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HORSTED KEYNES NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN OPTIONS     28TH SEPTEMBER 2018 

 

1.0 Introduction  

1.1 This briefing note has been drafted by Navigus Planning, with inputs from neighbourhood planning 

officers at Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC). Its purpose is to inform the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (HKNPSG) as to the possible options for taking the Horsted 

Keynes Neighbourhood Plan (‘the Plan’) forward. This is in light of both the advice provided by the 

Plan Examiner in July 2018 and new evidence that has come forward in respect of site options 

through the MSDC Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) 

process. 

1.2 It is important to reiterate that Navigus is retained by Horsted Keynes Parish Council to provide 

support on the Plan. Its advice is independent and seeks to present the options for achieving the 

task for which it was appointed, namely to advise and support the HKNPSG with the task of taking 

the Plan through to a referendum. 

 

2.0 HKNP Examination, July 2018 

2.1 The Submission (Regulation 16) Version of the Plan was submitted to MSDC in November 2017 and 

the public consultation ran during December 2017 and January 2018. The examination of the plan 

commenced in June 2018, whereupon the Examiner raised a number of points of concern. These 

were explored at a meeting/teleconference on 26th June 2018. As a result of these events and, based 

on the informal advice of the Examiner, the decision was made by Horsted Keynes Parish Council 

to withdraw the Plan from examination. We are now at the point where we need to consider the next 

steps. It is therefore important to understand the reasons why the Examiner considered that the 

Submission Version of the Plan would fail to meet the Basic Conditions (these being the series of 

tests against which a neighbourhood plan is examined and which it must meet in order to proceed 

to referendum). 

2.2 The Examiner considered that the Plan didn’t meet the Basic Conditions for two principal reasons: 

i. The Plan did not boost significantly the supply of housing (as required by the National 

Planning Policy Framework, or NPPF). This concerns the fact that the Plan does not allocate 

sufficient sites to meet the housing requirement in the Mid Sussex Local Plan1, instead 

relying on unidentified small sites (less than 10 dwellings) to come forward around the edge 

of the village (provided they do not, amongst other things, have a detrimental impact on the 

High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, AONB).  

ii. The extent to which the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which accompanied the Plan provided 

a robust assessment of ‘reasonable alternatives’ to the strategy adopted in the Plan. In light 

of the fact that the Plan did not meet the housing requirement set out in the Local Plan 

through allocated sites, the concern was that it had not clearly been demonstrated that no 

                                                        
1 The total requirement in the Local Plan for Horsted Keynes over the Plan period is 69 dwellings. As at 1st April 
2017, completions and planning commitments reduced this to 53 dwellings. The allocations of the land at Jeffreys 
Farm and Police House Field total 16 dwellings. There is therefore a shortfall of 37 dwellings. Whilst permission for 
development at Westall House would provide a net addition of 8 sheltered apartments, the nature of these 
apartments and their relationship with the on-site care service mean that they do not contribute towards the overall 
housing numbers. 
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other options would represent possible ways of addressing this in the Plan, i.e. allocating 

other sites. 

2.3 It should be noted that, in giving his opinion, the Examiner was aware that MSDC, through its 

emerging Site Allocations Document, will seek to deliver the residual amount of housing required 

across the district in full. MSDC made clear that it is not relying on neighborhood plans to allocate 

this amount (although clearly some parishes may choose to allocate sites through Neighbourhood 

Plans). Despite this, the Examiner still identified the concerns as listed in paragraph 2.2. 

2.4 A number of other smaller matters were raised but the Examiner made clear that these matters, of 

themselves, would not mean that the Plan would not meet the Basic Conditions. These detailed 

matters can be addressed in re-drafting therefore are not the subject of this note. 

2.5 The Examiner stated that the stage in the process that an amended Plan would have to return to 

would depend on the extent of the changes made to the Plan. His view was that making solely 

technical amendments (to supporting documents such as the SA) would likely mean it would only 

have to go back to the Submission (Regulation 16) Stage. More fundamental amendments to the 

Plan – such as the inclusion of new sites – would mean it would probably be required to go back to 

the Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Stage. In the former scenario, once the Plan had completed one 

formal consultation (Submission Stage) it would proceed to Examination; in the latter, two formal 

consultation (Pre-Submission and Submission Stages) would be required prior to Examination. Each 

formal consultation must last a minimum of six weeks.    

 

3.0 New information arising since the Examination of the Plan 

3.1 Since the Plan examination was undertaken in June 2018, there have been a number of new matters 

that have emerged. All plans, no matter what stage they are at, are required to take into account 

new information where it is relevant; in other words, this information simply cannot be ignored 

because it wasn’t available at the time of drafting the Plan. 

3.2 The first is the publication of the new NPPF and updated National Planning Practice Guidance 

(NPPG). The most relevant matter which arises from this is that any plan submitted to the local 

planning authority (i.e. reaching Regulation 16 stage) on or before 24th January 2019 will be 

examined under the previous version of the NPPF. This could be relevant, depending on the option 

chosen for taking the plan forward because NPPG has made clear under the new NPPF that 

neighbourhood plans can now include a figure for windfalls as a way of contributing towards meeting 

their housing requirements. So a plan submitted on or before 24th January 2019 cannot include a 

windfall allowance as a way of meeting its housing requirement whereas a plan submitted after 

24th January 2019 can include such an allowance. 

3.3 The second relevant matter is the publication of the latest SHELAA by MSDC. This includes a 

number of new sites in Horsted Keynes. The assessment of sites undertaken to inform the Plan 

excluded sites a long way from the built-up area of Horsted Keynes village because they are 

considered to be unsustainable. If a consistent approach is taken with the new sites in the SHELAA, 

then three new sites have been put forward which should be assessed: 

i. Land south of the Old Police House (3.5 hectares) 

ii. Land at Lucas Farm (1.21 hectares) 

iii. Land south of Robyns Barn (4.28 hectares) 
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3.4 These sites have now been assessed using the same assessment framework as for all other sites. The 

summary of each assessment is shown below (green = positive assessment; amber = neutral; red = 

negative): 

  

Land 

south of 

the Old 

Police 

House 

The site provides good potential to address the housing needs of Horsted Keynes. It is 

well located and there is easy and safe access into the centre of the village for 

pedestrians. However, the site is in the AONB and the AONB Unit has advised that 

development of the whole site would have a significant detrimental impact on the 

AONB. Equally, there would be a significant impact on the existing public right of 

way. Both of these issues could be mitigated if only the northern field were to be 

developed. Provided access could be created through to Birchgrove Road (via the 

Police House Field site proposed for allocation already in the Plan), then a smaller 

development would be likely to be sustainable. 

Land at 

Lucas 

Farm 

Assuming access could be provided to the site using the existing farm track serving 

Lucas Farm, then the site would have few constraints. The impact on the AONB - 

specifically the loss of medieval fields - could not be mitigated although the existing 

historic public right of way could be diverted. The site does provide good access into 

the centre of the village and could create the potential for community activities linked 

to the adjacent allotments. 

Land 

south of 

Robyns 

Barn 

The site is poorly located in relation to the rest of the village and would breach the 

current eastern boundary to the village created by Danehill Lane. The site would have 

to create a new footpath to meet up with the existing footpath near its north-western 

corner at Birchgrove Road. The impact on the AONB - specifically the loss of medieval 

fields - could not be mitigated. The site is therefore considered to represent 

unsustainable development. 

 

3.5 Therefore, a smaller part of the land south of Police House Field (the northern-most of the two fields 

making up the site) would definitely represent a sustainable option for growth. This could 

accommodate approximately between 17 and 22 dwellings. Equally, whilst there are constraints to 

growth, the land at Lucas Farm could represent a sustainable option. The key for this site would be 

the ability to satisfactorily mitigate the impact on the AONB. The site could deliver 20-25 dwellings, 

although the necessary mitigation of impact on the AONB may require this figure to be reduced. 

 

4.0 Possible options for taking forward the Plan 
 

4.1 The two principal reasons why the Examiner considered that the Plan didn’t meet the Basic 

Conditions both relate to the approach taken to addressing housing requirements. The strategy in 

the Submission Version of the Plan was that the shortfall against the target of housing on sites 

allocated in the Plan could be addressed by as yet unidentified small sites adjacent to the existing 

built-up area boundary of Horsted Keynes village. The Examiner was not convinced by this 

argument; his view was that the site assessment process had assessed most sites around the village 

and considered them to be unsustainable so therefore it was not clear where these small sites were 

going to materialise from. This argument is valid although the assessment of the sites in the SA was 
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undertaken on the basis of the full extent of the sites submitted, many of which were very large sites. 

For example, the ‘amalgamated Sugar Lane site’ is well over 5 hectares, as are a number of other 

sites put forward. The SA did not consider in great depth whether smaller parcels of site submissions 

would perhaps represent sustainable alternatives (notwithstanding the assessments of the 

individual parcels of land at Jeffreys Farm/Sugar Lane that were originally submitted). It may 

therefore be appropriate to review certain larger sites and, if a smaller parcel of the site were 

considered to be sustainable, engage with the landowner/promoter regarding allocation of that 

smaller parcel. At this stage, it is not known whether there are sufficient sustainable variants of 

submitted large sites to meet the dwelling shortfall, nor whether certain landowners/promoters 

would be amenable to a smaller allocation than for the land they submitted for consideration. It is 

understood that representatives of the owners of the Sugar Lane sites have recently written to 

Horsted Keynes Parish Council stating that they would be amenable to exploring smaller options on 

part of their land holdings. 
 

4.2 One option that was previously open was to more clearly demonstrate through an updated SA that 

there were no sustainable site options and therefore the Plan could not meet its housing 

requirement. This relates to the Examiners’ concerns over the robustness of the SA in demonstrating 

that all reasonable alternatives have been considered. The Submission Version of the SA did not 

include the assessment of the amalgamated Sugar Lane site; nor has it included an assessment of 

the potential of smaller parcels of land to meet the housing shortfall. The assessment of the 

amalgamated Sugar Lane sites has been undertaken and considers this to represent an 

unsustainable alternative. However, as explained above, the assessment of smaller parcels of land 

(subject to their availability) has not been done for other large sites. 
 

4.3 Yet, with the new sites coming forward in the SHELAA, one of which is clearly a sustainable option 

and a second with the potential to be sustainable option, the updated SA is likely to come to the 

conclusion that there are sustainable options in terms of site allocations to meet the housing 

requirement. Whilst further work is necessary to determine this, the alternative approach (of not 

allocating sites) will need to be clearly demonstrated to represent a sustainable alternative when 

considered against the option of allocating sites to meet the housing requirement. At this time, it is 

not clear how such an approach could be evidenced and justified. 

 

4.4 In summary therefore, the ‘long list’ of options are as follows: 

 

Option 1: Do not allocate any additional sites but seek to justify that Policy HK1 in the previous 

Submission Version of the Plan can deliver the necessary housing sites on small ‘windfall sites’ 

adjacent to the built up area boundary.  This option could separately include a small windfall 

allowance from sites within the built up area boundary, provided that the Plan was submitted to 

MSDC ahead of Regulation 16 stage no earlier than 24th January 2019.  

 

Option 2: Allocate additional sites to address the housing shortfall.  Clearly the sites that are 

allocated could be either a number of the new sites (if sufficient to address the current housing 

shortfall), some of the smaller parcels of existing larger sites (if sufficient are available) or a 

combination of the two. As with Option 1, a windfall allowance could also make a contribution to 

meeting the housing shortfall, provided that the Plan was submitted to MSDC ahead of Regulation 

16 stage no earlier than 24th January 2019. 

 

4.5 In respect of any windfall allowance, this should be based on evidence of past windfall rates in 

Horsted Keynes, coupled with any assessment of the potential for such a rate to be continued. The 
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NPPG does not provide clear guidance on how to calculate a windfall allowance. Therefore, for the 

purpose of this briefing note, a reasonable assumption for Horsted Keynes is a windfall rate of one 

dwelling per year. Therefore, for the remainder of the Plan period to 2031, this could account for 13 

dwellings. This would reduce the housing shortfall to 24 dwellings.  

 

5.0 Recommended way forward 
 

5.1 Based on the information available and as presented in this briefing note, it is our opinion that the 

best way forward is to look to allocate sites to address, in full, the shortfall of 37 dwellings. This will 

address two matters in the best way possible: 

i. Ensuring that the Plan boosts significantly the supply of housing, as required by the NPPF, 

and therefore addressing the Examiner’s fundamental concerns.  

ii. Reducing the prospect of speculative applications being granted in the future on the basis 

that the Plan is not addressing the housing requirements in full. Whilst the very fact that 

you have a Plan which allocates sites gives a degree of protection, allocating in full increases 

the degree of protection, albeit that there can be no absolute certainty that any planning 

application will be resolved in a particular way. 

5.2 A significant factor in reaching this recommendation is the initial assessment of the new SHELAA 

sites and, in particular, the view that the land to the south of Police House Field, could represent a 

sustainable option if the northern field of the submitted site was allocated. This would address over 

half of the housing requirement. Moreover, a small development on the land at Lucas Farm would 

have greater potential to adequately mitigate the impacts on the AONB, therefore could potentially 

address the remainder of the requirement. 

5.3 Alongside this, the other concern of the Examiner regarding the robustness of the SA could be 

addressed either by ensuring that all sites are assessed in full (including the amalgamated Sugar 

Lane sites and the new SHELAA sites) or by doing this and then also assessing the alternative 

option of allocating smaller parcels of sites which were originally considered unsustainable because 

of their size. Part of any such assessment would need to determine whether these smaller parcels 

would be available. Our view is that, with the land south of Police House Field and the land at Lucas 

Farm potentially able to meet the housing shortfall in full, then the focus of additional work should 

be on more firmly establishing the sustainability of these options. It would also be prudent to review 

the other large sites and to see whether smaller parcels of land could be deliverable and sustainable. 

If this assessment showed this to be the case for one or more sites, then the landowners of those 

should be contacted to see if they are amenable to a smaller allocation. If they were then there would 

potentially be a yield from sustainable sites that would exceed the housing requirement, In this 

circumstance it would be necessary to consider whether to re-engage with the local community over 

which sites to allocate. Certainly it would be important, under whatever scenario, that the full SA 

assessment is undertaken in order to ensure the robustness of the Plan. 

5.4 If this option is chosen, then it is recommended that the Plan returns to the Pre-Submission 

(Regulation 14) Stage. Whilst this would mean two rounds of public consultation (at Pre-Submission 

and Submission Stages) and therefore a longer period before the Plan can be put to a referendum, it 

would ensure that the process undertaken is fully robust and is not subject to legal challenge (which 

would, at very least, elongate the process even further). In addition, the presentation of new sites to 

the community at Pre-Submission Stage would offer the opportunity to take on board comments and 

concerns by the community and allow amendment of the Plan prior to submission to MSDC. At this 
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point (Regulation 16) there is very limited opportunity to amend the Plan so it is important, if the 

Plan is to proceed to a successful referendum, that concerns are addressed as fully as possible. 

 
    

 

  


