neighbourhood Plan would be unwise given the 

rulings on the Ansty, Staplefield and Brook Street, East Grinstead and Henfield Neighbourhood Plans. 

Moreover, the site promoters did not explicitly ask that the site be allocated in the Neighbourhood 

Plan.  

 

5.22 Our recommendation is not to allocate the site within the Neighbourhood Plan. It should also be noted 

that the AONB Unit established that there are historic field boundaries around the site and its 

development may have adverse impacts.  

 

5.23 WSCC Highways Department noted that from the plans supplied that it would appear the developer is 

proposing to create a private service road and footpath within the field boundary, resulting in two 

accesses onto the Birch Grove Road. Both would need full visibility splays and carefully consideration 

will be required regarding pedestrian access and its linkage to the existing path network. However 

subject to this, they had no objections in principle.  

 

6. Final recommendations  

6.1 It is our view that there is a significant risk, in light of the representations made at Regulation 14 Pre-

Submission Stage and the new information coming to light from the site promoters, the High Weald 

AONB Unit and the WSCC Highways Department, that the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan would 

fail at an examination were it to proceed in its present form.  

 

6.2 As currently drafted, the under-provision against OAN is an area on which there is now precedent in 

recent Neighbourhood Plan examinations elsewhere in Mid Sussex District (albeit that the view of this 

examiner is not shared by MSDC). In addition, the Plan fails to address two of its objectives and so to 

not amend the Plan in light of this would be to deliberately disregard the representations of multiple 

parties at the Regulation 14 Stage. An examiner may consider that because of this, the Plan has failed 
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to meet the Basic Conditions which is the test a Neighbourhood Plan must pass in order to proceed to 

referendum. 

 

6.3 In addition, significant new information has come to light on the status of the housing allocation sites 

which warrants re-evaluation. In particular this relates to the Jeffreys Farm ‘amalgamated’ site which 

we consider represents a potentially sustainable site option. This is subject to further review by the 

AONB Unit and WSCC Highways Department of the detailed material provided by the site promoter. 

Allocation of this site would reduce the shortfall against OAN and would help to properly address the 

current objectives of the Plan. However, such a material change compared with the Regulation 14 

Neighbourhood Plan would, in our view, almost certainly require re-consultation.   

 

 


