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001 001 Craig & Lisa Brown   

The proposal for phone mast will be gratefully received. (ie by my 

daughters anyway). I was wondering where the 12 dwellings are 

that you mentioned are in the planning process, Ie Are they 

dotted about or in one area and slipping through the net for 

people's observation. Could you make that information available 

just to make everyone aware? Would appreciate that information. 

002 001 John Newman   

I read the plan thoroughly and have to say it stands up well to 

scrutiny.  A number of matters are mentioned at the end which 

are not part of the plan such as the need for improved mobile 

phone coverage.  Two things not mentioned relate to 

infrastructure i.e. Water supply which breaks down regularly 

about once or twice a year.  The main into the village must 

consist mostly of repairs.  The other is the electricity 

supply.  Once again over Easter weekend we had a number of 

outages culminating in several hours on Easter Sunday, due to 

the gales.  Whenever there is bad weather be it high winds or 

snow the power seems to go off.  I know it is not within the scope 

of the neighbourhood plan but these matters do need addressing 
urgently. 

003 001 Pete Forman   

Some of your wording is ambiguous and could be improved. 

2.11 “The Neighbourhood Plan area includes land within the 7km 
zone of influence”. 

That is misleading because it suggests that some land is outside 

when the entire area lies in the zone. I suggest that you write “All 

the land in the Neighbourhood Plan area lies within the 7 km zone 

of influence”. 

http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3247/hra7kmdistric
tmap.pdf 

004 001 Amanda Purdye 
Gatwick Airport 
Limited 

 

Further to the above mentioned document, please find our 

response attached. 

Re: Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Consultation 

Our Ref: LGW3194 

Further to the email from Mid Sussex District Council dated 14 
April 2016, regarding the above mentioned consultation. 

Horsted Keynes is outside of our ‘physical’ 15km safeguarding 

area. The only concerns we would have with any future proposals 

http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3247/hra7kmdistrictmap.pdf
http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3247/hra7kmdistrictmap.pdf
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at this distance would be if any wind turbines were to be 

proposed. We would then request that the airport is notified at the 

earliest possible opportunity as wind turbines have the potential 

to interfere with radar and other navigational aids at the airport. 

Therefore, we have no concerns with regard to aerodrome 

safeguarding. Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment 
on this document. 

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

005 001 

Brian Cox 

(originating email 
address Brian King) 

  

Hi we would like to be included in village housing plan, myself, 

Brian Cox,58,Tarron Cox 28, Kaya King 13,we reside at 22 rixons 

close, we have lived here 20 years and would like to stay another 

40 years at least, as we love the village. We cut the spring well 
grass as we love the view. 

006 001 
Jamie and Annie 

Large 
  

Thank you for your work on the neighbourhood plan. A huge 

amount of effort has gone into the document and we are very 

grateful for what you have done for the village. The fact that a far 

smaller number of new houses is being planned than was being 

tabled previously is a real triumph for common sense. We live 

near Jeffries Farm so we are concerned that the dwellings 

suggested there may creep into the fields surrounding the farm, 

but we appreciate the balance necessary to think through the 

plan, and if the farm courtyard proposed is put into place that 

would no doubt be an attractive place to live. We just hope it 

won't lead to wider development in the vicinity, and we would be 

strongly against that. The other suggested locations seem 

sensible. 
Thanks again for the care and time you have put in. 

007 001 Zoe Hughes Sport England  

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above 

Neighbourhood Consultation. 

Planning Policy in the National Planning Policy Framework 

identifies how the planning system can play an important role in 

facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, inclusive 

communities. Encouraging communities to become more 

physically active through walking, cycling, informal recreation and 

formal sport plays an important part in this process and providing 

enough sports facilities of the right quality and type and in the 

right places is vital to achieving this aim. This means positive 

planning for sport, protection from unnecessary loss of sports 
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facilities and an integrated approach to providing new housing and 
employment land and community facilities provision is important. 

It is important therefore that the Neighbourhood Plan reflects 

national policy for sport as set out in the above document with 

particular reference to Pars 73 and 74 to ensure proposals comply 

with National Planning Policy. It is also important to be aware of 

Sport England’s role in protecting playing fields and the 

presumption against the loss of playing fields (see link below), as 

set out in our national guide, ‘A Sporting Future for the Playing 
Fields of England – Planning Policy Statement’.  

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-

sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-
field-land/ 

Sport England provides guidance on developing policy for sport 

and further information can be found following the link below: 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/forward-planning/ 

Sport England works with Local Authorities to ensure Local Plan 

policy is underpinned by robust and up to date assessments and 

strategies for indoor and outdoor sports delivery. If local 

authorities have prepared a Playing Pitch Strategy or other 

indoor/outdoor sports strategy it will be important that the 

Neighbourhood Plan reflects the recommendations set out in that 

document and that any local investment opportunities, such as 

the Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support the 
delivery of those recommendations. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/ 

If new sports facilities are being proposed Sport England 

recommend you ensure such facilities are fit for purpose and 

designed in accordance with our design guidance notes. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-
guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/ 

If you need any further advice please do not hesitate to contact 
Sport England using the contact details below. 

008 001 David Colville   
The two questionnaire based surveys referenced in paragraph 

1.12 were undertaken in 2012 and 2013. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
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A third questionnaire based survey was undertaken in 2014 

(referenced in paragraph 1.13) with results shown at 

http://horstedkeynesparishcouncil.com/neighbourhood-plan-

vision-archive/. 

Attached are copies of articles published in the Parish magazine 

(referenced in paragraph 1.13) between June 2014 and January 
2016. 

As reference is made of advice provided by WSCC Highways, 

consideration should be given to publishing the ‘desktop’ advice 

given in February 2015 and the site visit in July 2015. 

There is an omission regarding local businesses (Section 7) in that 

consultation was undertaken with the Business Park in 2015. 

009 001 Rhoda Pearman   
I agree entirely with the entire contents of the pre submission 

Neighbourhood Plan Document. 

010 001 Jon Martin   

Firstly, and importantly, very many thanks to all those in the 

Parish who have worked, over the years to lead to the production 

of this draft neighbourhood plan.  In particularly thanks to the 

present team for their hard work in bringing this project towards 

fruition. 

It is important that we retain as much local authority over local 

matters as possible.  To this end we need to support the draft 

plan and urge its progress to the next stage.  This I do and I hope 

others will as well and that when the final version is put to 

Parishioners to vote for it that a substantial number and majority 
will support it. 

011 001 Charlotte Mayall Southern Water  

Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan – pre-submission 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Pre-Submission 
version of the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan. 

Southern Water is the statutory sewerage undertaker for Horsted 

Keynes, with a duty to serve new development, and is committed 

to ensuring its infrastructure is delivered on time in collaboration 
with developers and the Local Planning Authority. 

The 'made' Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan, together with 

the adopted Mid Sussex Local Plan will inform Southern Water’s 

future infrastructure investment planning based on the scale and 

location of housing development site allocations contained within 
those plans. 

http://horstedkeynesparishcouncil.com/neighbourhood-plan-vision-archive/
http://horstedkeynesparishcouncil.com/neighbourhood-plan-vision-archive/
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Having regard to the above, please find following our response in 
respect of specific policies. 

We hope that you will find this useful and that it will be taken into 

account in the next version of your Neighbourhood Plan. We 

would be grateful if you could keep us informed of future 

progress. 

Policy HK5: Retention and enhancement of recreational and 
Local Green Spaces 

Southern Water understands Horsted Keynes Parish Council’s 

desire to protect Local Green Space. However, we cannot support 

the current wording of this policy as it could create a barrier to 

statutory utility providers, such as Southern Water, from 

delivering essential infrastructure required to serve existing and 

planned development. 

Southern Water may have to provide additional wastewater 

infrastructure to serve new and existing customers or meet 

stricter environmental standards. It is likely that there would be 

limited options with regard to location, as the infrastructure would 

need to connect into existing networks. The National Planning 

Practice Guidance recognises this scenario and states that ‘it will 

be important to recognise that water and wastewater 

infrastructure sometimes has locational needs (and often 

consists of engineering works rather than new buildings) 

which mean otherwise protected areas may exceptionally have to 

be considered' (our highlight). Therefore, utility infrastructure is 

considered to constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ 

envisaged by paragraph 76 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF). This approach has been supported by the 

Examiner of the Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common 

Neighbourhood Plan and page 13 of the guidance on ‘Writing 

planning policies’ written by Tony Burton and issued in September 

2014. 

Proposed amendment 

To ensure consistency with the NPPF and other government 

guidance and to facilitate sustainable development, we propose 

the following additional wording (underlined) to be included at the 
end of Policy HK5: 
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 they comply in particular with Policy H3 relating to Local 

Character and Good Design. 

Where development proposals do not relate to existing buildings, 

such proposals will be permitted only in very special 

circumstances, for example, where it is essential to meet specific 

necessary utility infrastructure needs and no feasible alternative 

site is available. 

Additional policy on the provision of water and wastewater 

infrastructure 

We could find no policies to provide for new or improved 

infrastructure to support development. The National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF) 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 delivered in a timely fashion….For 

this reason, infrastructure and development policies should be 

planned at the same time’. Also the National Planning Practice 

Guidance states that ‘Adequate water and wastewater 
infrastructure is needed to support sustainable development’. 

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. 

Proposed amendment 

On this basis, we propose the following policy provision: 

New and improved utility infrastructure will be encouraged and 
supported in order to meet 

the identified needs of the community. 

012 001 Catherine Tonge Natural England  

Thank you for giving Natural England the opportunity to comment 

on Horsted Keynes’ Neighbourhood Plan. My brief comments are 

as follows: 

Generally the Plan deals reasonably with matters relating to the 

natural environment. We welcome the comments in paragraphs 

2.9 – 2.13 (p6-7) regarding the Ashdown Forest SPA/SAC and 

note that the Plan defers to the Mid Sussex Local Plan regarding 

use of developer contributions towards mitigation measures. 
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We note that Horsted Keynes lies within the High Weald AONB. 

The Plan references the AONB policies and concerns and we trust 

this will continue to be the case when details of development 

proposals and the siting of a phone mast are available. 

It should be noted that there may be protected species using 

proposed sites and that where this is known or suspected, 

appropriate surveys should be undertaken prior to development. 

In addition, reference should be made in the plan to the need for 

similar surveys of windfall sites known/likely to be used by 

protected species, prior to determination of planning applications, 

to inform any decision.  Care is needed, particularly on rural sites, 

where there are old or derelict structures and which include (or 

are close to) features such as mature trees, ponds, ditches and 

field boundaries, where protected species may be present. Their 

protection should be one of the central considerations at the 

detailed planning stage, and early reference to biological records 
would clarify where these issues may be acute. 

There is currently significant pressure from consultations on land-

use proposals and appeals, the completion of local plans, the 

review of existing plans and work on neighbourhood plans (there 

are over 500 parishes in Kent and Sussex).  This makes it difficult 

to devote the time that consultations deserve.  If there are issues 

I have not covered, please let me know and I will respond as 
quickly as possible. 

If you wish to comment on the service provided by Natural 

England please use the appended form. 

001 002 David Colville   

The WSCC Highways Department raised concerns about surface 

water runoff generally within the village, but were specific 

regarding the Old Rectory site where it stated that “Surface water 

run-off from the development area will need to be kept to a 

minimum as the capacity of the drainage system under the road is 

unlikely to have any spare capacity” and also the Police Field site 

where it stated “There are no highway gullies along this section of 
road so surface run-off must be minimal”. 

Having read the section “Flood risk and drainage” it appears that 

some significant wording has been omitted from an earlier version 

of the document (see below). 

Wastewater Disposal 
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Any development will be permitted only if the sewer network can 

accommodate the additional demand for sewerage disposal either 

in its existing form or through planned developments to the 

system in advance of the construction of the development. 

Planning proposals will not be supported unless it can be shown 

by rigorous analysis that there is sufficient capacity in the local 

sewerage system and that any new connections will not increase 

the risk of system backup/flooding. 

SUDS Design and Management 

Development proposals creating significant new drainage 

requirements must demonstrate that effective Sustainable Urban 

Drainage Systems (SUDS) are incorporated in any developments, 

allowing for above surface water management on site to the 

area’s high water table. Also a management plan must be in place 
for future maintenance of the drainage system. 

013 001 Sue Stewart   

Firstly, I would like to acknowledge all the work that has 

gone into the preparation of the NP by ALL members of the 

various Steering Groups since its inception. Having been on 

the steering committee for the Village Plan, I am well aware 

of the time commitment necessary. I am very disappointed 

by the tone of most meetings and the continual "snipes" 

throughout this process. How many of them have lived in the 

village for many years, get actively involved in the village 

activities and regularly support the local businesses? We were 

very fortunate that we had none of it and kept the original 

Steering Group (we had support rather than aggression), 

barring a few members having to stand down due to lack of 
time/paid work commitments. 

I have read the draft plan with interest, having followed the 

many discussions, both aggressive and constructive. To show 

I have read the document, I draw your attention to the word 

"and" missing in the last line of para 8.7 between "village" 
and "the". 

Without being influenced by the recent pamphlet, put out by 

some members of the previous Steering Group, all of whom 

could also be seen as having vetoed various sites close by to 

their own residences, I was concerned that a higher number 

of "affordable" housing and smaller 2 bed-roomed 
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houses/flats were not envisaged. We did have a number of 

smaller properties for young families many of which have, 

sadly, been bought for rent or bought and extended out of all 

recognition. How can Planning Applications be "curtailed" to 

prevent further extensions of the few remaining or any new 

smaller houses? Lewes Road is an obvious example. In the 

past these were used by younger families, who moved on 

when they outgrew them. 

The issue of Off-road parking is also a concern (para.8.6). 

How can the Neighbourhood Plan insist people use the off-

road parking spaces? The new houses next to the Witch Pub 

are a classic example. Now they are completed the road 

outside the houses are full with parked cars (not just during 

opening times) whilst the "allocated" spaces provided on the 

side have many free spaces. We have houses in the village 

that have off road parking e.g. the corner of Jeffreys and 

"Rixons" on Lewes Road particularly, who park either on the 

grass verge (causing an eyesore) or in front of the house 

causing dangerous/difficult traffic problems close to a 

junction. 

The flats on Station Road have some land behind which does 

not appear to be used for anything. Could not a car park for 

the flats be created, thus stopping parking on the dangerous 

bend, where there have been many near misses? I would like 

the NP to include some created thinking about Car Parking 
facilities/incentives for people to park more considerately. 

Finally, I would hope a viable NP can soon be agreed and adopted 

to prevent large estates being built around the edges of the 
village, thus changing the existing character of the village. 

014 001 Sally Lamb   

I have now read through the draft NP and have the following 

comments:  

 Of the 10 houses on Police Field and 6 at Jeffreys Farm, how 

many will be 1/2 bedroom affordable housing? 

 I'm not certain of the grounds for including Westall at all; I 

think this development will go ahead anyway, and will 

obviously be restricted to the elderly, so no affordable housing 

for the young people who come across as needing the most 

help in the Plan 
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After attending the workshop I'd got the impression  - perhaps 

wrongly - that other sites were serious contenders, but no 

mention of them at all now (eg, behind St Stephen's Church and 

Constance Wood field). Why have these been finally ruled out? 

015 001 Michelle Knight   

After reading the Pre-Submission document, I have only a few 

things to say: 

1) The important matter of the internal size of these dwellings is 

not addressed. I have previously forwarded information on 

mental health and living quality of those in the shrunken size 

of modern builds. 

2) There is no action on the widening of roads, specifically the 

issues faced in Hamsland, in table 10.1 

3) There is no note about expansion of telecoms. I had 

OpenReach here recently and it was unofficially acknowledged 

by the engineer that they've got problems with the 

connections between Horsted Keynes and the exchange in 

Danehill. 

Given the general collapse of community activities, people have 

retreated to their homes in recent decades. What good is a home 

where you don't even have enough space to invite one or two 

friends around for dinner, or watch a film, etc.? Long story short… 

unhappy people. 

The internet is going to increase in importance. As noises from 

government indicate tougher action towards taking people off the 

roads who have unsuitable eye sight, the mature population will 

rely increasingly heavily on an internet connection to be able to 

use services, order the supplies they need and more importantly 

still... maintain a connection with friends and family, which is vital 
to mental health. This, I fear, has been overlooked. 

I would have thought that, with the issues highlighted over 

emergency services access, that the state of the road and parking 

in Hamsland would have been on the agenda for further action, 
but the Parish Council seems hell bent on avoiding it. 

016 001 David Lamb   

To whom it may concern: 

I have studied the draft plan on the HKPC website. 
My thanks for all the effort. 

Here are my comments: 
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I am surprised that the the NP proposes such a conservative total 

increase in housing between now and 2031, given that the 

proposed Westall House development is included. 

The total new homes will not seem to meet the projected 

affordable homes requirement. 

Agreeing to this NP would seem to me to be trying to ignore that 

a more major development is required and will emerge in the 

future 

017 001 
Pamela and Jay 

Hurwitz 
  

Thank you for circulating this report  and for putting time and 

energy into gathering feedback. 

We have just moved here to Oakleaves, Station Road, in March ... 

previously we lived in Sharpthorne for 36 years. Perhaps our 

views at this stage are not very educated but I have tried to 

consider all the material presented by the Council and by local 

opposition........ It would seem to us at this point that  the 

planning proposed is well  justified and needed.... and is also 

discreet which for a village would seem to be of major 

importance.... access, noise and views all taken into 
consideration. I could be missing information here I admit. 

It would be improved no doubt if Westall House could guarantee 
more places to local people. 

These are our views.... 

018 001 Phil & Rhoda Miles   

We are pleased to support the proposed draft Neighbourhood Plan 

for Horsted Keynes. Having both taken part in the workshops and 

attended a number of the Parish meetings regarding this matter, 

we are satisfied that the current steering group has listened to the 

views expressed by residents. We are privileged to live an Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty which is afforded the highest 

protection under our Planning system. Whilst we understand that 

some people’s desire is for more “affordable” housing, the reality 

is such that the only way this would be economically viable is if a 

major development was to be allowed outside the built up area, 

which we would not support.  In our view, such a development 

would be in contravention of the National Planning Policy 

Framework for an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. We 

therefore consider that the draft plan is a reasonable compromise 

which carefully balances the aspiration for some additional 
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housing with the wish to protect our very special village and the 
surrounding countryside 

019 001 Colin Sainter   

Thank you for all your hard work and for the resulting draft Plan. 

I appreciate that  

you are reflecting the majority of residents' views in restricting 

the size of any  

developments to enable Horsted Keynes to remain a small rural 

village in unspoilt  

countryside. 

If I were to make any comments at all they would concern the 

following assumptions: 

Assumption 1: The result of a questionnaire where residents said 

they would "consider" downsizing (Dwelling Mix5.5, 5.6) means 

that they would ever do so. 

Assumption 2: Small households e.g. a couple in a 3 or 4 

bedroom house would want to downsize. Most of the people who 

live in this way do so because they can afford to and enjoy the 

space. 

Assumption 3: People in retirement want to downsize. Most of 

the retirees that I  

know have, since retirement, added more rooms or 

conservatories. This may be to  

provide space for family to stay or for hobby rooms now that 

they have more time to spare. 

Assumption 4: That 16-44 year olds would prefer to live in a 

quiet village with  

restricted transport and no local jobs, as opposed to life in a 

more exciting town or  

city with jobs, clubs, bars etc. 

All of the above leads me to question the conclusion that there is 

a large demand for  

smaller properties in the village. 
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Overall my impression is very positive and I would vote "yes" to 

the Plan in its  

current form However, please note that I would not want the 

areas of development to be expanded in any way prior to 

submission. 

Once again, thank you for your efforts to protect this village. 

020 001 Marjorie Fritz   

In order to address the objective and vision of the Neighbourhood 

Plan to sustain a thriving village it will be necessary to attract and 

provide for young families. For this we need smaller available 

houses. The school is recognised as an essential facility in a 

thriving village but the role is dropping and there needs to be a 

drive to boost the numbers. The present position of large houses 

and the associated costs prohibits many younger people from 

being able to move into the village. There is a definite need for 

developments that will address this issue but also reflect the 

wishes of the community for developments that fit into our rural 

environment. The draft NHP does not address the need for 
necessary appropriate development. 

I am in agreement with the Plan Objectives (3.3 page 17) but the 

NHP does not say how these will be addressed. The objectives 

state that the needs of younger families will be addressed to 

encourage them in to the village. There is not enough 

development planned to ensure the objectives can happen. 10 

houses on Police House Field which is 0.26 hectares but only 6 

houses on Jefferies Farm which is 0.7 hectares seems an 

anomaly. Westall House is a care home and will attract elderly 

people who need care rather than provide smaller style 

housing. The 2 most recently built houses in the village are at 

least 4 bedrooms if not 5 and merely add to the high proportion of 

large houses that dominate here.  Where will the affordable 
housing be built? 

The draft NHP has fudged the issue of the need for 

development. In order for the village to sustain itself the school, 

shop, pubs and clubs must survive. Without them Horsted Keynes 
will become a dormitory village. 

002 002 John Newman   
I read the plan when it first came out and passed a comment but 

having since studied it again I do feel that there is no provision for 
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houses for first time buyers nor for young families with small 

children to keep the numbers up at the village school and to use 
the facilities of the village, shop, post office etc. 

I am still not convinced that Jefferies Farm fields off Sugar Lane 

should be left out.  At all the meeting I attended there seemed to 

be widespread support for their inclusion and I am sure the 

problems with them could be solved.  There would be ample space 

for a good mix of housing and it would still be in walking distance 

of the village green.  I hope you will see fit to include it. 

I also understand that Westall House have changed their plans so 

their development may not qualify towards the total number in 
the plan, another good reason to include the Jefferies Farm fields. 

021 001 Thomas Pettyt 
Highways 

England 
Elizabeth Cleaver 

Received a further message stating that: 

Thomas Pettyt would like to recall the message, "Mid 

Sussex District Council - Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood 
Development Plan Consultation (Regulation 14)". 

022 001 Claire Tester 
Mid Sussex 

District Council 

Andrew 

MacNaughton 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan. Mid Sussex District Council commends the 

time and effort that the Parish Council and the wider community 
have put into preparing this Neighbourhood Plan.    

The District Council is satisfied that all the necessary legal 

requirements have been met in the preparation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan so far. It is satisfied that the Sustainability 

Appraisal has been prepared in accordance with the relevant 

legislation and has been used to inform the Plan appropriately. 

The District Council has carried out a screening assessment of the 

Plan under the Habitats Regulations and mitigation for any new 

housing development is likely to be required in the form of SANG 

and SAMM contributions.  Both the Sustainability Appraisal and 

the Habitats Regulations Assessment will need to be updated with 

any changes to the Neighbourhood Plan following this consultation 
and prior to submission for examination.   

With regards to the content of the Plan it is considered that the 

proposed policies will make a positive contribution to the 

achievement of sustainable development in Horsted Keynes parish 

and are in general conformity with national and local strategic 

planning policies and guidance. However, the Plan could be 

strengthened by enhancing the references to the High Weald 
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AONB and its key characteristics as identified in the Management 

Plan and recently published maps of Horsted Keynes.  Section 85 

of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 requires that 

relevant authorities (including Parish Councils) should ‘have 

regard’ to the purpose of AONBs in exercising or performing any 

functions affecting land within them. This would include the 

preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan. Further advice on how to 

strengthen this aspect in the Plan should be sought from the High 
Weald AONB Unit.   

The District Council looks forward to continuing to work in 

partnership to progress the Neighbourhood Plan and would 

encourage a meeting to discuss any amendments following the 

closure of the Regulation 14 consultation and additional material 
needed to support the submission of the Plan for examination. 

023 001 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Section 1, 
Introduction.  My comments are: 

1. Paragraphs 1.7 and 1.8 state that the plan will be monitored 

by MSDC and HKPC annually and reviewed 5 yearly. However, 

it will not be possible to make any substantive change to the 

plan following such review without repeating the whole plan 

making process – consultation, approval, inspection, 

referendum etc. Given the difficulties experienced during the 

making of this plan you are surely not suggesting that we 

could have to go through it all again in five years’ time. Also 

can you confirm that MSDC have any obligation, inclination or 

resources to carry out annual reviews of all the NPs in Mid-

Sussex, and also whether they have the legal right to make 
any changes to the plans. 

 I recommend that you amend the plan to clarify the purpose and 

scope of this review process and advise the likely actions arising 
from it 

024 001 
John & Angela 

Browning 
  

Congratulations on preparing a balanced plan in difficult 

circumstances. 

We are a little disappointed that it does not encourage growth to 

support the facilities we have, but are very pleased to see that no 
indiscriminate development will be permitted. 

Please treat this as two supporting votes. 
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025 001 Terry Higham   

Comment on Consultation Process (Para 1.13) 

The last two bullet points refer to consultations carried out by the 

new Steering Group. The NP draft gives an unduly positive spin on 

these consultations which were deeply flawed in the following 
ways. 

1. Prejudicial treatment of Jeffreys Farm sites 

The SG was reconstituted in July 2015 to exclude villager 

representatives. From that month onwards, the SG comprised 

four parish councillors, two of whom (Cllrs. Vince and Kirk) 

had conflicts of interest regarding three green field Jeffreys 

Farm (JF) sites. Without declaring their conflicts of interest as 

required by the Code of Conduct adopted by the PC in May, 

these two SG members agreed to produce the workshop 

booklet which dealt with site allocations knowing that the 

booklet would need to present all sites submitted and 

assessed as sustainable and deliverable by the consultant, 

including the JF sites they opposed. These sites were not only 

featured positively in the Site Allocation Draft (Draft 6) of the 

NP issued by the SG Chairman to SG members on 21 June  

but also in the consultant’s recommendations for the workshop 
booklet issued on the same date. 

In the event, Cllrs. Vince and Kirk did produce the booklet, 

tendentiously separating the JF sites they opposed from all 

other sites, heading them “No longer being considered”. Other 

sites included in the workshop booklet included the 

southernmost part of the Old Rectory site, the field behind St 

Stephen’s Church, and Constance Wood Field. It is an 

undisputable fact that none of these three sites were capable 

of making as significant contribution to HK’s future housing 

needs and to housing young families as the two adjoining 

green field JF sites taken together, that all three had far worse 

problems of accessibility, and that their development and 

eventual use would have been far more disruptive to existing 

residents. Despite these facts, the booklet presented no pros 

for the JF sites whatsoever, only cons, and the cons they 

presented were not in fact new objections, as unwary readers 

of the booklet would have supposed, but old ones addressed 

by the former SG in its June Draft 6 of the NP, a fact 

suppressed by the booklet. 
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 So it is impossible to claim that all sites were presented in an 

even-handed way, and as the circumstances of the JF sites 

had in no way changed in the few weeks that elapsed between 

the issue of the pro-JF Draft 6 of the NP and publication of the 

anti JF workshop booklet, it is obvious that in the intervening 

period the SG had lost its ability to deal impartially with these 

sites. The NP consultation process on them was therefore 

invalidated by treating the sites differently from all other sites 
and by the misleading assertions used to justify doing so.  

2. Misrepresentation of Community Feedback on JF sites 

As explained above, the workshop booklet was not an impartial 

basis for consulting on these sites as it contained invalid grounds 

for excluding them, presented no factors in their favour 

whatsoever, and separated them from all other sites by 

presenting them as “no longer being considered”. Mindful that 

30 comments on JF sites made at January 2015 consultation 

were 2:1 in favour of these sites being in the NP, a former SG 

Chairman and I myself as the former SG Treasurer separately 

audited the questionnaires. Despite the unfair influence of the 

booklet’s bias, neither of us found evidence of a majority against 

including the sites. In addition, we found evidence that the 

question asked was confusing, causing many respondents to feel 
the need to clarify their response.  

The confusing nature of the questions and answers was 

underlined by Cllr. Webster’s extraordinary claim at the PC’s 

December meeting that the SG’s former Chairman’s conclusion 

that a majority favoured including rather than excluding the 

sites was based on an inadvertent reversal of the answers so 

that he had taken those favouring exclusion of the sites as 

favouring inclusion and visa versa. All by itself, her comment 

proved conclusively that the questionnaire was confusing and 
the feedback on these sites was therefore unreliable. 

3. Collapse of the consultation process since September 2015 

Only two public SG meetings were held after the September 

2015 workshops, namely those on the 1st October and 12th 

November. Some 40-50 members of the public arrived at the 

latter meeting expecting to learn what feedback had come 

from the workshops and what recommendations the SG 

proposed to make to the PC at a special meeting scheduled to 
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take place on the 17th November. But the SG Chairman 

announced at the outset that he could not give either piece of 

information as he claimed they had to be presented first to the 

PC. The storm of protest that followed caused the PC to cancel 

their meeting on the 17th and schedule discussions of the SG’s 

site recommendations for their meeting on 8th December, 

preceded for consultation purposes by prior publication of 

these recommendations on the parish website. However, the 

SG’s  recommendations withheld from the public on the 12th 

November because they were due to be presented to the PC 

on 17th November were not in fact put on the website until 2nd 

December, 20 days later and just 6 days before the PC was 

due to make its decisions on the 8th. The SG’s discussion 

documents’ length and detail made such a short consultation 

period totally impracticable for the public to digest and 
comment on them. 

At the PC’s meeting on 8th December, people were invited to 

make comments during a short period before the formal 

meeting began. This proved to be totally ineffective as a 

consultation and the PC proceeded to make site allocation 

decisions based on the SG’s recommendations and to relegate 

detailed representations to them pointing out the flaws and 

errors in these recommendations to a cursory 

acknowledgement of them later in the agenda. 

This sequence of events is a matter of public record and 

proves that none of the central NP decisions taken by the SG 

concerning the results of community feedback and site 

allocations were taken at public meetings of the SG. These 

matters go to the heart of the NP process, and for the SG to 

offer residents no opportunity to hear and comment on what 

they were doing with the NP before their crucial presentations 

to the PC is the antithesis of how to conduct an open 

consultation process. If their intention was to ensure that their 

bias against JF sites in particular and against any sizable site 

in general got through intact to the PC meeting on 8th 

December without the inconvenience of having to explain 
themselves in public, then their tactic succeeded spectacularly. 

Since December, the SG has made sure that none of their 

meetings have been open to the public. Their stated 
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justification is that all such meeting have been private work 

groups. But these so-called work groups have taken more 

fundamental decisions going to the heart of the NP process.  

For example, at a private meeting in January 2016 the SG 

recognised a major discrepancy between their minimalist 

recommendations and the Vision and Objectives statements 

agreed with the community in earlier consultations and 

decided to change these foundational statements to bring 

them into line with their housing proposals. Still without public 

consultation, they had redrafted these statements by the date 
of their private meeting on 29th February. 

It is universally recognised that statements of Vision and 

Objectives are foundational in the NP consultation process and 

form the basis for subsequent drafting of policies and 

proposals designed to implement them, so the SG’s private 

decision firmly put the cart before the horse and discarded 

what is universally seen as elementary good consultation 

practice. Their decision only came to light following requests 

by interested parties to see minutes of their private meetings, 

but the full scale of this reversal of good practice only became 

apparent when the consultation draft was issued in mid-April 

showing that a substantive one-page Vision statement on 

which there were wide consultations in 2014 and early 2015 

had been reduced to a largely meaningless one-paragraph 

statement of the kind the consultant had advised us in 2014 

was quite inadequate and every trace of population growth 

and rising school numbers cut out. 

026 001 Andrew Ronaldson   

I am pleased to say that this is an improvement on previous 

attempts and that the content is largely right. My general approval 
may be taken. 

If I may, I have a suggestion for future drafts. There is perhaps a 

case for a ‘management summary’ up front stating where the 

village stands uniquely in terms of its protected status in the 

environment and consequently the impossibility of, or desire for, 

major developments. [AONB, EU Habitats Directives, limited local 

employment opportunity, demography, narrow highways with 

protected hedgerows, need to respect defensible boundary etc]   

The existing housing stock will be populated by younger households 
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naturally, thus changing the demography without the imposition of 
social engineering. 

I wish you success in steering the process speedily through to its 

approval. 

Comments on the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan 

The Neighbourhood Plan (NP) takes a 15-year view of the village 

and, by definition, is beset by uncertainty surrounding the 

eventual outcome. Such a long-term view demands that one 

relegates short-term considerations in favour of those affecting 

the shape of the village to be lived in by our successors. Thus my 

comments are governed principally by the future place of the 

village in the region and secondarily by shorter-term expedients 
to achieve the long-term state. 

Now 

The village stands in an AONB and within the protection of the EU 

Habitats Directives. This standard of protection recognises the 

unique quality of the terrain and should not be compromised. The 

scope for large housing developments is virtually nullified by these 

protections, by ancient and narrow highways with protected 

hedgerows and woodlands and by limited infrastructure capacity. 

The Pressures 

First, housing. Whitehall has determined there is a national deficit 

of some 200,000 homes and providing these, with private-

enterprise help, is the principal driver of the relaxation of building 

restrictions nationally. Spreadsheets will have been developed to 

distribute this 'target build' down from Whitehall to County to 

District and to neighbourhood levels. Planning authorities work to 

these targets. Every landowner sees a pot of gold and is naturally 

motivated to propose developments.  

Second, infrastructure. Additional housing brings with it increased 

burdens on infrastructure such as schools, highways, water, 

power, recreational spaces etc. None of these, particularly 

highways, are possible without severe damage to the environment 
and are therefore not desirable. 

The Argument 

The principal driver for development, housing (particularly starter 

homes), is based on the perceived need for young local families in 
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a village that has large houses that are outside their affordable 
range. This perception needs to be examined. 

Long gone are the days when agriculture was the principal source 

of employment and, by definition, need for local housing. A NP 

survey in 2015 of 322 local households showed that only 26% of 

the residents worked locally, many of these being self-employed 

or one-man businesses. 91 % did not expect to outgrow the 

current property - only 2% expected to outgrow in 10 or more 

years. There were 207 children under 18 years living at home, 55 

over 18 years and 136 away from home. Of those who have left 

the village only 18% would certainly consider returning if 
affordable housing was available. 

The conclusions are :  

Young people and starter families move to where they find work. 

The village cannot provide local work in sufficient quantity for 
these. 

The argument for starter homes for local workers is unfounded. 

There is no logical basis for a young adult to expect to raise a 

family within sound of the old school bell. The concern about the 

demographic profile of the village is misplaced: younger families 

typically take over the properties of older citizens who downsize 

or move on, as I have seen in my immediate neighbourhood. This 

is a welcome, organic refreshing of the demography. It does not 

need the imposition of social engineering-inspired 'targets' for 

new housing. 

I do not, therefore, believe that major housing 

development  

in the village is desirable or is founded on earlier 

consultations with residents and that, if needed, in-fill 

within the defensible boundary and without breaching the 

provisions of AONB status and those of the EU Habitats 
Directives is the only sensible option. 

Site Allocations 

All three allocated sites lie outside the built-up boundary and thus 

breach a stated policy in the NP. There is a consequent danger of 

'planning creep' in the future unless this is formally forbidden as a 

condition of approval. 

Police House Field 
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Acceptable in principle given that it is on the edge of the built-up 

boundary, is well served by roads and there is little scope for 
'planning creep'. 

Westall House 

Acceptable in principle. I was Chairman until 2010 when we gifted 

the site (and one in Forest Row) back to Abbeyfield. The demand 

for elderly care is high, demography again. Given the location, 

staffing will be a continuing problem as cars will be essential for 

care workers. The planned expansion will provide impetus to the 

provision of domiciliary care in the neighbourhood to the 
independent but frail members of the village. 

Jeffreys Farm Buildings 

This is perhaps not a brownfield site; hybrid at best. The unmade 

track currently serving the farm and one dwelling exits to a 

dangerous three-way junction. I have witnessed 'close shaves' at 

this point from vehicles cautiously coming out and cannot imagine 

the danger with the proposed heavier usage. There is also a 

serious danger of 'planning creep' and a significant breach of the 

built-up boundary. I therefore think the site should not be in the 

NP. 

Non-housing Aspects 

Society 

The village has an enviable spirit of friendship and care with a 

variety of interest groups and clubs in which the Church is also 

active. The Martindale Centre has recently benefited from 

significant bequests from a charity founded from the estate of a 

deceased local resident. These bequests have enhanced facilities 

in the main hall for the monthly village lunch and other activities. 
Perhaps this could be the nucleus of wider use by the community. 

Roads 

The approach roads to the village are typical drovers' ways and 

should be preserved from arbitrary alteration to protect adjacent 

wildlife and flora. However in the village itself the traffic volume 

has increased to the point where measures are needed, acting in 
liaison with relevant authorities. 

High Street/The Green. Single-lane traffic lights with variable 
timed intervals from Bonfire Lane to Sugar Lane. 
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Parking. Enforced prohibition close to dangerous junctions (e.g. 
both ends of Lewes Road. 

023 002 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued for 

consultation in April, and in particular to Section 1, Introduction.  

My comments are: 

1. Paragraphs 1.7 and 1.8 state that the plan will be monitored by 

MSDC and HKPC annually and reviewed 5 yearly.  However, it 

will not be possible to make any substantive change to the plan 

following such review without repeating the whole plan making 

process – consultation, approval, inspection, referendum etc.  

Given the difficulties experienced during the making of this plan 

you are surely not suggesting that we could have to go through 

it all again in five years’ time.  Also can you confirm that MSDC 

have any obligation, inclination or resources to carry out annual 

reviews of all the NPs in Mid-Sussex, and also whether they 

have the legal right to make any changes to the plans? 

I recommend that you amend the plan to clarify the purpose and 

scope of this review process and advise the likely actions arising 
from it. 

023 003 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to the section on 

Consultation in Section 1, Introduction.  My comments are: 

1. Paragraphs 1.11 to 1.14 purport to summarise the 

consultation process. The last two bullet points of Paragraph 

1.13 both exaggerate and misrepresent the scope of the 

additional consultations. 

a) The workshop section appears to indicate that each 

potential development site had equal billing in the 

discussions, but this was not of course the case. Certain 

sites (Old Rectory and Jeffries Farm) had been pre-

selected by the Steering Group and identified as “not 

currently being considered”, and facilitators at the 

workshops deliberately provided incorrect information 

during the course of the discussions as to why sites had 

been omitted. The process was therefore severely skewed 

by the SG. The SG’s interpretation of the questionnaires is 
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also questionable and 2 independent audits of them 

provided conclusions at odds with that presented by the 

SG. 

b) During the seven months since the workshops in 

September until the publishing of this document in April, 

the very period when one may have expected the 

consultation to be in full swing, the opportunities for 

consultation have been extremely limited. Only 2 public 

meetings of the SG have taken place during this period 

and the opportunity for consultation during these meetings 

was extremely limited – half an hour or so before the main 

meeting proceedings, with issues raised not properly 

responded to cannot be called consultation. Consultation 

by email has been totally ineffective since the SG/PC has 

continually refused to respond to the substantive and 

important issues raised in emails it has received. Requests 

for meetings to discuss the issues face to face were also 

refused. 

These paragraphs should be amended to properly reflect the true 

nature of the process and limited scope of consultation that has 

taken place. I recognise that this will expose the inadequacy of 

the consultation which has been undertaken but at least it may 
then be the truth. 

027 001 Gill Walsh   

I am writing to raise my concerns and express my 

disappointment regarding the changes in the aims and objectives 

of the Neighbourhood plan. We moved to the village 21 years ago, 

at a time when the school was struggling. 1 new boy and another 

to start in 2 years was a god send to the then Headmaster. We 

struggled to buy a house in the village because of the high asking 

prices, and had to rent in Haywards Heath for many months 

before an affordable home became available. Having moved from 

Somerset, our priority to settle the family was the school but we 

soon learnt that alongside this comes a very important 

community. I would like to say that we have been very involved in 

village life and I hope that families continue this in the future, but 

we need a young community to carry this forward and this cannot 

happen if people cannot to afford to live in an environment that 
we are privileged to experience. 
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Already I understand that there are various clubs and committees 

that are struggling to maintain membership or recruit new 

volunteers. We have lost a proper Post office, a garage, and I 

hope we don`t lose the shop. 

You must address the thoughts and feelings of the many villagers 

who took the time to write down their wishes for our beautiful 

village. There will be objections from a few but things cannot stay 

the same  in order to protect the future. We must look to a 

positive future, so please do not ignore us. 

028 001 David Watson   

I have attached my comments on the Neighbourhood Plan. With 

thanks to the current committee and to the Parish Council for all 
their work on this Plan. 

First of all I would like to thank the current Neighbourhood 

Plan Committee for all their work in  

preparation of the plan. 

1. I am generally supportive of the plan. 

 It complies with the views expressed by the villagers at 

the discussion meeting I attended. 

 It supports the principle of growth through evolution 

rather than large scale housing developments. 

 It does not breach defensible boundaries in any 

significant way (but see below comments on the Jeffries 

Farm proposal (site 13). 

2. Homes for younger people.(3.3.3) 

 Arguably the site allocations do not concentrate on the 

provision of homes for younger people but experience 

shows that first time buyers are not looking to be housed 

in Horsted Keynes. In Mid Sussex first time buyers 

concentrate on housing near their work or near good 

commuter and transport links. 

 "Affordable Housing" is unlikely to meet the housing 

need of younger people. I understand that Affordable 

Housing refers to a formula based on 80% of the cost of 

similar housing in the neighbourhood. Property prices in 

HK are relatively high so a plan which concentrated on 
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the provision of Affordable Housing would not be relevant 

and would be meaningless in the long term as properties 

were sold on at full market value. 

3. Allocated sites  

 With the exception of site HKNP13 I believe that these are 

generally sensible and within the scope of an incremental 

growth of the village. 

 The Jeffreys Farm site does raise issues concerning 

access. The farm track is narrow and unsuitable for 

anything but occasional traffic and leads out to an already 

difficult junction - Sugar Lane/Lewes Road/ Treemans 

Road. 

 There is a danger that development of the land at Jeffreys 

Farm will lead to further building on Farm land near Sugar 

Lane at sites HKNP14, 16 and 17 which would breach the 

defensible boundaries of the village. 

025 002 Terry Higham   

Comment on availability of Consultation Draft for residents’ review 

A flier was circulated to most residents in the parish in April giving 

notice of the start of the six week formal consultation process. 

However, the flier directed residents to the copy of the draft 

posted on the parish website and to a handful of printed copies in 

prominent places such as the village shop. 

It is well known to the PC and its SG members and recorded in 

the socio-economic analysis in Appendix A of the draft that a 

higher than usual percentage of residents are elderly and 

therefore may be expected to have difficulty using the parish 

website or even having the equipment to do so. Many of these 

elderly residents also have mobility problems. The chosen method 

of making the draft available for reading and comment was 

therefore quite unsuitable for a significant number of residents 

and has effectively disenfranchised them. The supply of a very 

few printed copies was also ill-conceived - how on earth are 

people supposed to digest a 50+ page document just inside the 

shop entrance? This is no substitute for delivering either the plan 
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itself or more appropriately a summary of its keys points to 

people’s doors. 

I heard that Mike Kirk said at the PC meeting last week that 

nearly 700 copies of the PC’s flier had been delivered. Peter 

Whatling, Kenton Lawton and I were able to draft a 4-page leaflet, 

print 700 copies, and distribute it throughout the parish (132 by 

post) in a fortnight. It cost us £160 which we bore out of our own 

pockets. This was on top the £65 cost of our September leaflet, 

and for the avoidance of doubt I would stress that nobody has 

helped us either with cash or in kind at any stage in our campaign 

to restore due process to NP consultations. Members of the PC on 

the other hand have parish funds available. So instead of 

distributing a one-page flier they could at the very least have 

produced a 4-page leaflet summarising the key aspects of the 

consultation draft. We all know about public apathy, so this was 

either a lazy or a rushed approach to consultation which will 

greatly reduce feedback and further undermine the legitimacy of 

the whole process (see my first comment). 

Comment on Housing Proposals (Section 9) 

1. Section 9’s proposed 44 new homes out-of-date and 

misleading 

Section 9 was already out-of-date when the NP consultation 

draft was published on the parish website because Abbeyfield 

had replaced its plan for 14 C3 category places at Westall 

House which would have counted towards housing numbers by 

24 C2 places which do not. 

The headline figure of 44 homes was therefore overstated in 

the draft by 14 and should have been just 30. Worse still, the 

SG had been advised of this WH change at least six weeks 

before they issued the incorrect draft because the minutes of 

their meeting on the 29th February 2016 show that Cllr. Kirk 

was tasked to look into it. So the PC have no excuse for 

misleading the public about the correct number as there was 

ample time for the SG to make the correction, although I can 

understand the presentational desire to keep 44 as the 

headline figure because it looks better than a derisory 30. 
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Whatever their motives, the SG should not have issued the 

draft with such a big mistake in it. 

2. Even a figure of 30 new homes is very misleading 

But even 30 is a misleading number because it includes a 

planned conversion of Ravenswood Hotel into 12 flats. This 

addition to HK’s NP housing numbers did not arise out of our 

NP process (land calls etc.) but is a windfall of little benefit to 

HK. At the north end of the Parish, Ravenswood’s address is 

Sharpthorne (in the West Hoathly parish) and is less than 

three minutes’ drive away from that village with its Costcutter 

Store and Post Office, village garage, organic cafe and hair 

salon. Its store opens for longer each day than HK’s village 

shop (including Sunday trading till 5.00 pm) and has a full 

daily Post Office service. The adjoining village of West Hoathly 

is a minute or so’s drive further on and has two 

pub/restaurants, a primary school and another garage. Given 

the nearness and greater facilities of Sharpthorne/West 

Hoathly, benefits to HK from the hotel’s conversion are likely 

to be marginal. 

This leaves just 18 homes in the NP for the HK village and 2 of 

these have already been built. Of the remaining 16, 10 have 

been proposed for the 0.26 hectare Police House Field (PHF), a 

density of 38.5 dwellings per hectare which is nearly 30% 

higher than  MSDC’s recently (2015) increased norm of 30 

dw./ha.  A reasonable figure for PHF given access 

requirements and constraints would be 7. 

The only other NP site is Jeffrey’s chicken farm for which 6 

dwellings are being proposed, a wholly uneconomic number 

for a site three times bigger than PHF if housing policy HK2 is 

applied as the 6 would have to be a mix of 1-3 bed homes.  6 

4/5 bed homes may be economic and as a replacement of the 

chicken farm would no doubt suit its farmhouse neighbours 

very nicely, but this is supposed to be a community plan and 

the NP Appendix A makes it very clear that more 4/5 bed 

homes is the last thing the HK community needs.  All this 

means that the site owners may decide that they have to 

withdraw the site, and then the NP for the village which we are 
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being asked to approve would realistically add up to 7 homes 

including just 2 affordable homes. 

MSDC’s concerns about developing JF sites are far from new 

and were addressed by the former SG. The current SG’s 

failure to respond to MSDC’s reservations by justifying JF sites 

on the basis of their ability to meet local housing needs, 

especially the need for affordable homes for young families, 

and pointing out that their reservations can be met, is 

reflected in the draft’s exclusion of two green field sites 

accessible from the Jeffrey’s Front Field. As a direct result of 

this, the housing limitation on the chicken farm is a self-

imposed problem because without the front field its only 

access would be via the existing farm track. However, because 

the SG have needlessly ruled out the front field site along with 

two adjoining green field sites, they have thereby ruled out a 

new access road near Jeffreys’ junction with Sugar Lane. A 

combined total of 55 homes were proposed for JF sites in Draft 

6 of the NP finalised in June 2015, and this would have 

enabled a new access road to be economic and to extend on to 

the chicken farm site giving it a potential of 15-20 homes. 

3. Failure to make the case for JF sites 

As indicated in my first set of comments, the case for JF 

development has simply not been put to the community by 

this SG whose assessment of green field JF sites has been 

wholly negative, but even then no majority against the sites 

emerged from the workshop feedback.  On the basis of earlier 

consultations, I have no doubt that a proposal to develop JF to 

provide the smaller and affordable homes the village will need 

would win majority community support if presented in an 

unbiased way. Then, if MSDC wanted to override the plan, 

they would have to address the fact that the proposal had 

secured the community’s support because it arose out of local 

housing needs and there were no more suitable sites 

available. Responsibility for a dearth of future housing in HK 

and the resultant stagnation and ageing and risk to the school 

and other valued community assets would then be the 

responsibility of MSDC, not the PC. 
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4. Failure to take account of trend to smaller households 

Lastly, although specifically referred to in point 6 of para 2.14 

and at the top of page iii of Appendix A and drawn to the PC’s 

attention in papers available to them in December, their draft 

proposals ignore the very important demographic trend 

towards smaller households.  

Using figures in MSDC’s draft Plan, I have estimated that the 

village will need 15 new homes by 2031 just to accommodate 

its present population level. The draft plan is therefore a plan 

for stagnation and decline, with no obstacle to the ageing 

trend turning our village into what the National Housing 

Federation’s report last July described as a “pensioner pocket” 

and with the chronic failure to build affordable homes for 

young families dangerously cutting future flows of pupils to 

the school. 

029 001 Damian Sullivan Strutt & Parker Ovenden Nominees 

Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Consultation – Regulation 14.  

Letter of Support for the Neighbourhood Plan and 
particularly in respect to Policy HK18 (Police House Field). 

 This letter is written in full support of the draft Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan and on behalf of the Ovenden Nominees who 

are promoting the housing land known as Police House Field. We 

are pleased to have this opportunity to comment on the draft 

Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan and particularly welcome 

Policy HK18 (Police House Field) since this parcel of development 

land has been carefully considered and promoted for a 
considerable period of time in liaison with the Parish Council. 

 The current draft Policy HK18 states that Police House Field is a 

housing allocation for approximately 10 dwellings on 0.26 

hectares of land and will be permitted subject to access being 

provided from Birchgrove Road via a dedicated access road 
located close to the western end of the site. 

On behalf of Ovenden Nominees, we have being working with the 

Parish Council for a considerable length of time in promoting 

Police House Field for housing. Indeed, it was first promoted in 

correspondence to the Parish Council on 26th November 2014 and 

at that early stage preliminary highways advice was obtained from 
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West Sussex County Council’s Highway Department in relation to 

providing sufficient access to the site. Since this time we note that 

the County Highways Department has been involved in the 

assessment of Police House Field (under site reference HKNP 002) 

and that no ‘in-principle’ objections have been raised. We note 

their recommendation that the access to the site should be at the 

western end in order to achieve sufficient visibility to the east due 

to the carriageway alignment and we would be in support of this 
in order to gain the Parish Council’s further support. 

The junction with Danehill Lane close to the eastern boundary of 

the site is duly recognised to be avoided and consequently a new 

access to the west will be proposed to provide safe sightlines at 

this junction, as suggested by WSCC Highways department. 

Parking on Birchgrove Road will therefore be avoided to match the 

expectations of the Neighbourhood Plan The small quantum of 

development would not demonstrably increase traffic or alter the 
existing character of this part of the village. 

This site which can accommodate approximately ten dwellings as 

proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan has been carefully considered 

and designed throughout this two year process. The proposed 

development site at approximately 0.26 hectares in size is 

considered to relate well to the existing pattern of development 

within the village and we welcome the local support this proposal 

has generally received. This has been expressed in the NPSG Site 

Recommendation Discussion Document dated 8th December 2015 

in which community feedback was reported to be “almost totally 

positive”. The Discussion Document goes on to state that the site 

is close to the village centre and would have “very little impact”. 

As part of this assessment, it is worth noting that Mid Sussex 

District Council assessment also considered the site to be well 

related to the settlement boundary and is viewed to be 

developable for a small number of new homes in the medium 

term. We would add that this position can be reasonably corrected 

to encompass the short term aims of the project since barring the 

planning system itself, there are no known constraints to the 

deliverability of this scheme. 

We note that the development is situated on a small ridge and 

might be visible only in distant views taken from the south. 

Consequently, a strong defensible boundary is recommended to 
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interrupt these views. We would seek to ensure in any design of 

the scheme that this is duly reflected and incorporated within any 

submission to protect and enhance the views of the surrounding 

landscape particularly in this direction. The scheme will also be of 

high quality layout and design in order to match the aspirations of 

the Neighbourhood Plan and the wider community in general. We 

are grateful for local support at Referendum regarding Police 

House Field and the draft Neighbourhood Plan which has been 
positively prepared to follow from this accordingly. 

We also note that Policy B1 of the Mid Sussex Local Plan (2004) 

lists a set of design criteria which all new proposals are required 

to meet. We would work hard to create a proposal that would 

meet these criteria, which will demonstrate a sensitive approach 

to urban design whilst being sympathetic to the distinctive 

character and appearance of Horsted Keynes. This will be 

achieved through the use of appropriate materials that match the 

surrounding buildings, by maximising the use of the land available 

and providing an aesthetically pleasing development that includes 

new planting and tree lines to protect and enhance biodiversity. 

Policy B2 refers to residential development in particular and 

emphasises additional requirements which must be met. Again, 

our client is keen to provide an attractive development and will 

offer good quality housing designs throughout the development 

and create links to open space around the site to ensure the site 

is well designed is an overall pedestrian friendly layout which is 

compliant with the emerging District Plan (Policy DP24) and the 

Horsted Keynes NP (Policy HK3). 

Police House Field benefits from being available, suitable and 

achievable in its delivery to fully comply with the site selection 
criteria outlined in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

More generally, the remainder of the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan and its associated policies are supported by 

our client. Specifically, we welcome Policy HK2 relating to dwelling 

sizes as this appears reasonable in planning terms and indeed is 

likely to improve the marketability of future schemes going 

forward. This policy also appears compliant with Paragraph 50 of 

the NPPF which seeks to deliver a wide choice of high quality 

homes. The document as a whole is well laid out and professional 

and we support its intention in delivering sustainable growth for 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

the village. Overall, we believe that the Neighbourhood Plan is 

considered to be consistent with the Mid Sussex Local Plan 

(adopted 24th May 2004) and the emerging District Plan (2014 – 

2031), even though it is not tested against the policies in the 
latter case, at least at the current time. 

It is also considered that the ‘Sustainability Appraisal Scoping 

Report’ (January 2016) and the ‘Sustainability Appraisal 

incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment’ Draft Report 

(March 2016) are considered appropriate in supporting the draft 
Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan. 

The proposed quantum of development at 10no. dwellings for 

Police House Field is likely to include a mix of two bed, three bed, 

and four bed properties. This is a matter of detail to be discussed 

at a later stage but we would seek to comply with Policy HK2: 

Dwelling size within the Neighbourhood Plan and Paragraph 50 of 

the NPPF. Police House Field is well connected to the existing 

village as stated in Paragraph 9.9 of the Neighbourhood Plan, 

access to the village is straightforward and easily reached and 

accessible on foot since it lies adjacent to the main road to the 

village. Paragraph 58 of the NPPF requires local and 

Neighbourhood Plans to develop robust and comprehensive 

policies which set out the quality of development that would be 

expected in the area. One of the key points is to create safe and 

accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear 

of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. 

This will be achieved in any development on the Police House 
Field. 

We are willing to deliver the affordable housing quotient on the 

site and are open to discussing delivery along with the other two 

proposed sites in the Neighbourhood Plan (Land at Jeffrey’s Farm 

and Land at Westall House) to interest a Registered Service 

Provider if necessary. We will not seek to reduce the number of 

affordable housing or in the form of a commuted sum payment for 

provision elsewhere in the District, as we understand the need in 

the area for this type of housing with 18 people being on the 

housing register within Horsted Keynes Parish as of 2014. The 

draft Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan is considered to take 

account of the latest and up-to-date evidence of housing need as 

set down in National Planning Policy Guidance Paragraph 040 
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Reference 41-040-20160211. The housing mix can be worked out 

in detail, but the demand for 1 and 2 bed dwellings as specified 

within Appendix A of the Neighbourhood Plan is duly 

acknowledged for the village and also District-wide. 

The Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan benefits from being clear 

and unambiguous in line with National Planning Policy Guidance 

Paragraph 042 Reference 41-042-20140306. It will guide 

development up until 2031. In addition, Mid Sussex District 

Council will look to review its Emerging Local Plan to address 

matters relating to housing supply and this Neighbourhood Plan 
would positively assist in this aim. 

Horsted Keynes is defined as being a Medium sized settlement 

(Category 3) within Policy DP6 Settlement Hierarchy of the Mid 

Sussex Local Plan (2004) since it provides essential services and 

whilst more limited in size than other settlements can still provide 

local shops, recreation and community facilities. It can therefore 

support a certain amount of development growth which Police 

House Field will meet whilst assisting in the District Council’s 
housing delivery aims. 

Summary 

In summary, the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan and 

especially the allocation of Police House Field is supported and 

appears to meet the ambitions of the village whilst being aligned 

with the strategic needs and priorities of the District. 

We wholeheartedly support Policy HK18: Police House Field and 

offer no further amendment to its wording. We hope to work 

closely with the Parish Council in the near future in securing its 

delivery. 

Should you have any questions that I may assist with in this 

regard, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

025 003 Terry Higham   

Comment on Section 5 and the need for smaller homes and 

affordable homes for young families 

1. The need for smaller homes 

Other documents to which I have been a signatory have 

demonstrated that a need for both smaller and affordable homes 

is fully recognised not only at national and district levels but also 

in the minds of parishioners. It was stressed in the 2009 Village 

Plan which was based on a very high response to questionnaires 
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(71%), and this was confirmed as a major concern of villagers in 
later consultations.  

The consultation draft makes a few references to the problem. 
The sixth point in para. 2.14 says: 

Given the growing proportion of smaller households in Horsted 

Keynes, there is a potential mismatch between the supply of 

properties (which are large) and the needs of households (which 
are for smaller properties). 

This is repeated in para. 5.4, and para. 5.6 says that the trends 

lead us to expect that future demand for smaller properties in HK 

will be significant. But the draft NP does almost nothing to 

address this. 

2. Objective 3 and the Parish’s need for young families 

Without consultation, Objective 3 in the draft plan has been cut to 

delete the previous reference to population growth but 

nevertheless it still claims that the plan aims 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.” Once again, it is 

undeniable that this NP completely fails to meet this objective, so 

much so that it would be more honest to drop Objective 3 

altogether. Both the requirement on developers to provide 30% of 

new homes on suitable sites as affordable ones and the housing 

mix policy HK2 would have helped if there had been enough 

development to apply them to, but in this plan there isn’t. 

I have searched the draft NP for any recognition of the need for 

affordable homes and, except for the fig-leaf reference in 

Objective 3 and an analysis in the Appendix, have found none.  

The fact is that, quite shockingly, the SG have dropped a long 

sub-section of Draft 6 of the NP approved by the former SG and 

the consultant last June headed  ‘Affordable housing for local 

needs’ altogether. Had they been more aware of the plan’s 

inconsistencies, they would also have dropped the socio-economic 

analysis underpinning this deleted section. But embarrassingly for 

the PC and the SG, the analysis has in fact survived intact in 

Appendix A of the consultation draft on pp. vii and viii and fully 

justifies the former SG’s approach and highlights this SG’s failure 
to address the need. 
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All parish councillors should have read this analysis. Had they 
done so, they would have read this: 

The North West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) was published in 2012. This highlighted that affordability is 

a significant issue with over 70% of households in Mid Sussex 

District unable to buy a property without assistance. 

For affordable housing, the predominant need in the district is for 

1- and 2-bed housing, accounting for 87% of all needs. In Horsted 

Keynes parish, the picture is even starker. Just taking evidence 

from the housing register shows that in November 2014, there was 

a total of 18 households on the housing register. All of these 
households were seeking 1- or 2-bed dwellings. 

In addition to this, there is a significant number of households that 

fall between social rented properties and the open market, i.e. they 

are unable to access social rented properties because their need is 

not great enough but equally they are unable to buy or rent on the 

open market. These people require ‘intermediate’ housing and 
across Mid Sussex District, 31% of households are in this bracket. 

... 

... Whilst this headline is at odds with the evidence of needs in 

Horsted Keynes - where the forecast demand is to be for smaller 

properties, both to improve the prospects of first-time buyers to be 

able to buy a property locally and also to provide choice to older 

‘downsizers’ looking to move out of family-sized properties but stay 

locally – it still leaves scope for a considerable proportion of new 
dwellings to provide for these smaller property needs. 

St Giles School governors recognise that future flows of pupil 

intake will depend in part on provision of affordable homes for 

young families. The consequences for the school and pre-school 

groups of not achieving this will be detrimental to the long term 

future of the village as a vibrant community able to protect and 

expand its facilities. This is the Vision which the PC’s plan has 

scrapped. 

Comment on SG’s Priorities 

The consultation draft confirms yet again that SG has had a 

fixation with fulfilling their interpretation of Objective 1 (keep the 

village’s rural character and identity) by ruling out all “large 

developments”, by which they seem to mean a couple of Cheeley-
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size developments in close proximity. Without first defining what 

they mean by “large developments” and then consulting us on all 

the implications of them, advantages as well as disadvantages, 

the SG have pursued this aim single-mindedly with no regard to 

how dire the consequence would be for Objective 3 and for the 
village’s future as a vibrant community. 

The former SG recognised that the key to the whole plan was to 

reconcile these two objectives, not subordinate one totally to the 

other. They knew that objective 3 was always impossible to 

achieve without accepting both a significant population growth 

over the plan period and the new homes needed to accommodate 

it. That meant that Objective 1 could only be fulfilled if 

development was constrained by appropriate design, landscaping 

and screening policies. The policies to do this had already been 

drafted when the former SG handed on the draft plan in June 

2015. 

Despite the fact that SG has clearly been committed to a 

minimalist course since they took over last July, I understand that 

it is only now that the school governors as a whole have woken up 

to the massive contradiction between this plan’s proposals and 

the future needs of the school and have submitted comments to 

that effect to the PC. This damage is equally likely to be felt by 

other village facilities such as the shop and pubs, and any hope of 

recovering a full postal service will disappear if this plan is ever 

adopted. But identifying the danger without resolutely seeking the 

only possible solution – significant development – will make no 
difference. 

Headline Conclusion 

This is a plan for stagnation and decline, a plan based on 

short-sightedness and short-termism, a plan lacking 

courage or social conscience, a plan that fails to join up the 

dots, a plan that wills the ends but not the means, a plan 

that has excised every problem to which significant 

development is the only answer. It reflects the minimalist 

views of a majority on the PC and some very vocal 

lobbyists, but I have no doubt that if residents were 

properly consulted most of them would say it is unworthy 

of our village. 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

The only solution is to restore vision and impartiality to the 

process and reinstate sites capable of making a significant 
contribution to the village’s future housing needs. 

030 001 Chris Shaw   

I am the owner of 6 Hamland and, although I am temporarily 

resident in Sweden, have been following the developments of the 

Neighbourhood Plan as closely as I can. 

I have been aware that the development of the plan has been a 
cause of much contention and division within the village. 

I was very pleased, therefore, at the emergence of this draft plan, 

which has settled on three sites for development within the village 

which, as far as I understand, have raised few objections and 

seem to have general consent. 

As you can understand I am particularly pleased to see The 

Constance Wood field is no longer under consideration.  This is 

not only because it lies behind my house.  I feel that this 

development would cause massive disturbance to those living in 

the area, and changes would have to take place to Hamsland and 

other roads to permit access.  This would completely change the 

character of the area, as well as constituting the loss of a 
recreational amenity to the village. 

My objection to development on the Constance Wood field do not, 

however, mean that I would happily support a large scale 
development at any other site in the environs of Horsted Keynes. 

My feeling is that the best way to maintain the quiet, rural 

character of Horsted Keynes is keep any development to an 

absolute minimum.  This seems to be what has been achieved 

within the draft plan. 

I am aware that there are some within the village promoting more 

development on the basis that it will ensure the protection of 

village assets such as the Post Office, the village shop and the 

school.  I do not agree with this analysis.  I was very sad to hear 

of the demise of the Post Office – I am a shareholder in fact. But I 

see causes to lie with staffing, and that the Post Office is not so 

relevant today in peoples’ lives in the internet age, rather than 

with lack of housing.  I do not think that building more houses will 

either revive or further protect these assets, whose survival is 
more subject to other forces. 
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So, in summary, I welcome the draft for the Neighbourhood Plan 

and wish you success in getting implemented in its current form, 
with an absolute minimum of development. 

031 001 Margaret Davey   

As a member of the original 2009 Village Plan committee and 

having been active in the consultation process up to May 2015, I 

read the Neighbour Plan with great interest. Clearly a lot of work 

and a great deal of Parish Council time has been devoted to this 
activity and I was expecting a refinement of the original ideas. 

But I have to say I was very disappointed, I will say this more 

strongly, appalled, to find a complete absence of ambition relating  

to the big developments that had been consulted on in 2014/ 

2015 (Jefferys Farm, Constance Wood, Catholic Church, Old 

Rectory etc.). These clearly would sustain the notion of affordable 

housing, which I understood to be the main rationale 

underpinning the plan. There are many reasons to ensure that 

affordable housing is included, not least is the survival of the 

school (with its falling rolls), the shop and the bus service and to 

counteract the seriously ageing demographic. 

I am fully aware that the process has been difficult for the Parish 

Council and can understand why members have been reluctant to 

grasp the nettle with so much acrimony around. So, a couple of 

weeks ago, I was delighted to receive a copy of the leaflet from 

the ex-neighbourhood planning steering group, who had led on 

this initiative from the beginning. I fully endorse all the points 

they make and hope that you will be able to re-consider the 

obvious omission, which is clearer the bigger development on 

Jefferys Farm and which I understood to be Mid-Sussex’s 
preferred site. 

023 004 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 2, Local 

Context.  In reviewing the document I have compared it with the 

June 2015 draft which was prepared by the previous Steering 

Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of the content of 

this April 2016 draft. These comments mainly draw attention to 

the important matters from the June 15 draft which have been 

omitted from the current document and whose omission has 

undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes of the 

community.  My comments are: 
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1. Section 2.9 to 2.13 have been added.  These relate to the 

Ashdown Forest and its SAC designation but are entirely 

irrelevant to the NP since this designation does not preclude, 

or even affect development proposals, a fact about which the 

PC must be fully aware. MSDC have a responsibility for the 

creation of SANG areas, funded by developer contributions, to 

mitigate the effects of development, but this does not in any 

way mean that development cannot take place within the 7kM 

zone of influence. This section can only have been inserted in 

order to deter support for development by raising spurious 

environmental concerns and should be omitted. 

2. Sections 2.15 to 2.17 refer to the school. It is noted that the 

reference to the school’s ongoing issues with a falling roll, and 

the very real threat this poses to its continued existence in its 

current form have been omitted. Also omitted is any reference 

to the critical importance of the school in sustaining a vibrant, 

active community within the village. I believe that these 

omissions are intended to remove any argument that 

significant housing development would be beneficial to the 

village. As currently presented the document does not 

represent a complete and fair assessment of the local context 

which the plan should address and should be amended 

accordingly. 

3. Sections 2.18 to 2.19 refer to public transport. It is noted that 

the sections relating to improvement of the bus service both 

through an increase in passengers and the possible 

deployment of CIL have been omitted. Again I believe that 

these omissions are intended to remove any argument that 

significant development would be beneficial and do not present 

a realistic assessment of the opportunities that are available to 

address clearly stated concerns of villagers. The document 

should be amended accordingly. 

4. Sections 2.20 to 2.22 relate to the shop. Again any suggestion 

that the viability of the shop as a business could be improved 

by a significant increase in population has been omitted. 

Instead the red herring of listing the premises as an Asset of 

Community Value has been inserted, without of course 
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mentioning that, as the PC knows full well, there is no 

possibility of raising the money which would be required for 

the community to buy the premises and operate the business. 

The totally unrealistic suggestion of listing as an ACV should 

be removed and a realistic assessment of the opportunities 

available to help the shop should be presented. 

5. Section 2.23 relates to the public houses. Again any 

suggestion that their viability could be improved by an 

increase in population has been omitted, I believe to remove 

any argument in favour of development. A proper assessment 

of the opportunities available to help these businesses should 

be presented. 

6. Sections 2.25 to 2.29 relate to highways. The paragraph which 

discussed the possibility of funding traffic calming measures 

from developers’ CIL payments has been omitted, again I 

believe to remove any argument in favour of development. A 

proper assessment of the opportunities available to solve a 

problem which has been identified as very important to the 

community should be presented. 

7. Section 2.29 Communications. The paragraph relating to 

identification of phone mast sites and support for any planning 

proposal for them has been omitted. It is noted that 

opposition to the provision of a satisfactory mobile phone 

service has previously been voiced by Councillor Vince and I 

hope this has not unduly influenced the decision to omit this 

section. I believe it should be reinstated as a statement of 

what the PC is able and willing to do in this regard. 

The majority of the comments above relate to omissions from the 

draft of any matter which could provide support for a significant 

level of housing development and population increase. This is 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community in the 

majority of the consultation activities and the plan should be 
amended to reflect these wishes. 

032 001 Brian Oliver   

I wish to make the following comments on the Neighbourhood 

Plan Pre-Submission Document, based upon the following level of 
involvement and interest. 
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Resident since 1997. Attended 5 of the NPSG meetings, the 

Consultation event in Jan 2015 with feedback and the Workshops 
in Sep 2015 also with feedback and summariser for our group. 

I wholeheartedly support the Pre-Submission Plan. It represents, 

in the most comprehensive and concise manner, the accumulated 

knowledge, wishes and practicalities of the substantial majority 
view in this village. 

It addresses all of the most pressing needs and concerns, and 

strikes a pragmatic balance between the desirable and the 

achievable. All concerned with this presentation can be rightly 

proud of the results of their hours of hard work, often under 

duress and time pressure. This is a most professional and detailed 

presentation, and I hope that it secures the approval of Mid 

Sussex and a large majority in favour as and when voted upon. 

I wish to make comments on the document posted through our 

doors signed by 3 former members of the NPSG.  It was obvious 

from an early stage at the public sessions of the NPSG that these 

members seemed to have a personal agenda in favour of large 

scale developments. My experience was that, of the people 

bothering to attend the meetings, there was little sympathy with 

their views. The Community Infrastructure Levy was often 

mentioned, with a possible benefit of up to £250k for the village. 

Although a large sum, it was only a theoretical amount, not 

guaranteed, and as I pointed out equivalent to the estimated cost 

of the proposed modest toilet and kitchen block at St. Giles. 

Hardly worth the destruction of the intrinsic rural nature of the 

village repeatedly registering as of prime concern to the residents. 

There is much evidence that most residents are concerned with 

traffic volumes, and it is indisputably self-evident that whatever 

Highways may say, large scale development will have a very 

adverse effect upon the rural character of the village. It must be a 

matter of regret that these people seem unable to support the 

excellent work of the re-formed NPSG, which built upon much of 

their initial groundwork but translated it into a plan more 
representative of the majority view. 

023 005 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 3, Vision and 

Objectives.  In reviewing the document I have compared it with 

the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the previous Steering 
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Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of the content of 

this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw attention to 

the important matters from the June 15 draft which have been 

omitted from the current document and whose omission has 

undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes of the 
community.  My comments are: 

1. Section 3.1 refers to the challenges facing Horsted 

Keynes.  You have specifically omitted the adverse effect of 

the ageing population on the viability of the school.  The 

critical importance of the school in maintaining an active, 

vibrant community has been widely recognised.  It is 

indisputable that the village population is ageing and the 

inevitable corollary of this is a reduction in the numbers of 

families with young children.  This is probably the most 

important challenge facing the community yet you have 

chosen to omit it.  Why?  Could it be that it presents an 

argument in favour of developments including significant 

numbers of houses for younger families and affordable homes 

which you are determined to ignore.  This is clearly not in 

accordance with the clearly expressed wishes of the 
community. 

2. 3.2 Vision.  The vision statement has become unspecific, 

vague and meaningless – motherhood and apple pie – and 

provides no basis for proceeding to a realisable set of 

objectives.  This change has been made without any reference 

to the community at all, despite the fact that the introduction 

states that it has been established in consultation with the 

community, and despite the fact that the previous vision had 

received overwhelming support at consultation previously.  We 

know from the minutes of meetings that the vision was 

changed to match the minimalist policies which the PC has 

imposed, but this is a reversal of proper process, in which the 

policies should be developed from the vision.  The previous 

version which offered something tangible and had received 
widespread support should be reinstated. 

3. 3.3 Objectives.  Objective 3 has removed the intent to 

increase the population but retained the aims of addressing 

the needs of younger people and families and maintaining the 

age profile – these are irreconcilable, and the aims cannot be 
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achieved without development to enable the population to 

increase.  Again these changes to the objectives have been 

done at the whim of the PC and without proper consultation, 

despite the fact that the previous objectives had received 

widespread support.  It is difficult not to conclude that again 

this has been done to serve the PC’s determination to prevent 

the development the village so desperately needs to meet its 

clearly expressed aspirations.  Objective 3 should be 

reinstated to its previous content so that it offers realistic 

means by which its good intent can be achieved. 

The majority of the comments above relate to omissions from the 

draft of any matter which could provide support for a significant 

level of housing development and population increase.  This is 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community in the 

majority of the consultation activities and the plan should be 
amended to reflect these wishes. 

033 001 Suzanne Sainter   

Thank you for producing a draft Plan which reflects the views of 
residents, tries to control the amount of development and, 
hopefully, maintains the rural character of the village. The recent 
proposal for development on Birchgrove Road proves that 
developers will take any opportunity to build so it is great that 
you have not set a precedent for the acceptance of any larger 
developments (my definition would be over 10 dwellings) on 
green field sites outside the village boundary by inclusion in the 
Plan. 

In respect of Policy HK 18 Police House Field and HK19 Land at 

Jeffreys Farm, I would be more comfortable if the policy stated 

a Maximum number of dwellings rather than an approximate 

number. We all know that developers given an inch will take a 

mile.  

The Established Vision (3.2) is now excellent and more realistic 
than the rather alarming socially engineered village of the 
previous draft Plan Vision and Objectives. Maintaining the village 
age profile (3.3.3) is not achievable when we have an ageing 
population nation-wide. Change will happen naturally and even if 
we built many more small units in Horsted Keynes, they would 
not necessarily be affordable (up to 80% of market rate if it is not 
social housing") or desirable (the need to commute long distances 
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for work?) to first time buyers or lower income families. Some 
might even be bought by us retired people who will then support 
the pubs and shop, take our grandchildren to school, run and 
attend many of the social activities, maintain the footpaths and 
help keep the Parish litter-free. That would be a disaster for the 
"age profile"!  

You state that there were 17 households on the Housing Register 
in March 2015. I queried the numbers in April 2015 when there 
were 14 but only one applicant was Band A (in urgent need). I 
was informed by MSDC Housing Services that the numbers were 
not a reliable indication of need as they fluctuate, and some 
people on the Register have already found accommodation but 
not taken their names from the list. However, I am pleased to see 
that we already have above the average of social rented property 
in the village.  

Statistics in Appendix A show that the village is attracting young 
families with the school which seems to be thriving and has a 
sufficient supply of pupils, albeit with fluctuating numbers as we 
cannot control the local birth rate. We also attract and retain 
retired people and home workers with our quiet way of life. We 
are not so attractive to 16-44 year olds who need to be nearer 
secondary schools, employment and exciting night life - no 
surprise there.  

Finally, I would like to say well done to everyone concerned with 
producing the draft Plan and I hope that we can now go forward 
as quickly as possible so that it offers some protection against 
developers and landowners seeking the kind of over-development 
seen in other villages. I would certainly vote YES to this Plan in a 
referendum, especially if the word approximately was replaced by 
maximum in Policies HK18 and HKl9. 

034 001 Helen Jones   

Thank you for all your efforts in contributing to the drafting of the 

neighbourhood plan. From what I understand, it has not been an 
easy journey.  

I'd like to take an opportunity to present my response to the plan 

as it currently stands.  

I'm very disappointed at the lack of smaller and affordable 

housing in this plan. As a nation we are undergoing a housing 

crisis as property prices escalate and millions are left unable to 

afford to buy somewhere of their own. This neighbourhood 
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planning process is meant to address that - we are meant to be 

incorporating housing into our neighbourhood which can be 

afforded by all in society: low-paid workers, public servants, those 

looking for work. 

When my children grow up, if their vocation is to be a nurse, a 

teacher, a police officer - they simply won't be able to afford to 

live in Horsted Keynes. Is that the kind of village we want to 

nurture? It's certainly not the kind of place I thought I was 

moving to a few years ago. 

I am a firm believer in state education. Unless we attract more 

families to the village who are not interested in the private school 

system, our village school will be unable to continue. The school 

should be at the heart of our community as a valuable asset and 

not a presence that is in doubt. We need more affordable, smaller 

non-executive homes to be able to do that and the plan as it 
stands, does not accommodate these types of housing. 

For the above reasons, I would not vote in favour of the current 

plan but instead hope to see revisions which plan for the future of 

our village and its assets. 

035 001 
Julia Wykeham-

Martin 
  

I would like to comment on the proposed access to the Police 

House field site.  It was originally proposed in the first draft of the 

plan to place the access to the site where the Oak tree stands and 

next to the bus stop.   That position is exactly where the front of 

the bus ends up having turned the corner from Danehill Road and 

would propose a risk to traffic exiting the site. An additional 

hazard would be created from this proposed exit as it would be 

opposite and between the exit from Lucas and from Lucas Farm 

where tractors and heavy vehicles sometimes turn.  I note that in 

the revised plan it has been stipulated by WSCC Highways 

department that the exit from the site should be on the western 

boundary as far away as possible from the turning to Danehill.  I 

have asked the Chairman of the Parish Council what this means 

and I was told that it would have to be between the bus stop and 

the first house in the row as near to the village as possible. This 

would be almost dead opposite Lucas (not a good idea) with the 

left bank or curb of both exits opposite each other and would 

present an even more dangerous situation nearer the hazardous 

corner round Ashgrove Stores.  Facing the village with parked 

cars on the right technically gives those travelling from the 
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Birchgrove end right of way but in practice buses and lorries, even 

if they have a gap to move in to, never give way and plough on 

round. I have stopped dead in my tracks on many occasions and 

have sometimes been driven off the road completely. I always 

creep round that corner and feel I take my life in my hands every 
time I emerge from my front gate to turn right. 

I realise the Neighbourhood Plan Committee and the Parish 

Council have taken enormous trouble in preparing this plan and it 

saddens me to see that they have had to put up with so much 

criticism during the process and several people have found it 

necessary to resign from their posts. As a village we need to 

remember that all these people are volunteers and out of being 

public spirited are serving the community. I very much hope that 
the village will begin to appreciate this and the work involved. 

036 001 Adrian Woods   
Just to confirm that I am happy with the NP which all looks very 

professional. Many thanks to all those involved in compiling it. 

037 001 Susan Fidler   

I am disappointed to learn that in this draft plan there is only 

provision for the building of a total of 30 dwellings, and 

understand that development at Westall House is no longer an 

option, reducing the total to 16 dwellings. 

At the consultation in January 2015, there were a significantly 

greater number of sites put forward as possibilities for 

development. What we have ended up with is woefully 

inadequate. The feeling then of hope for the future of the village 

as a vibrant forward looking and expanding community has 
diminished. 

I agree with the vision of how the village character should be 

maintained, green spaces protected, and the possible expansion 

of local businesses. However, talk of housing design and dwelling 

mix seems futile when it will apply to so little development. 

I cannot find anything in the document that indicates whether 

either site at Jeffreys Farm or the Police House Field will have 

affordable housing association/ social housing built.  I feel that 

provision of such housing is vital to the future of the village. We 

need more young couples moving here and provision of single 

storey one and two bedroom accommodation for those that wish 
to downsize and remain in the village. 
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Whilst the village has a very active social calendar, there are no 

longer enough young people participating in sport this year to 

sustain the football team or the fielding of two cricket teams. The 

cricket field is privately owned and I believe it’s status as a 

recreational facility depends on its continued use for cricket. What 

will happen to this green space should there no longer be a cricket 

club? Can there be better use made of the recreation ground and 

pavilion? 

I feel that this current plan does not meet the vision statement or 
the neighbourhood plan objectives. 

023 006 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 4, Built-up 

Area Boundary.  In reviewing the document I have compared it 

with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the previous 

Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of the 

content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw 

attention to the important matters from the June 15 draft which 

have been changed or omitted from the current document and 

which has undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes 

of the community and its value as a useful planning guide.  My 
comments are: 

1. Paragraph 4.4.  It now appears to be the intention to retain 

the existing built-up area boundary from the 2004 MSLP.  I 

shall point out in a subsequent comment relating to Policy HK4 

that this will have the effect of preventing extensions to 

properties outside the current BUAB which is surely 

unreasonable and unacceptable, and I suggest unenforceable.  

I believe the reason for retaining the existing boundary is to 

somehow try to deter any significant development and serve 

the wishes of the few who are seeking this mimimalist 

approach at the expense of the majority who wish to see 

affordable homes and homes for young families.  Also what 

does the last sentence of the paragraph actually mean – it 

appears to state that the existing BUAB will not be adjusted in 

the event of any development.  How can this be consistent 

with the first statement? 

2. Policy HK1 appears to state that development will be within 

the BUAB except when it won’t.  What is the intent of this 
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convoluted process? Again, since there are no sites within the 

BUAB, this policy is intended to ensure that there cannot be 

any development at all, except the minor sites allocated (both 

outside the BUAB) which are acceptable to the blatantly self-

interested members of the P.C. who have prepared the 

document. 

This chapter and the Policy HK1 have been doctored in order to 

prevent any significant level of housing development which could 

provide affordable homes and housing for young families.  This is 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community in the 

majority of the consultation activities and the plan should be 

amended to reflect these wishes. 

038 001 
Howard Edge and Sue 
Thayne.    

I have just finished reading the NP in its entirety, and I'm very 

satisfied with it's very comprehensive covering of all the issues 

involved. I'm also very grateful to all those people who 

contributed to an extremely difficult task, whilst sometimes 
receiving unwarranted abuse and criticism. 

This Plan has my and Sue's full support. 

039 001 
Victor Marshall & 

Claire Lister 
  

We would like to express our thanks to all members of the Council 

who clearly have worked very hard in producing the draft 

neighbourhood plan. 

We believe that the plan strikes the right balance of maintaining 

the historic village but recognising the need for sustainable 

growth to meet the changing needs of the community. We are 

very pleased to see recognition of the need for development of 

superfast broadband and mobile phone access as a number of 

people including ourselves often work from home and therefore 
the provision of reliable modern services are vital. 

Many thanks again for all your work on this. 

040 001 Ian Plumer   

First I would like to thank all those people who have willingly 

given so much time on a voluntarily basis to produce the draft 

plan for Horsted Keynes, a very thankless task. 

 My wife and I have been resident in the Village for 52 years and 

during that time seen many changes all evolved naturally without 

a village plan. However I am told (but do not agree) that without 
a village plan we would be more vulnerable to developers. 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

 As it appears we are having a plan, I am pleased to see that it 

does provide for small developments rather than any one large 

development which would spoil the character of the village. I 

would however like to have seen a few more houses than those 

planned in order to make certain that the school and the 

infrastructure is maintained in the years ahead. By a few I mean 
15 to 20 more for young families. 

041 001 
Tony & Lynne 

Mulcare 
  

The Plan is obviously the result of a lot of hard work based on 

extensive consultation in the village.  We are disappointed 

however with the lack of emphasis on “affordable” housing 

development.  It is noted in the section on profile of the 
community that: 

a) there is a low proportion of young families; and 

b) the proportion  of those employed in lower paying sectors such 

as retail is low. 

The population of the village is thus older and less diverse than it 

has been historically. It is also noted that there is a very high 

proportion of 4/5 bed properties and it seems to us there is a 

connection between the lack of young families and an 

economically diverse population of villagers, and the limited 

number of smaller properties. Unless we make an effort to provide 

housing affordable to young people with a wide range of 

occupations we risk becoming a stagnating community or a 
dormitory village instead of a vibrant community.  

In the section on developing land at Westall House the 

assumption is made that residents won’t be able to walk into the 

village. Over the years the more mobile of the residents have 

tried to walk into the village but have struggled because of the 

lack of a footpath. The proposed development seems to be for 

more “independent” care accommodation so perhaps footpath 

provision should be part of the development.  We should be 
encouraging people to stay active for as long as possible. 

In Table 10.1 the idea of trying to reinstate a Sunday service for 

route 270 is mentioned. Would expanding that initiative to cover 

evening services – perhaps on a Friday and Saturday – benefit 

younger villagers? 
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Also in Table 10.1, there is no specific mention of the Martindale 

and Village Hall. We assume they would be considered when 
seeking a listing of ACVs. 

One specific correction – in Section 3.1 it is stated that the Post 

Office was lost in 2014. This is very misleading as there is still a 

post office service on Tuesdays and Fridays and its use needs to 
be encouraged. 

042 001 Paul Fairbairn   

Having read the Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Draft 

(NPPSD), I have to record my strong sense of disappointment at 

the unfulfilled potential and a vital opportunity missed - unless the 

proposals are revised significantly prior to submission. 

In Section 2, the NPPSD sets out the local context to the plan. 

Much of this is captured well, but the narrative is 'sugar-coated' in 

that it singularly fails to mention the spiral of decline that is best 

reflected in the number of commercial and social amenities that 

have ceased operating in the village over the past two or three 
decades: 

 Mini-supermarket (Sayers and Carter); 

 Local butcher (Tony Maynard); 

 Hair-dresser (above butcher's shop); 

 Car body shop (now Hillcrest houses); 

 Local garage and petrol station (Crown Garage - now houses); 

 Doctor's surgery at Martindale Centre; 

 Village post office - virtually dead despite strenuous efforts to 

maintain it. 

Some of this reflects demographic changes in our habits and 

desires, but some reflects a lack of sustainable growth to refresh 

and maintain the patronage that makes these amenities viable in 
the face of new competition. 

As an example of the wishful thinking in the NPPSD, a stranger 

reading Paragraph 2.5 would interpret this to depict a vibrant 

village with a 'flourishing' set of activities, but whilst our lovely 

village has much to commend it, the reality is somewhat less 
rosy: 

 We have just a general store left, and paragraphs 2.20-2.22 

spell out the risk that this vital amenity might not survive for 

much longer; 
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 We do indeed have playing fields for cricket and football, but 

the cricket club is struggling to field one team, let alone two as 

they did in the past, and the football club is at best dormant 

(if not already dead), having failed to field a team this past 

season; 

 We have fewer events within the village now than we did, and 

many clubs and societies struggle to attract younger families 

to participate. I can say this from a position of direct 

experience as current chairman of the Horsted Cahagnes 

Society - your striking cover picture shows over 130 people, 

including many young families with children, participating in 

the twinning weekend 10-15 years ago - this year we had 

about 70 participating, and we are all too aware of our ageing 

population demographic. 

Paragraph 2.6 tellingly remarks that 'many retired people enjoy 

the peace and quiet of Horsted Keynes' - but as someone 

approaching retirement, I don't want Horsted Keynes to be so 

peaceful and so quiet when I retire that it has lost the local 

amenities that make this village what it is. 

Your analysis in paragraph 2.14 is spot on and should be a 'call to 

arms' - it highlights the challenges that we face as a village if we 

accept a forever ageing population and do not implement policies 

in this Neighbourhood Plan to do more to retain young families 

within the village. 

Section 2 concludes by highlighting in paragraphs 2.30-2.33 the 

importance of the NPPSD being "in general conformity" with the 

Local Plan and Emerging District Plan.  There is one glaring 

contextual omission that does not appear anywhere in the NPPSD, 

which MSDC's Objective Assessment of Need (OAN), indicating 

that Horsted Keynes might be expected to accept up to 126 

additional dwellings over the 15 year life of this Plan. Whilst this is 

an upper bound, and there are other factors that we can and 

should take into account, this is an important benchmark in terms 

of judging the acceptability, credibility, sustainability and 
seriousness of our Neighbourhood Plan.  

Section 3 of the NPPSD contains excellent material, namely: 

 A succinct summary of the challenges we face in paragraph 

3.1; 
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 A very clear and apt 2031 Vision for Horsted Keynes in 

paragraph 3.2; and 

 A very pertinent set of Objectives in paragraph 3.3.  

In Section 4, much of the page is given over to the pre-NPPF 

Local Plan which effectively maintained a presumption against 

development. The NPPF has sought to re-balance the planning 

system with a presumption in favour of sustainable development 

and it encourages Neighbourhood Plans to define where the BUAB 

should be.  It is therefore disappointing in paragraph 4.4, given 

the Vision and Objectives set out so recently in Section 3, to see 

the 2004 BUAB retained, albeit with two minor developments 
tinkering at its margins.  

If we are to stand any chance of meeting our own Vision and 

Objectives, let alone making more meaningful progress towards 
our OAN, we either need to: 

 Extend the BUAB more than has been accepted so far in 

Policies HK18 and HK20; and/or 

 Provide more housing on sites within the fixed 2004 BUAB. 

Clearly there are very limited opportunities for development 

within the BUAB. However there is one highly sustainable and 

therefore surprising omission from the process that we do not 

appear to have considered - that is the possibility of providing a 

blend of suitable housing on the now defunct football pitch, whilst 

retaining the children's play area and the tennis courts. A 

replacement football pitch could be provided, if still required, on 

the covenanted Jefferies Farm field. We might also explore 

whether we could make a case for a new, more fit for purpose (cf. 

Scaynes Hill) Village Hall adjacent to the car park as a part of 
such a development. 

Section 5 is by and large good stuff - sensible policies to control 

the quality of development. The one surprising shift, given the 

requirement for more smaller houses, is that Policy HK2 provides 

for 50% one and two bedroom houses whereas SHMA 

recommends 75% for Mid Sussex given the shortage of suitable 

affordable housing. 

Section 6 is generally sensible in its intents - my only comment 

would be that the case for retaining all of the Recreation Ground 
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as open space will be very much weaker if it is poorly used - and 
perhaps already is! 

Sections 7 and 8 are both very sensible. 

Section 9 is sadly pathetic. Having done all the groundwork in 

setting out what the village needs, the Parish Council has 

provided no leadership in the face of two competing NIMBY 

groups and, in my opinion, has 'bottled it'. If the Westall House 

proposals are, as rumoured, no longer admissible (and they never 

were doing much for Horsted Keynes residents), we have a 

princely total of 16 new dwellings proposed over the next 15 
years. 

Of these 16 new dwellings: 

 10 dwellings on the 0.26ha Police House Field feels to be far 

too dense if this has also to include an access road and off-

street parking.  According to Policy HK2, this site would deliver 

5 one and two bedroom houses if 10 dwellings were indeed 

possible - it looks more likely that it would be about half of 

that figure. 

 6 dwellings on the 0.7ha Jefferies Farm Buildings site feels too 

generous - this would infer fewer larger houses rather than 

the Policy HK2 split, on the somewhat weak contention that 

the access road could not handle more traffic (or be adapted 

to enable it so to do). 

It would therefore appear that, as currently drafted, the NPPSD is 

more likely to deliver about 12 new dwellings, of which perhaps 3 

or 4 might be one or two bedroom dwellings. When adding the 14 

completed or in the planning pipeline, this total of 26 is so far 

short of the OAN of 126 new dwellings over the 15 year period as 

to be risible.  We surely have to get to 70 or 80 new dwellings 

over this period to be credible, which would deliver 35 to 40 

affordable homes using Policy HK2, or 50 to 60 affordable homes 

using the SHMA ratios. On average, that only represents 5 or 6 

new dwellings per annum over the life of the Neighbourhood Plan, 

but it would make a real difference and would bring fresh blood 

into the village, as well as providing the downsizing opportunities 
within the village for retired 'empty nesters'.    

We have set a clear Vision and appropriate Objectives in the 

NPPSD - if we are to realise these the Parish Council has to go 
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back and grasp some nettles here, unpopular though we know 

that will be with our two competing NIMBY groups. I cannot see 

that a sufficiently safe access scheme can ever be developed for 

the Old Rectory site off Church Lane, so we come back to one or 
some of: 

 Jefferies Farm fields - these sites can be made to have good 

access onto Sugar Lane and/or Keysford Lane and are within 

easy walking distance to the village centre. A well designed 

development here is a much more defensible boundary against 

future development than a hedgerow alongside Sugar Lane - 

that is an open invitation to a developer; 

 Constance Wood field - perhaps more of a challenge due to 

the access constraints, but one demolished bungalow at the 

Lewes Road end of Hamsland would give a developer easy 

access to this site without adding to traffic on Hamsland. This 

site also has easy walking access to the village centre. 

 The new proposal on the east side of Birch Grove Road up to 

Westall House - this may have a number of attractive features 

for the village if designed in a way that can limit the scope for 

subsequent development behind it. Can this late entrant into 

the mix be included at this stage - is this in the same category 

as the proposals behind St Stephen's Church, which I presume 

represents the "12 dwellings in the planning pipeline"? 

 The possibility of developing on the Recreation Ground site, 

perhaps as part of a village masterplan including a new 

football pitch on Jefferies farm field and a new Village Hall part 

funded by the developer as a planning gain negotiation. This is 

highly sustainable as a site, but changes the open nature of 

part of the village centre quite markedly. 

I fully appreciate the difficult job that the Parish Council has had 

as it has prepared this NPPSD, which has not been helped by 

some perhaps unwise actions by a number of parties involved in 
the various factions that formed. 

My strong advice would be to ensure that we have Submission 

Draft Neighbourhood Plan that does not pull its punches and that 

provides clear leadership and sets out a Plan that will truly and 

confidently meet the excellent Vision and Objectives that we have 
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set out so articulately. That will require quite a bold change from 

the sadly inadequate conclusions that we have drawn at present.  

If we don't make that change, I fear that we will lose control of 

this process - which cannot be in the long term interests of the 

village and is even less likely to enable the achievement of our 
Vision and Objectives. 

023 007 Peter Whatling   

Published on Facebook (Horsted Keynes Gossip) 

Neighbourhood Plan - Pre-consultation Draft.  

Time is short! The closing date for submission of comments is 

approaching fast - Thursday 26 May. The PC has failed to provide 

a reasonable allocation of development sites which means that 

there will be no affordable housing, no smaller houses for young 

and growing families, no support for the school, shops, pubs and 

other village facilities and no developer contributions towards new 

and existing community projects. This is not what you asked for in 

previous consultations or the Village Plan. If you believe as I do 

that the PC has got this seriously wrong, please let them know 

before Thursday or it may be too late. Just send them a quick 
email on hkparishcouncilnp@gmail.com 

043 001 Adam Hackett   

I thank all those who have worked hard over recent months and 

years to draft the Plan to pre-submission stage . It addresses 
many vital issues. 

My comments : 

1. Telecommunications 

Referred to in sections 2.9 and 7.7. May we include greater 

emphasis on Broadband, where the speed is currently 

unacceptable?  We need BT to install Super Fast Broadband 

urgently. It is available in Sharpthorne and Balcombe at 

decent speeds. Without it, the village will remain handicapped 

in the modern world. While additional masts for mobile phones 

are welcome, they are not as important as a proper 

Broadband service. From a recent visit, even remote areas of 

Sri Lanka offer broadband at better speeds than in Horsted 

Keynes. 

2. Housing proposals 

The village and areas outside it require many more homes 

than the 44 proposed, without which the upwards ageing trend 

will continue unabated and the housing needs of young people 

mailto:hkparishcouncilnp@gmail.com
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and families will not be met and the pre-school and school 
numbers will decline. 

We must build more homes and soon. 

The Plan does not address the need to accept larger 
developments. 

We must build starter homes and address more fully the needs of 

young people and young families. We must attempt to reverse the 

move of local young people to the conurbations of Crawley, East 

Grinstead, Haywards Heath and Burgess Hill, where housing is 
more plentiful and affordable. 

The Village shop, the pre-school, St Giles School, local sports and 

community groups all depend on building more homes in the next 

5 - 10 years. 

008 003 David Colville   

Neighbourhood Plan document 

Policy HK1: While it references the Mid Sussex District Plan 2004 

shouldn’t it also reference the Mid Sussex Emerging District Plan? 

Table 10.1: There are a number of ‘Issues’ and ‘Possible Actions’ 

set out which appear to commit the Parish Council, which should 

be amended to suggest that the Parish Council ‘consider’ them, or 
alternatively ask the Parish Council to formally agree to them. 

 Use developer contributions to improve walking and cycling 

routes around the village. 

 Use developer contributions to finance installation of 

electric car charging points and other technological energy 
efficiency measures of the future. 

 Establish of a Community Land Trust to secure suitable 
buildings for community use if they become available. 

Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating SEA) Scoping 

Report 

Section 2.6 - Under NPPF paragraphs 115 and 116 it states that 

“The Plan should ensure that development in Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty is fully justified” without specific policies to 

support this statement, or referencing aspects of the High Weald 

AONB Management Plan, which is the most important document 

for the AONB. This should be addressed within the Neighbourhood 
Plan document. 
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044 001 John Whiting   

Generally I am in agreement with the analysis and proposals in 

the plan, I particularly agree that it is very important to limit 
development to prevent sprawl or ribbon development.  

I am anxious that construction be imaginative and expressive of 

the 21st century, fussy ignorant pastiches of 'traditional 

construction and materials' will detract from the quality of the 

village. It is the variety of earlier building of its own period that 
should be valued and new building must take the same approach. 

On street parking is becoming an increasing problem and although 

new this is addressed for new building the current issues need 
consideration. 

I appreciate the time and effort that has been exerted and I pray 

that the outcome will maintain the special qualities that HK has. 

045 001 
Ann and Gordon 

Statham 
  

We write to comment on the above submission, and to thank you 

and all those who have contributed their time and effort to 
arriving at this position. 

 We generally consider the Plan as satisfactory except for some 
small changes. 

1. We believe that at the introduction stage it should clearly be 

stated that the village is unique in its protection status and as 

such should make it impossible for major developments to be 

carried out.  i.e. AONB, EU Habitat Directives, Narrow 

highways with high banks and hedgerows, 

A need to protect its defensible boundary 

2. We have always believed that the best way to control 

development in a village like Horsted Keynes is by infill, and 

not large developments. 

3. The need for Social Housing has never been substantiated, 

and the present housing stock will be re-populated naturally 

by younger households with differing financial positions, as 

people grow old, move on or die. 

4. The access roads within, and on the outskirts of the village are 

little more than lanes. There is no street lighting. They were 

never intended for the present day traffic, or the speeds which 

some individuals seem to find necessary.  In particular the 

intersection of Boxes Lane and Sugar Lane is very risky.  

Especially for single drivers when leaving Boxes and turning 
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right into Sugar Lane.  Above the junction is a blind narrow 

bend with high banks on both sides.  There are no footpaths. 

5. Referring to Site Allocations, we accept the small development 

at Westall House, so long as this does not open the 

possibilities of a further development on the other side of the 

road. 

The Police House field would be acceptable. 

However the replacement of farm buildings at Jeffreys Farm as a 

Proposed small development is not acceptable and should not be 

included in the N.P. This is likely to put up to an additional 20 

vehicles onto Sugar Lane and with an intersection at the top of 
the farm track joining a dangerous junction. 

Finally there would be a significant breach of the built -up 

boundary with a potential development creep that no one wants 

especially the MSDC. 

We should like to congratulate you and others for producing such 
a first class submission. 

046 001 Sarah Webster   

A lot of work has gone into putting this plan together over quite 

some time by past and present NPSG members. The task has 

been an extremely difficult one to strike the right balance between 

protecting our beautiful village from the mass housing 

development that is sweeping across the Country, playing our 

part in aiding the shortage of housing in the country and planning 

for the needs of the village over the next 16 years. To tick all 

these boxes is hard enough without taking into account the 
thoughts and wishes of a whole parish.   

Needless to say it has not been easy and no decisions or 

suggestions in putting this plan together have been taken lightly. 

At this point I would personally refute any of the unfair allegations 

that have been aimed at my fellow councillors. It is very easy to 

cast aspersions but one should also look at the bigger picture and 
question some people's motives for doing so. 

I have not lived in this village as long as some but for the time I 

have been here I have found the village as I wished it to be. 

Small, safe, beautiful, a strong sense of community and cohesion.  

Building houses does not make a community, it does not 

guarantee the longevity of business or a School. It is a community 
that guarantees these things not 20 or 30 or 40 more houses. 
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I have heard a lot about all the different businesses that HK once 

had with fewer houses,  so how can more houses alone keep 
these things going? 

As for smaller houses for young families, I agree young families in 

this country are struggling to buy houses but there are also many 

families who wish to move to the countryside for more space, a 

larger home. I have known families desperate to move here and 

buy a 4 / 5 bedroom home for their young family and unable to 

do so. 

The Neighbourhood plan is our plan for our village it is not a plan 

to represent the whole country and it's needs but Horsted Keynes. 

From all the many meetings and discussions I have witnessed 

over the last 12 months I have heard one common theme 

repeated which is not for growth but for protection. 

We live in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty let us keep it 
that way.    

047 001 Lorna Shimmen   

I have read the neighbourhood plan draft, and I am extremely 

disappointed with the proposals. 

The proposals plans 44 new homes in a 15 year period, an 
average 3 per year. 

That number I believe is over inflated, 2 have already been built, 

the 14 at Westhall have no guarantee that these would be 

exclusively for Horsted Keynes residents, and the 12 proposed 

flats at Ravenswood come under Sharpthorne, not Horsted 
Keynes. 

That leaves 16, one new dwelling a year for the next fifteen years! 
A very paltry proposal. 

There does not seem to have been any effort to address the 

affordable housing issue, or to meet the stated objective to make 
70% of the new homes 2 and 3 bedroom properties. 

Without smaller properties for younger people and young families 

our village will stagnate and die as younger people will not be able 
to afford to live here, so we will have no growth. 

With no growth we will probably lose the facilities we currently 

have, the school, the shop and the pubs. 

We need more smaller houses to stand a chance of life in our 
village to continue in an attractive and sustainable way. 
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As it stands at the moment I will not be supporting this proposal 

048 001 Paul & Helen Owers   

To everyone involved in formulating the Neighbourhood plan, 

Thank you for all your hard work in formulating the plan, it has 

been a thankless task. We greatly appreciate all your efforts and 

We would like to give two votes of confidence in the plan from this 
email. 

019 002 Colin Sainter   

I am happy with the current draft Neighbourhood Plan and hope 

to see it put forward as soon as possible as the final version. 

Therefore, I am concerned that residents have received a leaflet 

from 3 members of the previous Steering Group (who were 

always pushing for development despite residents' concerns) in 

which they are spreading propaganda, described as "key facts". 

The leaflet seems to be trying to influence the views of residents 

against the draft Plan. 

The current Steering Group are elected Parish Councillors, they 

have consulted widely in direct engagements and in well attended 

meetings and I believe they have sincerely tried to reflect the 

views of the majority of residents in the draft Plan. All of this work 

could be undermined by the scare tactics used by the author{the 

leaflet (e.g. the threat to the school, shop, amenities etc. if we 

have less development). They also dismiss the dangers of 

development spread, by suggesting that policies within the Plan 
could prevent this! 

I realise that the Parish Council cannot respond with its own 

leaflet but without any widespread reply to their points, I am 

concerned that residents who have not followed the process from 

the beginning would not be sufficiently well informed to see 

through the propaganda and seek the truth. For example, school 

numbers have always fluctuated and the school's continued 

existence does not depend on largely unwanted development in 

and around the village. 

I hope that this circulated misinformation does not influence the 

outcome of the consultation especially as, even without such 

propaganda, submissions from dissenters will probably outnumber 

supporters due to the normal complaints versus compliments 

ratio. 

Once again, many thanks for your hard work and for listening to 
our concerns. 
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049 001 Andrew King   

I write in response to the above plan.  I am particularly 

disappointed in the proposed housing allocations.  In fact, I 

regard this aspect of the proposals as a “non-plan”, entirely 

lacking in vision and ambition, other than the preservation of the 
status quo. 

Notwithstanding the stated objective of providing housing for 

younger people and families, the proposed site allocations do 

nothing in this respect.  Despite analysis of the age profile of 

village residents showing a preponderance of residents over 

retirement age, nothing is proposed in the document to encourage 

a more balanced age profile within the village.  The village school 

has recently advertised for more pupils and I understand that the 

village is no longer able to provide sufficient players to make up a 

football team.  I regard these as warning signs, and there may be 

others of which I am unaware, pointing to the need for more 

young people in the village if it is to remain a vibrant and forward 
looking community. 

Of the four sites proposed for development, totalling a potential 

44 units, only two sites, accounting for a possible total of sixteen 

units, can really be regarded as part of this plan.  The 

development proposals which have already been made at 

Ravenswood and at the Westhall, have been brought forward 

completely outside the Neighbourhood Plan process and their 
inclusion in this plan has to be regarded as a chance “bonus”. 

I believe the formation of a Community Land Trust could be an 

important means of providing, in perpetuity, low cost housing 

accessible to young and local buyers.  In my view the formation of 

this trust should be treated as a high priority, not medium as 
currently proposed. 

The inevitable consequence of Council’s draft proposals is that the 

agenda for future development in and around the village will be 

set by land owners and developers.  Understandably, these 

parties will be pursuing their own interests with little regard for 

the good of the village and, in the absence of a robust 

Neighbourhood Plan, there will be nothing with which to resist 

their applications. 

I believe that traffic calming and speed reduction measures in the 

village should be explored as a matter of urgency, rather than 
being treated as a medium priority as currently proposed. 
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The draft proposals, I believe, do not represent what is in the best 

interest of the village or the views I heard expressed at the 

events I attended during the preparation of this plan.  I will not be 

voting in favour of the acceptance of the plan as currently drafted. 

050 001 Nikki King   

It is very obvious that the Parish Council have spent a 

considerable amount of time on creating the draft Neighbourhood 

Plan and have produced an impressive document. However, in my 

opinion, the treatment of potential housing in the village is naïve 

and unrealistic. There are only sixteen units proposed for the next 

fifteen years that are within walking distance of local amenities 
and might have accommodation suitable for young families. 

I appreciate that no-one likes the idea of development on their 

doorstep but the village must look to the future and not try and 

preserve itself in amber.  If we really care about Horsted Keynes 

we are going to have to make some uncomfortable choices – the 
village will have to change or die. 

We have already lost our ‘stand-alone’ post office and within the 

next ten years the shop is likely to go as well.  It is all very well 

saying that the property could be listed as an Asset of Community 

Value – what are we going to do then?  Is the village seriously 

going to be able to raise the money to purchase the premises so it 

can continue as a shop?  In 2001 we just about managed to raise 

in the region of £20k so the Post Office could be retained – buying 
the shop would be considerably more expensive. 

Sadly, I feel I will be unable to vote in favour of the Plan in its 
present form. 

051 001 Linda Allan   

I think it is an excellent plan and you have obviously been 

listening to villagers and you all have put in a tremendous amount 
of work. 

I think you have got the right number of houses for our village. 

(Well, actually I feel the village has reached its limit, but I realise 

we have to have some house building.) Even with small 

developments I think the traffic situation will only get worse, 

along with the parking. Station Road has become a nightmare to 

drive along and the corner going towards Danehill, (where Sayers 

and Carter used to be) is always difficult. I dread to think what it 

will be like with increased traffic going through the village and 

extra parking problems. 
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I totally agree with the plan you’ve put forward. 

023 008 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 5, Housing 

and Design Development.  In reviewing the document I have 

compared it with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the 

previous Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of 

the content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw 

attention to the important matters from the June 15 draft which 

have been changed or omitted from the current document and 

which have undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes 

of the community and its suitability as a formal planning 
document.  My comments are: 

1. The section relating to Housing Need has been eliminated and 

no alternative assessment made or justification provided for 

the very low level of development proposed.  You must be 

aware that a proper assessment of housing need is an 

essential precursor to the site allocation process, the absence 

of which is liable, on its own, to result in rejection of the plan 

by the Independent Inspector.  The original assessment 

should be reinstated or an alternative provided. 

2. Policy HK2: Dwelling Size.  It is noted that the wording of the 

last bullet point has been carelessly changed compared with 

the previous version and does not now adequately control the 

proportion of large houses which a development could contain.  

The term “4+” could be correctly interpreted to mean “more 

than 4”, such that the number of dwellings with precisely 4 

bedrooms is not controlled, except by the minima specified for 

the 1 to 3 bed dwellings.  As worded it could allow the 

provision of 10% of 4 bed dwelling and 10% of 4+ bed 

dwellings, which I do not believe is what was intended.  The 

original “4 or 4+” should be reinstated. 

3. It is noted that the whole section relating to Affordable 

Housing, and the Policy H2 relating to it have been omitted.  

This is directly contrary to the previously expressed wishes of 

the community for which there can be no justification.  This 

policy should be reinstated. 
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4. It is noted that the whole policy on Dwellings Appropriate to 

the Needs of Older People and the original Policy H3 relating to 

it have been omitted.  This is directly contrary to the 

previously expressed wishes of many in the community for 

which there can be no justification.  This policy should be 

reinstated. 

5. Policy HK3: Maintaining Local Character etc.  It is noted that 

the policy has been changed to omit the requirement for 

“being similar in density, footprint, separation, scale and bulk 

of the buildings in the surrounding area generally and of 

neighbouring properties in particular”. This seems to be an 

essential component in maintaining local character so why has 

it been omitted.  Does the SG/PC have something particular in 

mind which would contradict this (eg 10 houses on PHF or only 

6 on JF)?  The requirement omitted should be restored to 

ensure that buildings completely out of keeping with their near 

neighbours are not permitted. 

6. Policy HK4:  Infill Development and Residential Extensions.  

This has become an amalgamation of 2 separate policies in the 

original plan, one for infill and one for extensions.  These were 

carefully drafted as separate policies to ensure that infill could 

only take place within the BUAB but that extensions could take 

place both within and outside the BUAB, which we considered 

was perfectly reasonable.  As currently drafted Policy HK4 

would prevent the extension of a property outside the BUAB 

which is surely unreasonable and unacceptable.  Is this what is 

really intended?  Also the last sentence of the Policy, referring 

back to previous policy HK1 is surely misplaced within a Policy 

relating specifically to Infill and Extensions, which HK1 most 

certainly does not.  This lack of clarity could lead to all sorts of 

problems with planning applications.  The original policies 

should be reinstated in order to ensure that policies are fair, 

reasonable and unambiguous. 

The comments above relate either to omissions which are 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community or to 

the consequences of careless policy drafting which are liable to 
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have unintended consequences.  The document should be revised 
to correct these errors. 

023 009 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 6, 

Environment and Green Space.  In reviewing the document I have 

compared it with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the 

previous Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of 

the content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw 

attention to the important matters from the June 15 draft which 

have been changed or omitted from the current document and 

which have undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes 

of the community and its suitability as a formal planning 

document.  My comments are: 

1. Policy HK5: Retention and Enhancement of Recreational and 

Local Green Spaces.  It is noted that the provision for limited 

development on local green spaces has been omitted.  This 

was intended to allow for the construction of new facilities of 

benefit to the community, for example a new children’s play 

area or sports facilities or an adult outside gym, proposed by 

the PC and financed through CIL, and which have been widely 

supported by the community at consultation.  Are such things 

really now to be forbidden.  The policy now says nothing about 

“enhancement” of green spaces so its title is no longer 

accurate. 

2. Policy HK6: Provision of Publicly Accessible Green Spaces 

within Residential Developments.  It is noted that the 

requirement to provide green spaces within new developments 

has been amended from developments of 10 dwellings to 

those of 15.  This seems a contradiction from a group who 

claim to be committed so strongly to matters environmental 

and an unnecessary watering down of the previous 

requirement.  Please confirm that this change has nothing to 

do with the proposal to put 10 houses on PHF which will be 

difficult to achieve even without having to provide 20% of 

accessible green space.  Also there is an inconsistency in the 

alternative 0.5 hectares proviso.  It is likely that development 

in HK with development density in excess of 20 will not be 
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acceptable – 18 is a typical density currently, except in 

Challoners, so in order to respect the existing village character 

densities significantly higher than this will be unacceptable.  A 

density of 20 results in 10 houses on a 0.5ha site, so the 15 

dwellings proviso will never operate.  Policies must be 

unambiguous and consistent so this should be restored to its 

original form. 

3. Paragraphs 6.11 and 6.12; Policy HK8: Protection and 

Improvement of Natural Habitats.  The majority of these two 

paragraphs are unnecessary pseudo-environmental waffle 

which add nothing to the original first sentence.  However the 

last sentence of Policy HK8 appears to water down the 

previous requirement for full habitat replacement and 

relocation of affected species and replaced this with vague and 

ambiguous “suitable compensation measures”.  The original 

wording should be reinstated. 

4. Policy HK9:  Low Energy Design and Renewable Energy 

Schemes.  This has replaced the previous Policies E5 and E6 .  

Policy E5 related to sustainable design and construction but 

has been omitted and reliance placed on the Building 

Regulations.  I assume that proper professional advice has 

been taken to ensure that this will achieve a sustainability 

rating at least equivalent to the Code 5 standard previously 

required by Policy E5.  Policy E6 was a requirement to employ 

renewable or low carbon energy systems “except where it is 

not reasonably practicable to do so”.  Policy HK9 is not a policy 

at all but an aspiration – it does not require a developer to do 

anything.  Policies must be unambiguous and provide clear 

instructions of what will and will not be permitted.  This policy 

appears to significantly water down the requirements of 

previous Policy E6 and should be amended. 

5. Paragraphs 6.15 to 6.17 Flood risk and drainage; Policy HK10: 

Sustainable Drainage System Design and Management.  It is 

entirely wrong to state that HK has a significant flooding risk.  

Your own Sustainability Appraisal states “There have been few 

reported incidences of flooding and the Environment Agency 

has confirmed that the large majority of the parish is in Flood 
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Zone 1, which is defined as having a low probability of flooding 

from rivers or the sea.”  I have lived in the heart of the village 

for 27 years and never seen significant flooding.  I believe that 

this issue has only been raised to support the argument 

against development and should be removed.  The provision 

and maintenance of suitable drainage is a matter for the 

sewerage companies and Environmental Agency, not the 

planning department, so a planning policy in this regard is not 

appropriate.  In any event, the requirement for sustainable 

drainage has already been specified in Policy HK3 so this 

policy is redundant and should be removed. 

6. Paragraphs 6.18 to 6.20; Policy HK11: Light Pollution.  It is 

entirely false to state that light pollution is a significant issue 

for the community in HK, although it may be a particular 

hobby horse of one or more of the SG.  It has never been 

mentioned in any survey or raised as an issue during 

consultation or indeed offered as a matter on which opinions 

could be sought.  The NP process is not intended as a vehicle 

for the advancement of the views of individual villagers, 

however influential, but a means of realizing the wishes of the 

whole community.  This section does not address any concerns 

raised by the community, is entirely superfluous and should be 

omitted. 

The comments above relate either to omissions which are 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community, the 

consequences of careless policy drafting which are liable to have 

unintended consequences or the introduction of superfluous issues 

which the community as a whole has not raised or commented 

upon.  The document should be revised to correct these errors. 

052 001 Celia Vince   

As a member of the NP Steering Group for the last 12 months I 

know only too well how difficult it has been to put together a 

Neighbourhood Plan which will please anyone. Everyone wants 

“affordable housing for young families” but not so many want the 

large scale development which is the most obvious way to achieve 

this. Some people think increasing the population will save local 

services such as shop and school. Others point to the decline in 

services which has happened alongside gradual growth over the 
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last 20 or 30 years. There is so much information and 

misinformation out there, what are people supposed to believe? 

My own views for what they are worth are these: 

1. We are privileged to live in the High Weald AONB, a landscape 

that is strongly protected by national policy. We have a duty 

to take care of High Weald features such as narrow sunken 

lanes and not simply sweep them away if they restrict 

development. We should not give up open countryside or 

green field sites easily and should not be embarrassed about 

trying to minimise the size and impact of new developments. I 

believe this means spreading them across more, smaller sites 

and also over time. Gradual evolution is to be preferred to 

sudden change. I support the comments made by MSDC: 

The Plan could be strengthened by enhancing the references 

to the High Weald AONB and its key characteristics as 

identified in the Management Plan and recently published 

maps of Horsted Keynes.  Section 85 of the Countryside and 

Rights of Way Act 2000 requires that relevant authorities 

(including Parish Councils) should ‘have regard’ to the purpose 

of AONBs in exercising or performing any functions affecting 

land within them.  This would include the preparation of a 

Neighbourhood Plan.  Further advice on how to strengthen this 

aspect in the Plan should be sought from the High Weald 

AONB Unit. 

2. I share concerns about the need for some “less unaffordable” 

housing in the village. I believe the Parish Council has done its 

best to address this in the Plan via the dwelling size policy 

which should ensure that most units built during the next 15 

years are 1, 2 and 3 bedroomed dwellings. 

3. I am unconvinced that large scale development within the 

parish is needed to save the school. I think this argument has 

been used to justify expansion of the village by those who 

wish to see it anyway. We hear much more often of a shortage 

of school places than we do of schools closing due to lack of 

numbers. 
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4. I am convinced that all Parish Councillors I have worked with 

on the Plan since last May have acted in good faith and with 

integrity, as I have done myself. Despite all the accusations 

and misinformation being spread, none of us has exercised 

wrongful influence over any site allocation or policy. Instead, 

the thing we have done is to listen to what the majority have 

said to us and act on it. 

5. The Plan as it stands may not be ideal but it is one which the 

last 12 months' work tells us stands the best chance of being 

accepted by the community and by the Independent 

Examiner. It is hugely important for the village to take some 

control of its future by having a Neighbourhood Plan. It will be 

reviewed several times during its 15 year life. I will vote for it. 

053 001 Richard Vince   

I am writing in to say how much I agree with the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. We, as a village, are all very lucky to live 

here whatever our views. I consider a large number of houses 

being built in a short space of time will upset the rural character 

of village. Clearly the proposals of January 2015 appeared as a 

bombshell to the village and I felt were too much like a ‘fait 

accompli’. 

Of course the landowners have an interest in selling their land. I 

feel much greater consideration should be given to the historical 

character of the village, the narrow sunken lanes and also the fact 

we are situated in an AONB. I am happy to see small scale 

developments, but having had a career in licensed retail, I do not 

believe that an increase in the numbers of houses will significantly 

increase footfall in the pubs. It could well increase the traffic flow 

along the green and Keysford Lane. 

I will vote for the plan as it stands. 

054 001 Mrs. Francis 

St Giles Church 

of England 
(Aided) School 

Board of Governors 

of St Giles Church 

of England (Aided) 

School 

We, as members of the Board of Governors of St Giles Church of 

England (Aided) School, are writing in response to the 

Neighbourhood Plan offered for comment by all members of the 
community of Horsted Keynes. 

Although the Plan is very well presented, there are some factual 

errors contained within statements regarding the school. Within 

the Local Context statements, the paragraph about the school, 

i.e.2.4, states that ‘Next to the church is St Giles Church of 
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England Primary School which caters for around 120 children in a 

building over 300 years old.’ The school was indeed founded over 

300 years ago but the buildings have been and are continuously 

updated in order to provide an education appropriate for the 21st 

century. So the oldest part of our school is Victorian, with the 

Macmillan wing being added in 2000, followed by an ICT suite, 

and the Lightmaker Hall in 2001. All of these projects were 

supported by local benefactors, including the Macmillan family, 

Mr. Derek Crowson and many past pupils and local families. Our 

latest additions have provided a kitchen which enables hot school 

meals to be available to all and a small group room for pupils 

requiring extra support. Please will you amend the text to reflect 
the true situation. 

We are very concerned about the apparent lack of provision of 

affordable housing within the Neighbourhood Plan. Horsted 

Keynes has changed and will no doubt continue to do so but, 

following the national trend in the reduction of workers involved in 

agriculture, most of the working population travel outside the 

parish as is stated in the Plan. Horsted Keynes has become more 

affluent as many people move here as a result of friendship 

groups and advertising by local private schools but these people 
do not choose to send their children to St Giles’ School.  

As primary school provision has increased in Haywards Heath and 

Lindfield, there is less need for people to travel to the villages 

around, which has occurred in the past. We therefore must 

provide affordable housing for young families within the village in 

order to ensure that there is a predictable flow of children to fill 

our school. Funding for education, along with all public services, is 

constantly being reviewed and usually reduced and the special 

funding which used to be provided to support small schools, as 

they fulfil the same core functions as larger schools, has long 

been removed. The only method of calculating school budgets is a 

head count annually on one day in October, together with special 

funding to be spent on Sports provision and designated extra 

funding for any child from a disadvantaged background or with 

special educational needs. 

St Giles School is a key part of our community, educating 

generations of families right up to the present time when we have 

several children on roll whose parents and grandparents have 
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been taught there. Our school provides an excellent start to 

education as the achievements of many of our ex-pupils can 

affirm. This is confirmed by our ratings by Ofsted as Good with 

some Outstanding features. We are also classified as an 

Outstanding Church School. Our children are taught in small 

classes by experienced staff in a beautiful, historic setting. But if 

there are no new appropriate houses to bring young families to 

our village, then we have to recognise our vulnerability. The 

Neighbourhood Plan is our opportunity to ensure that this does 

not happen and we trust that the Parish Council will amend the 
present draft to reflect the School’s needs. 

055  

Sustainable Places, 

Solent and South 
Downs Area 

Environment 

Agency 
 

Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the draft 

version of your Neighbourhood Plan. 

We are a statutory consultee in the planning process providing 

advice to Local Authorities and developers on pre-application 

enquiries, planning applications, appeals and strategic plans. We 

aim to reduce flood risk, while protecting and enhancing the water 

environment. We have had to focus our detailed engagement to 
those areas where the environmental risks are greatest.  

Please find attached a copy of a Neighbourhood Plan checklist we 

have recently developed to help provide Environment Agency 
advice at the earlier stages of Neighbourhood Plan preparation. 

Flood Risk 

We are pleased to see that the proposed housing allocations have 

been directed to the areas at the lowest probability of flooding 
and that they are all located within Flood Zone 1. 

Wastewater Treatment    

We could not see any reference in the documents as to how 

wastewater (sewage effluent) will be dealt with at the 3 sites 

allocated for housing.  Ideally, the sites would be connected to the 

mains foul sewer and we suggest that the feasibility of this is 

discussed with Southern Water. Generally, we will only agree to 

developments involving sewage effluent, trade effluent or other 

contaminated discharges to ground or surface waters if we are 

satisfied that it is not reasonable to make a connection to the 

public foul sewer. Full justification would be required as to why 

the development cannot connect to the sewer. An Environmental 

Permit may be required for treated effluent to ground or surface 
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water. This position will not normally apply to surface water run-

off via sustainable drainage systems and discharges from sewage 

treatment works operated by sewage undertakings with 

appropriate treatment and discharge controls. 

 

This checklist is for Neighbourhood Plans covering Mid Sussex 

District. Due to the high volume of neighbourhood plans across 

the county we have had to focus our detailed engagement to 

those areas where the environmental risks are greatest. 

Together with Natural England, English Heritage and Forestry 

Commission we have published joint advice on neighbourhood 

planning which sets out sources of environmental information and 

ideas on incorporating the environment into plans. This is 

available at: 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http

://cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf 

The below checklist takes you through the issues we would 

consider in reviewing your Plan. We aim to reduce flood risk, while 

protecting and enhancing the water environment. 

We recommend completing this to check whether we are likely to 

have any concerns with your Neighbourhood Plan at later stages. 

Flood Risk 

Your Neighbourhood Plan should conform to national and local 
policies on flood risk: 

 National Planning Policy Framework – para.100 

‘Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be 

avoided by directing development away from areas at highest 

risk, but where development is necessary, making it safe without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere.’ 

If your Neighbourhood Plan is proposing sites for development 

check whether there are any areas of Flood Zones 2 or 3 within 

the proposed site allocations. 

How? 

Input postcodes or place names at: 

http://maps.environment-

agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http:/cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/lit_6524_7da381.pdf
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
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scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&to

pic=floodmap 

If there are no areas of Flood Zones 2 or 3: 

We are pleased to see that all development proposed through 

your Neighbourhood Plan has been directed to areas of lowest risk 

of flooding. This is consistent with the aims of national planning 
policy. 

If you are aware that any of the sites have previously suffered 

flooding or are at risk of other sources of flood risk such as 

surface water or groundwater flooding we recommend you seek 

the advice of West Sussex County Council and Mid Sussex District 

Council. 

If sites proposed include areas at risk of flooding: 

In accordance with national planning policy the Sequential Test 

should be undertaken to ensure development is directed to the 

areas of lowest flood risk. This should be informed by the 

Environment Agency’s flood map for planning and Mid Sussex 

District Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). We 

recommend you contact Mid Sussex District Council to discuss this 

requirement further. 

We would have concerns if development is allocated in this high 
risk flood zone without the Sequential Test being undertaken. 

It is important that your Plan also considers whether the flood risk 

issues associated with these sites can be safely managed to 

ensure development can come forward. 

Next steps 

Please contact us (see details below) for further advice if any sites 

include areas of Flood Zone 3, which is defined as having a high 

probability of flooding, as we may have concerns with your Plan. 

Water Management 

In February 2011, the Government signalled its belief that more 

locally focussed decision making and action should sit at the heart 

of improvements to the water environment. This is widely known 

as the catchment-based approach and has been adopted to 

http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=357683.0&y=355134.0&scale=1&layerGroups=default&ep=map&textonly=off&lang=_e&topic=floodmap
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deliver requirements under the Water Framework Directive. It 
seeks to: 

 deliver positive and sustained outcomes for the water 

environment by promoting a better understanding of the 

environment at a local level; and 

 to encourage local collaboration and more transparent 

decision-making when both planning and delivering 

activities to improve the water environment. 

Neighbourhood Plans provide an opportunity to deliver multi-

functional benefits through linking development with 
enhancements to the environment. 

Mid Sussex District Council lies within the South East River Basin 

Management Plan area. This area is subdivided into catchments. 

The relevant catchment for your District is the Adur and Ouse 

catchment. A Catchment Partnership has been established for 

each of these to direct and coordinate relevant activities and 

projects within the catchment through the production of a 

Catchment Management Plan. The Catchment Partnerships are 

supported by a broad range of organisations and individuals 

representing a whole host of interests. 

The following websites provides information that should be of use 

in developing your Neighbourhood Plan: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-

basin-management-plan 

http://www.oart.org.uk 

http://www.adurandousecatchment.org.uk/ 

Community Infrastructure Levy 

We would recommend that environmental infrastructure, including 

habitat enhancements, water storage areas, and green space is 
taken into account when looking to fund local infrastructure. 

056  Nigel Abbott 
WYG 

Environment 
Abbeyfield Society 

On behalf of our clients, The Abbeyfield Society please find 

attached our representations to the Neighbourhood Plan 
consultation in specific relation to Policy HK20 (Westall House).  

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge safe receipt of these 

representations 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/south-east-river-basin-management-plan
http://www.oart.org.uk/
http://www.adurandousecatchment.org.uk/
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WYG Planning acts for The Abbeyfield Society that own and 

operate the existing care facility at Westall House, Birchgrove 

Road, Horsted Keynes. We have been instructed to prepare and 

submit these representations in response to the Regulation 14 

Pre-Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan (NP) produced by 
Horsted Keynes Parish Council. 

The Abbeyfield Society welcomes the production of the 

Neighbourhood Plan and as a responsible charitable provider of 

lower cost accommodation for older people is keen to continue to 
contribute towards the life of the parish. 

It is noted that the draft NP proposes to allocate Westall House for 

some development as set out under Policy HK20 and as explained 

in paragraphs 9.16 to 9.20 inclusive of the supporting text. Whilst 

this proposed allocation is welcomed and supported in principle by 

The Abbeyfield Society, the extent of the proposed development 

referred to is not reflective of the current proposals that we are 

consulting with Mid Sussex District Council on and we would 

therefore ask that the text and proposed policy wording is 
amended to reflect the current proposals. 

The proposals as set out in draft Policy HK20 are based on the 

scheme as it was conceived by the Abbeyfield Society previously. 

However, further consideration has now been given to the 

proposals as we are developing the scheme towards the 

submission of a planning application to Mid Sussex District 
Council. 

In January 2016 we submitted a request for pre-application 

advice to Mid Sussex District Council seeking their informal 

comments on the current scheme which proposes the following 
development: 

a) The demolition of all of the 16 single storey apartments 

comprising 14 no single storey studio apartments and 2no 

two-bedroom apartments (which fall below current 

standards) located at the south western end of the site and 

their replacement with a two storey Extra Care extension 

to provide a total of 24 comprising 16 x 1 bedroom and 8 x 

2 bedroom units representing a net increase of 8 units; 
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b) The erection of a new two storey extension at the north 

eastern end of the building to provide 14 care bedroom 

suites; and 

c) A centrally located kitchen and dining room extension on 

the north-west elevation of the main central section of the 

building. 

Accordingly the scheme as now envisaged proposes a net increase 

of 22 units (comprising 8 Extra Care units and 14 care bedroom 

suites) and not the 14 Extra Care units as set out in the current 

draft policy HK20. Whilst the proposed scheme now being 

promoted by The Abbeyfield Society envisages that the 

replacement Extra Care units will be accommodated in a two 

storey extension to the main building, the increase in height is 

modest and well below the height of retained central part of the 
building. 

Moreover there is a very limited expansion of built footprint on the 

site and it is considered that sufficient open space on the site will 

be retained. In addition the proposals are that all of the new 

development takes place well within the grounds of the Westall 

House site boundary and will not encroach into the wider 

countryside. 

We therefore request that Policy HK20 is amended to reflect the 

proposals now being promoted to Mid Sussex District Council and 
would propose the following replacement text to the policy 

wording: 

“POLICY HK20: LAND AT WESTALL HOUSE 

Residential development for approximately 8 net additional Extra 

Care apartments and 14 care bedroom suites on 0.92 hectares of 

land at Westall House will be permitted subject to the following 

criteria: 

 Suitable open space is retained for residents; and 

 Parking provision is made to predominantly address the 

additional staff and visitor needs only” 

In addition to the above requested change to the policy wording 

we would ask that the supporting text at paragraph 9.18 is 

amended to align with the suggested replacement policy wording 
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set out above. We request that paragraph 9.18 is amended to the 

following: 

“9.18 The owners of Westall House would like to expand the 

provision of modern sheltered accommodation to reflect growing 

demand. This would entail the removal of the older, single-storey 

apartments and their replacement with a larger number of 

modern one and two bedroom apartments designed to the Extra 

Care model. There would also be the provision in independent 

care bedrooms. This would be provided on the existing area of 

Westall House and its grounds”. 

It is anticipated that a planning application for the development 

will be submitted to the District Council for consideration in late 
Summer / early Autumn 2016. 

We hope that the above representations are clear and that the 

Parish Council will agree to amending Policy HK20 and the 

supporting text at paragraph 9.18 but if any clarification or further 
commentary is required, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

057 001 Damien Marmion   

I have had a read of the village plan recently and I would like to 

submit my comments for the record. 

It is interesting to note the demographic profile. Current needs for 

people getting older who live in mainly semi or detached homes 

will be best served by step down accommodation that helps 

people age. I think the developments at the nursing home are 
very necessary and should be prioritised in my view. 

The second element for me would be smaller accommodation 

options and I note that there are very few flats compared to 

national average as well as few terraced houses. Can any of the 

developments support a mixed development where flats, terraced 

and semi help achieve an affordable mix. I would suggest that 

Jeffrey's Farm would be best for that. I think this needs a detailed 
assessment. 

Overall the plan is a limited extension given national ambition to 

increase housing supply. It shows a very conservative level of 

growth which I view as in keeping with the status of the village in 

an area of outstanding natural beauty. 

I note the remarks about the shop which I think is a critical village 

asset and I would support the retention of this at all costs. I also 
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note the context of the supply of utilities and would support the 
development of better fibre optic connection. 

I would also like to see development of better transport services 
to help reduce the need for individual transportation. 

Many thanks for your help and guidance on the village council 

058 001 Keith   

I've studied your proposals and thank you all for your hard work. 

My main comment is that the 3 sites are OK but surely more are 

needed. My thoughts are that the Constance Wood site should be 

included and at least one more site at Jeffrey's Farm. My worry is 

that MSDC will want more houses in HK than those proposed and 

therefore demand more etc. I wish you well with the next stage of 

our NP. 

059 001 Sarah Cooper   

I have read the Draft NP and would support its submission. 

 I dread large developments sprawling out from the village with 

no way of controlling the continuing sprawl. 

 I can, however, appreciate the concerns regarding the village 

school but I believe this can't be totally controlled by the type of 

housing offered.  Families will send their child to the village school 

if it has a good reputation and if they truly want to feel a part of 

the community. 

 Many thanks for all your efforts - a very difficult job for 
volunteers! 

060 001 Amanda Clarke   

I have read the proposed plan and wish to comment as follows: 

I strongly oppose all the current development proposals on the 

ground that the village needs a sizeable development consisting of 
mixed housing, including affordable housing. 

The demographic of the village has changed over the past decade 

and, according to the census data, the majority of the residents 

are approaching or over working age.  This, and the influx of 

younger, working, high income "outsiders" buying up the larger 

houses in the village does not, and will not, provide a sustainable 

population.  The prospect of a number of small, piecemeal plots 

consisting of a few or single large, expensive detached houses 

scattered across the village on greenfield sites may make money 

for developers but they will do little, if anything, to secure or 
enhance the future of the village. 
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 In my opinion, the village needs a significant development which 

provides accommodation for a cross section of the community and 

not just the wealthy.  This will preserve the authentic atmosphere 

of a healthy, thriving village and ensure that village amenities, 

e.g. the shop, the village primary school, the church, etc, will 
survive for future generations. 

St Giles school relies upon children from the village attending in 

order to maintain the high standards of education that it has 

provided for generations.  Without families moving to the village, 

and children of those families attending the village school, it is not 

difficult to envisage a time when the school's current structure 

might become unsustainable.  Without a school the village will 

lose its beating heart. 

I don't want to live, and I don't want my children to live, in a film 

set "chocolate box" village. Each of my children has attended St 

Giles school and has made friends within the village community 

which I hope will sustain them for the rest of their lives - if there 

is somewhere affordable for them to rent or buy and bring up 

their families.   Horsted Keynes is such a wonderful place to live 

because it is real and thriving.  However, it cannot survive without 

appropriate expansion. 

 I am aware that a plot of land has recently been offered to the 

council for consideration as a site for development.  It is 

unfortunate indeed that this was not offered before now.  

However, in my opinion, the site at the corner of Danehill Road 

and Birchgrove Road provides an ideal location for a limited 

development of sustainable and mixed housing which has the 

potential to meet the identified needs of the development of the 

village.  The timing of the proposal is very unfortunate, however, 

in my opinion that should not be a reason to ignore it. 

As I understand it, a mixture of approximately forty 1, 2, 3 and  

larger houses is proposed. I consider that this would ensure that a 

cross section of low and higher income families or single people 

could move into, or remain in, the village.  The proximity to the 

village centre and school would allow non drivers to participate in 

the community.  The development would enhance the access to 

and from Westall House by the provision of a footpath along a 

hazardous road which is currently unusable for pedestrians.  The 

development, as I understand it, is of limited extent and therefore 
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would not suffer from development, "creep".  There is little 

obvious hazard for traffic leaving the site onto either road.  The 

site does not overlook or significantly encroach upon existing 

properties. 

In summary, I strongly oppose each of the proposed sites set out 

in the present plan.  Should the site on Birchgrove/Danehill Road 

be considered, I should be very pleased to offer my support for 
that proposal. 

I urge the Parish Council to give serious consideration to 

suspending the pre-submission phase of the NP and revert back to 

the previous phase of the plan to investigate the feasibility of the 
Birchgrove/Danehill Road site. 

061  Kevin Cooper   

I have reviewed the Neighbourhood Plan, having participated in 

one of the workshops conducted some months ago.  I support the 

plan, which I think reaches a suitable balance between the 

country's and area's additional housing needs and not damaging 
the special character of this village. 

062 001 

Lawrence (Loz) 

Allan 

 

  

I would like to make the following comments on the Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 Affordable Housing.  

This is an ideal philosophy to produce more “affordable” housing 

but it is difficult to achieve in real terms in this part of the Country 

where prices are comparatively high. Quite a number of 

“affordable” houses have been supplied in the past. Most us 

understand it is hard to achieve here. When 1-2 bed houses have 

been built they have often been extended adding to the already 

high values. From personal experience young people raised in the 

village will often look further afield for commutable work; 

nevertheless I think the Parish Council are right to be mindful of 

the need for this type of housing and to aim for the best 
compromise possible.  

Social housing is a again highly desirable where possible. 

However, as far as I know, and anecdotally, there are two 

examples in the village where vacant social accommodation was 

unoccupied for a long period of time. 

 Local Infrastructure  
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School: 

As someone who has had long associations with the school as a 

Governor and as PTA Chairman, I have seen that our school, like 

many others, has experienced peaks and troughs in numbers 

attending the school. The overall trend over the years has been a 

progressive increase in numbers. So though the current numbers 

may be below the maximum, there will always be a sustainable 

demand for school places here. I would therefore reinforce the 

Parish Council’s position that the survival of the school is not at 

risk particularly as there is a national shortage of school places; 

and this trend is more of a concern. The fact that some children 

come to the school from outside the Parish is not a bad thing as 

long as there are sufficient places for the village children. As a 

community we should encourage and assist the Head Teacher in 

achieving good OFSTED results and, as a community do all we can 

to support the school. It is important we are able to attract high 

quality staff to run our school (including the Governors). The 

Parish Council are right to resist calls from some individuals to 

make school numbers a driver for increasing the population of the 

village. 

Healthcare Facilities: 

As it stands we are in a poor position regarding healthcare 

facilities, with the nearest facility (Lindfield) oversubscribed as I 

am aware. A significant increase in the population of this village 

would put further pressure on healthcare and schools (including 

secondary schools) in the area.  

Highways: 

Driving through the village is a difficult experience owing to the 

number of parked cars and narrow lanes. The Parish Council are 

right to make this point as access is already a problem in many 

parts of the village. Further housing development would worsen 
the situation. 

The infrastructure within and surrounding the village is generally 

poor and would not support a significant increase in the 

population. 

Vision and Objectives: 
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Having lived in the village for over 34 years, knowing many 

people, I feel all the vision and objectives expressed in the 

document do reflect what the majority of parishioners wish to see. 

The village lies within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 

has maintained a distinctive rural character. People who have 

moved to or stayed in the village have done so for what it is not 

for what it could be.  Any large development would detract 

seriously from this rural character. By large development I mean 

10 houses or more. Though the government needs to have a 

certain number of houses built, it is also essential that small 

villages should be preserved for posterity as they contribute to 

fabric and value of the countryside. If large developments were to 

go ahead then there would be a risk of the ‘domino effect’ and 

sprawl which would result in villages combining together forming 

towns. 

Non Land Issues: 

I think this part of the document could be improved. For example 

the issue with the Church toilets is not just to provide these alone. 

The proposal is for an extension to the Church to provide 

adequate, toilet, washing and changing facilities. If the Church 

were to be built today this I would have thought would have been 

a regulatory requirement. 

Greater emphasis should be placed in providing and maintaining 

our sporting facilities (including the pavilion) in order to 
encourage young people, in particular, to engage in sport. 

A more frequent bus link to Horsted Keynes Station would enable 

people to travel to East Grinstead without resorting to a car. Bus 

services in general need to be improved and increased. 

I believe the Parish Council were right to recognise that further 

consultation and the September workshops were necessary. I, 

and many others, did not feel the consultation in January 2015 

sufficiently explained the position of the Council at that time or 

that villagers were being listened to. Since then this Parish 

Council have clearly demonstrated they have been listening to 

parishioners’ views and have shown respect in dealing with 

people. 

In summary, I write in support of the Draft Plan put forward by 

the Parish Council. I agree with the proposed numbers of 
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dwellings being put forward for reasons I have stated above.  As a 

document it does acknowledge some development will be 

necessary but that it needs to be controlled and limited to 

maintain this precious rural identity which is so much under threat 

nationally; and it does not commit us to irreversible construction 

and development such that future generations will be able to 

benefit from the many advantages of a small, but vibrant, caring 

rural community. 

I would like to thank the Parish Council and in particular the NP 

Steering Group for their hard work and dedication. Many of us 

appreciate the integrity, courage and fortitude that has been 

demonstrated by all Council members despite very difficult 

circumstances.  I thank you all. 

063 001 Geoffrey Vesey Holt   

First my apologies for not replying earlier and there is nothing in 

my comments that detracts from the hard work that has been put 
into this very useful and logical plan.  

My second point is a “lessons learnt” one. The current NP process 

is deeply flawed because government delegated responsibility and 

not authority. Authority lies with government down to MSDC who 

set the housing target and therefore should have responsibilty for 

the plan. Our housing targets should have been mitigated by 

MSDC because we are in an AONB and, a critical point in the 

specific case of HK, the narrow roads into HK which also restrict 

growth. The process was also flawed because it because its 25 

year time span was too short in relation to the work involved. The 

work involved appeared to be quite excessive for a small village 

with similar problems as other small Wealden villages such as 

Ardingly and West Hoathly. The NP should have been completed 

as a first draft by an accredited professional expert with local 

input into this first draft. 

Finally three points of detail: 

 It would be useful to know what the growth in housing has 

been since 1945 and some comparison with local and national 

growth. 

 Maintaining an age profile that is roughly similar to the 

national one would seem a reasonable objective. It puzzling 

that the -15 are above the national average but the 16-44 are 

significantly below (Figure 1). It is also worth noting that there 
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are be a number of children going to local private schools such 

as Cumnor. 

 Para 2.18: Is service time the reason why people do not use it 

? The first weekday bus to HH is at 0656 and gets to HH by 

0708 in time for train to London and the last bus is at 1910. It 

would interesting to know whether earlier and later buses 

would make any difference or whether it is just the 

convenience of the car. I would note that bus prices have been 

rising at an above inflation rate at a time when fuel prices 

have fallen and that these prices rises are affect sections of 

the population that can least afford them (it is in effect a 

regressive tax). 

Thank you again for the hard work and a very useful document 
that deserves support. 

064 001 Sue Karle   

I am sending this to you via Margaret Davey as I am in Spain with 

her. 

I like the NP, but am concerned that the point of the housing has 
been lost. 

It seems to me that what is required in HK, are small starter 

homes for those young families that, at present, cannot afford to 

live in the village. This would have implications for the viability of 
the school, which is so important to the life of the village. 

I think that the land behind St. Stephens Church should be in the 

NP as it will probably be built on whatever the NP says.  That 

would free up the entrance to Constance Wood Field, with the 

proviso that there is minimum disruption to the trees.  A row of 

small houses that back onto those trees and would be at a right 

angle to Hamsland, could be part of a Rural Exception Site as it 

already owned by MSDC.  The remainder of the field should be 

designated as a protected Greenspace, and left as it is, for the 
village to enjoy as of right. 

Hamsland is a bottle neck at busy times, but with care and use of 

available drives that should be manageable.  Every new house 
built has to have adequate provision for parking. 

The Police House Field seems an obvious place to build, but it 

should be as a continuation of the present row of houses, not a 
cul de sac. 
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HK does not need more big houses.  If possible it should be 

stipulated that providing affordable housing is the main reason for 
any building. 

There are instances of this in Gravelye Lane in Lindfield, where 
most of the houses are small terraced cottages. 

If more house are still needed, then the covenant on Jefferies 

Farm Front Field could be broken, enough to build a few small 

houses that front onto Sugar lane, protecting the large trees that 

are in that field.  The brownfield site of the Farm Buildings could 

be used to prevent further development by allowing larger houses 
in a cul de sac. 

I do not agree with any development on the Fields Behind 

Jefferies Farm, as it would create an urban environment quite out 
of keeping with the village. 

I do not agree with using any of the other sites. 

065 001 Claire Tester 
High Weald 

AONB Unit 
 

Please see attached the response from the High Weald AONB Unit 

to your Reg 14 consultation on the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

Re: Regulation 14 Consultation on Draft Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan 

Thank you for consulting the High Weald AONB Unit on your draft 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

The High Weald AONB Unit is funded by a partnership of 15 local 

authorities and Defra to provide advice on the conservation of the 

High Weald AONB, an exceptionally beautiful medieval landscape 

covering 1461 sq km across the counties of East and West 

Sussex, Kent and Surrey. The following comments are advisory 

and are intended to provide Horsted Keynes Parish Council with 

my professional views on the potential impacts of the 

Neighbourhood Plan on the High Weald landscape. These 

comments are not necessarily the views of the High Weald AONB 

Joint Advisory Committee. The scope of the advice in this letter is 

set by the statutory High Weald AONB Management Plan, which 

has been adopted by all partner authorities, including Mid Sussex 

District Council, as ‘their policy for the management of the area 

and for the carrying out of their functions in relation to it’. This 

advice also supports the duty on all public bodies and statutory 
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undertakers set out in Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of 

Way Act 2000 to have regard to ‘the purpose of conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty of AONBs. 

Firstly I would like to congratulate Horsted Keynes Parish Council 

for undertaking the considerable task of preparing a 

Neighbourhood Plan, and I appreciate the effort that has gone into 

producing this draft. There are, however, areas where I believe 

the Plan could be strengthened so that it can be used to guide 

development in a way that conserves and enhances the character 
of the AONB. 

As acknowledged in paragraph 2.8 of the draft Plan, Horsted 

Keynes lies entirely within the High Weald Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty. However there is disappointingly little in the 

Neighbourhood Plan that relates to this status or how it should 

affect the determination of planning applications in the parish. I 

recommend that Chapter 2 of the Plan, which summarises the 

local context including the history of Horsted Keynes, should also 

refer to the designation of the High Weald AONB in 1983 and the 

special characteristics which the designation is intended to 
protect. I am happy to advise on specific wording. 

With regard to the policies in the Neighbourhood Plan, again there 

is very little reference to the High Weald AONB. I accept that this 

will be to some extent covered by national policy and Mid Sussex 

Development Plan policies. Nonetheless, there are local features 

of the High Weald AONB in Horsted Keynes which merit specific 

reference and protection in policy. 

In particular I would refer you to the landscape character maps 

recently published by the High Weald AONB Unit which identify 

the special characteristics of the AONB for each parish. These can 

be viewed on 

http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/parish-
information.html 

These maps identify the landscape elements that characterise the 

High Weald AONB such as historic routeways, historic field 

boundaries and areas of ancient woodland, meadows and 

heathland within Horsted Keynes. Including reference to how 

development proposals should take account of these 

characteristics within a Neighbourhood Plan policy would be a 

good way of demonstrating how the Plan has had appropriate 

http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/parish-information.html
http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/parish-information.html
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regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural 
beauty of the AONB. 

The Management Plan and maps referred to above also refer to 

the characteristic settlement pattern of the High Weald and in 

particular the important role that farmsteads play in the 

landscape. Reference to this characteristic may also assist in 

supporting the choice of sites and the avoidance of large scale 

extensions to Horsted Keynes. In particular the allocation at 

Jeffreys Farm has the potential to support the historic settlement 
pattern providing its scale and design is handled sensitively. 

I am happy to meet to discuss the above comments further. The 

High Weald AONB Unit has also produced a short guide 

‘Neighbourhood Development Plans – considering the High Weald 

AONB in your plan’ which can be accessed on the same link 
above. 

025 004 Terry Higham   

Comment on SG’s statements which undermined or invalidated 

consultation on Jeffrey’ Farm Sites 

The following statement analyses the SG’s stated reasons for 

excluding green field Jeffrey’s Farm sites from the draft NP and 

why I and former SG colleagues consider them thoroughly 
misleading: 

 [SG’s stated reason shown in italics and followed by the analysis 

made by former SG members] 

1. The SG’s workshop booklet said JF Front Field should be 

excluded because a covenant prevents house-building on it – 

Following a public call in October 2014 for sites for either 

housing development or other community benefit, this site 

was submitted in 2014 as a development site and assessed by 

the consultant as sustainable and deliverable, but after the 

covenant first came to light in February 2015 the site owner 

decided to leave the site in his submission for recreational use 

and access to adjoining sites (both community benefits). So 

despite being repeatedly cited as a negative factor by the SG, 

the covenant was and remains no reason to exclude either this 

or adjoining sites. 

2. The consultant has said that the Front Field had a problem 

because of the covenant and was therefore “unlikely to come 
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forward” – As noted above, the site did come forward, has not 

been withdrawn, and remains in the site owner’s submission 

for non-housing purposes. The consultant knew all this as he 

originally assessed the site in 2014 and was part of the team 

which approved Draft 6 of the NP in May 2015 which 

successfully worked around its covenant restriction. So his 

comment is not only inexplicable but seriously misleading 

because it offers as relevant to a negative site  assessment a 

hypothetical point which had already been overtaken by well-

known events and should have been deleted by the SG, not 

issued to the public as if a valid reason for ruling out the site. 

3. The SG’s workshop booklet said that green field sites adjoining 

the Front Field were “only sustainable” if the Front Field was 

developed – The consultant never said that. He only linked the 

sustainability of adjoining sites to the Front Field because the 

latter offered them the best access to the village, which of 

course it can still do. 

4. A SG workshop group facilitator (Cllr. Webster) claimed at two 

successive workshops on 12 September that the site owners 

would not permit access to adjoining sites if Front Field was 

not developed – We have no idea where this fiction came 

from. The site owners have confirmed they never said this. 

5. The consultant has stated that access to green field sites 

adjoining Front Field would require a long access road, making 

them unviable – This assumes that access would be from the 

existing farm track, but the consultant knows that the former 

SG never proposed this track as the access point to these sites 

and strongly favoured the WSCC Highways’ suggestion of a 

Sugar Lane access point opposite or near the junction with 

Jeffreys, and access from there would be short or very short. 

In any case, it is not the consultant’s job to decide on the 

viability of developments as this would be for a potential 

developer to decide in the light of the scale of what was being 

proposed. The site owners have also proposed alternative 

means of access from Keysford Lane, but the SG have ignored 

this. 
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6. Under the heading of the Highways Officer’s site visit, the SG’s 

December papers said that “Provision of an alternative access 

point to the north was not considered to represent a 

demonstrably more feasible or safer solution” to the access 

problem. – Given its heading, the public would be bound to 

assume that this is what the Highways Officer had advised but 

in fact his written advice to the SG was the opposite, namely: 

“Suggest moving access northwards to between existing 

mature trees to reduce impact on vegetation and allow full 

standard visibility splays to be incorporated into the design." 

This exemplifies the SG’s readiness to mislead the public and 

their colleagues on the PC. 

7. The SG’s workshop booklet said that development of JF green 

field sites risked westward development sprawl or domino 

effect (a MSDC reservation) – In a meeting with myself and 

the then SG Chairman on 21 April 2015, MSDC’s NP Officer 

stated that if HK’s NP allocated these sites MSDC would 

require creation of an unbreachable boundary to address this 

risk. As the minutes show, the advice he gave the SG later on 

25 June stressed MSDC’s concerns but was in substance the 

same. At this latter meeting, the NP Officer said that he did 

not think the existing draft NP’s proposal of designated local 

green space would be a strong enough barrier to prevent 

future sprawl, but the SG was already in possession of the 

consultant’s advice back in February 2015 that an 

unbreachable boundary was still achievable, e.g. by donating 

boundary land to the PC. And the SG seem to have forgotten 

that in a letter to the SG Chairman in the same month MSDC 

stated that their policy was a bottom-up one to encourage 

communities to bring forward plans which met their own 

housing needs for the future. It is also their policy (indeed it is 

national policy) to ensure the provision of affordable homes for 

young families, and this policy is reflected in NP Objective 3. A 

‘plan’ which fails to do so does not meet HK’s local needs 

which by almost universal consent includes securing a future 

flow of pupils resident in HK for the school and pre-school 

groups. So, whilst finding practical ways of addressing MSDC’s 
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planning reservations is necessary, a SG which meekly caves 

in to them and drops excellent sites which are clearly needed 

for this vital purpose is failing in its duty to the community. 

8. The SG has pointed out that MSDC’s SHLAA (Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment) assesses the Sugar Lane Field 

site as “not currently developable” and rates its housing 

potential as zero – However, SHLAA also stated that if this site 

was needed to meet HK’s local housing needs it would be 

necessary for our NP to allocate it. In an email to me dated 1 

September 2015, the NP Officer stated that SHLAA is not a 

suitable basis for NP site allocations. 

9. The SG’s December papers claimed that questionnaires filled 

in by workshop attendees showed a majority against including 

JF green field sites – The workshop booklet was not an 

impartial basis for consulting on these sites as it contained 

invalid grounds for excluding them, presented no factors in 

their favour whatsoever, and separated them from all other 

sites by presenting them as “no longer being considered”. 

Mindful that 30 comments on JF sites made at January 2015 

consultation were 2:1 in favour of these sites being in the NP, 

two former SG members (a former Chairman and myself as 

the former Treasurer) separately audited the questionnaires. 

Despite the unfair influence of the booklet’s bias, we found no 

evidence of a majority against including the sites. In addition, 

we found evidence that the question asked was confusing, 

causing many respondents to feel the need to clarify their 

response. The confusing nature of the questions and answers 

was underlined by Cllr. Webster’s extraordinary claim at the 

PC’s December meeting that the SG’s former Chairman’s 

conclusions were based on an inadvertent reversal of the 

answers so that he had taken those favouring exclusion of the 

sites as favouring inclusion and visa versa. All by itself, her 

comment proved conclusively that the feedback on these sites 

was unreliable. I did my own audit the day after hearing her 

comment and came to broadly the same conclusions as my 

former colleague. 
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10. The SG’s trump card is that the community is opposed to 

“large developments” – This is the only objection the SG can 

reasonably claim has widespread support and all the reasons 

given above are attempts to bulk up a really weak case. But 

residents have never been consulted on what “large 

developments” means or whether proper screening of larger 

sites would meet their initial objections. Nor crucially have 

they been asked whether they would see well screened 

developments that can provide the population growth needed 

to support the school and shop and other amenities and to 

recover a full postal service as well as providing affordable 

homes for young families as a worthwhile trade-off. Policies 

for such sites would ensure that the village’s scenic character 

was protected but also offer the growth needed, and such 

policies had already been drafted by May 2015. 

066 001 Fiona Price   

I think we need to give serious consideration to the changing 

demographic of the village and the lack of lower cost housing in 

the area. This problem seems set to get worse in the future as 
house prices in the south east continue to rise. 

The current Plan does little to address the needs of middle and 

lower income families who wish to live in the village, some of 

whom have been raised locally and would like to be able to give 

their children a similar experience of village life to their own. 

Similarly the needs of one or two-person working households of 

similar economic status are not specifically addressed. I strongly 

refer the Planning Committee to the response from the St Giles 

School Board of Governors which sets out the positon succinctly 

and clearly. There are different models for providing this type of 

housing – we need to give more consideration to some variety of 
these models. 

067 001 Nick Schymyck   

Please find attached my comments on the draft Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

I have now read the draft Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan 

several times and think that it is a very professional, well - 

reasoned and sensible document. The Neighbourhood Plan 

Steering Group (NPSG) should be congratulated for all of the very 

hard and thorough work that has gone so far into the Plan.  
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It certainly seems to me from having attended one of the 

September facilitated consultation workshops, numerous NPSG 

monthly meetings and following the process closely, that the 

NPSG has listened to and taken into account of the majority of 

villagers' concerns particularly that the village should remain 'a 

small rural village in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty' and 

not have any new large scale housing developments which could 

spoil it.  

I have the following specific comments: 

1. Transparency /honesty I have been very impressed with 

the way that the NPSG has conducted itself throughout the 

process so far, often under enormous pressure. In particular I 

think that the NPSG has behaved transparently, honestly and 

with complete integrity. 

2. Engagement There has been a very good level of 

engagement by the Horsted Keynes' village community in the 

Neighbourhood Plan process which has led to this draft Plan. 

3. Large scale developments Apart from the wishes of a very 

small but vocal minority of village residents and landowners 

there is very little desire in Horsted Keynes for large scale 

developments and the draft Plan reflects this. 

4. Schools I have a very real concern that if we agree to large 

scale developments in the village that we do not have the 

primary school capacity to cope with a large influx of people. 

In addition it is apparent that we do not have good secondary 

school provision locally for a large increase in population. 

5. Road infrastructure We do not have the necessary road 

infrastructure to support a sizable population increase. If we 

agree to any large scale housing developments in the village 

then Horsted Keynes residents should prepare themselves for 

(a) much busier roads (b) congestion and (c) street lighting. 

Very few villagers have the appetite for any of these. Bear in 

mind that every new house has the potential to introduce at 

least 2 new cars to the village. 

6. Doctors/hospitals We barely have the medical infrastructure 

to support the current village population. Often I have had to 

wait over a week to get a non-urgent appointment at Lindfield 
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surgery. I have heard of other villagers having to wait even 

longer. 

7. Shop/pubs One of the arguments for large housing 

developments in the village is that we need these to continue 

to support the village shop and pub. This seems to me to be a 

'red herring'. I moved to the village in 2006 when we only had 

1 functioning pub + the British Legion. At that time I often 

visited the Green Man which was usually very quiet and I 

wondered how much longer it could survive. Sometimes I was 

the only customer! 10 years later the village now supports 2 

pubs + the British Legion with hardly any population change.  

I'm a big fan and also a user of the village shop and believe 

that we definitely will continue to need a thriving village shop 

in the future. An additional 50 or 100 houses would mean 

some increased business at the shop but this should not be 

used as a reason to support large scale development in the 

village. Bear in mind that many people buy their weekly 

groceries in large supermarkets such as Sainsbury's in 

Haywards Heath or, of course, on line. 

8. Policy HK1 states 'New residential development in Horsted 

Keynes Parish shall be contained within the built-up boundary 

of Horsted Keynes village as identified on the proposed map'. 

The land proposed for development under Policy HK19 / Land 

at Jeffirey's Farm is outside of the built-up boundary and 

should not therefore be included for development.  

As far as I am aware very few villagers want development 

over this side of the village and I really can't understand why 

this piece of land has been included in the Plan. I also 

understand that Mid - Sussex District Council are not in favour 

of any developments here outside of the village's 'defensible 

boundary' that could potentially lead to development sprawl 

into other neighbouring fields.  

I think that this is a very real and significant risk if 
development takes place on the land at Jeffrey's Farm. 

9. Policy HK20 / Land at Westall House. The draft Plan states 

that the profile of the village includes 'a high number of people 

either approaching or having reached retirement age'. This 
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item involves further development of an existing site i.e. 

Westall House. I am pleased that the needs of elderly villagers 

have been taken into account in the draft Plan and would 

definitely support the additional extra care apartments here.  

10. Policy HK18 / Police House Field. This piece of land is 

adjacent to the current village boundary and for any 

development here I think that we need some kind of 

assurance or certainty that development here will not lead to 

development creep and will be restricted to just the 10 

dwellings suggested. 

I look forward to seeing how the Plan develops towards 

finalisation during the next few months. 

068  Julia Schymyck   

I attach my comments on the Pre-Submission Draft of the HK 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

I would like to express my thanks to the Horsted Keynes Parish 

Council and to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group for the 

enormous amount of work they have done to get us to this stage 

and for giving so freely of their time to achieve this. The Draft 

Plan is a thorough and well-crafted document which broadly 

reflects the views expressed during the consultation by villagers. 

The Parish Council and Steering Group should be congratulated on 

having achieved this. 

Views expressed by villagers to date 

The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has undertaken major 

consultation with the community over an extensive period as 

noted at paras. 1.12 and 1.13 of the Draft Plan. The very 

thorough workshops held in September 2015 and the comments 

made at Steering Group and Parish Council meetings I have 

attended clearly indicated that the majority are not in favour of 

large-scale development. As the Draft Plan states at para. 5.3 

'There is an overwhelming desire to maintain the scale, style and 

setting of the parish settlements and to protect the surrounding 
countryside from inappropriate development.'  

I suspect many-people who made their points in the consultation 

and now think the Draft Plan is 'on the right lines' will not feel the 

need to write and say so. Submissions may therefore 
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disproportionately reflect the views of those who do not support 

the Draft Plan and this should be borne in mind. 

Built-Up Area Boundary 

As the Draft Plan states at para 5.2, opportunities for additional 

housing supply are extremely constrained. All three proposed 

sites in the Draft Plan are outside the Built-Up Area Boundary. 

Policy HK1 states that new residential development outside the 

Boundary will not be permitted unless (amongst other things) 
they are these three sites.  

I appreciate that balancing the development constraints with a 

desire to allow some small-scale development is a difficult circle to 

square and that some of the proposed sites may have merit (see 

my comments below.) I do think, however, that more thought 

needs to be given to the specific situations in which sites outside 

the Boundary may be developed, in order to prevent undesirable 

precedents being set and to respect the majority view noted at 

para 4.1 of the importance of avoiding sprawl. What is to prevent 

further sites being added, at the five year review stage, which are 

also currently outside the Boundary? Infill development avoids 

sprawl and I wonder whether any assessment has been done of 

the potential scope for this? 

Traffic 

Community consultation has indicated that traffic volumes are a 

significant problem in the village and, in particular, an issue as 

regards children (para 2.25). For me, increased traffic and 

compromised road safety are particularly important issues, 

especially as Horsted Keynes has high general car ownership 

(2.14). This informs some of my comments on specific site 

allocations below. 

Police House Field 

I think this is acceptable presuming car parking provision is in line 

with draft policy HK16. The number of dwellings, for this and the 

other sites below, should be stated as a 'maximum' rather than an 

'approximate' number. Ten is on the large side and I would prefer 

six to avoid build-up of traffic at certain times at the site entrance 
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which is between a junction where visibility is restricted and a 

right¬angle bend in the road. 

Land at Jeffreys Farm 

I do not think this land should be developed for two main reasons. 

First, I think access from Sugar Lane would be dangerous, given 

the bend in the lane close to it. On 3 May a visitor to my house 

parked outside it on Sugar Lane and her car was hit by a hit-and-

run driver and damaged to the extent that is was written off. The 

driver was coming in the direction from the Lewes Road junction 

and going towards the junction with Station Road and appears to 

have misjudged the bend in the lane between these two points. 

Rather than a car it could have been a cyclist or a child who was 
hit.  

Second, I agree with the assessment of the site made by Mid-

Sussex Council in 2013 when it determined it to be unsuitable for 

development for a number of reasons including breaching the 

defensible boundary of Sugar Lane, providing a precedent for 

similar sites to be considered for development. My main concern 

is 'creep' and the Draft Plan does not allay my fears on this. 

Land at Westall House 

The Draft Plan refers to the 'older' demographic of village 

residents and development of Westall House would allow villagers 

to remain local when they reach they stage of requiring a more 

'supported' living environment, rather than suffer the disruption of 
moving to a new area.  

The new units will not materially increase traffic (particularly 

important as there will be extra traffic from the nearby Police 

House Field site if that is developed). 

069 001 Joanna Poole   

I am in complete support of the Neighbourhood Plan.  Having 

followed its twists and turns from the beginning, I think it is 

exactly what is needed.   Most people who reside in Horsted 

Keynes do so because we want to live in this blissful rural village.  

We don't want large developments, increased traffic, street 

lighting etc.  Although I see a need for a small amount of 

affordable homes, I know none of us want to loose any of the 

open green spaces we are lucky enough to have access to.  Or to 

be honest, most people I have spoken to don't want any 
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development near where their house - they like their view / don't 
want more noise / like the feeling of space etc. 

070 001 
Fiona & Graham 

Welford 
  

We would like to support the Neighbourhood Plan prepared by the 

Parish Council, and the three small sites identified (Jeffreys Farm, 
Westhall, Police House field). 

We think this is appropriate expansion for a village the size of 

Horsted Keynes, so that it can retain its village character. 

We were alarmed at the excessive number of houses suggested in 

previous drafts of the plan. We hope that this more modest plan 

will get the support from the majority of the village, especially 
now the larger, contentious sites have been removed 

071 001 Helen Townsend   

Firstly I would like to thank the members of the Parish Council, 

both past and present for their hard work in producing the 

Neighbourhood Plan and in giving villagers the opportunity to 
engage with the process. 

However, I do wish to express my disappointment and 
disagreement with the proposals.  

I consider the Neighbourhood Plan to be unimaginative and 
lacking in hope and humanity. 

The number and type of dwellings being proposed does not reflect 

the needs and priorities of the village or of the wider local area, 

but rather suggests a demographic profile skewing towards the 
wealthier.  

At the workshop  attended, I did feel that many participants were 

guilty of the classic 'not in my backyard' with little argument 

beyond self-interest. We need to have some level of control over 

development but we should facilitate the right developers to 

support our housing needs; I can't imagine our village without 

Cheeleys, Hamsland, Rixons, Lucas and Jeffreys although I am 

sure there was similar concern at each of those developments. 

Please reconsider the other potential sites previously under 
discussion. 

072 001 Phil and Gill Green   

Thank you to you and your predecessors for all the work that has 

gone into a very difficult process and for all the time you have 
given to producing a detailed and informative plan. 

We are responding as active members of the village community 

over the last 24 years, who have run and been involved in 
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organisations including the Village Playgroup, Friends of St. Giles, 

Scouts, Football Club and Cubs and also currently running 
businesses from home and the HK business park. 

There are some very clearly thought out policies which we are 

very happy to support, however we have serious concerns that 

Neighbourhood Objective 3.3 only partially addresses the needs 

clearly  identified in the socio-economic profile in 2.14 – namely 
that:  

 There is a low proportion of young families but a high number 

of people either approaching or having already reached 

retirement age. 

 Growth in population has been below the district average, 

reflective of Horsted Keynes’s role in the district as a small 

rural settlement. This growth has been in those of retirement 

age. Horsted Keynes is a community that is increasingly living 

in households consisting of fewer people. 

 Horsted Keynes is dominated by detached housing, 

representing nearly 50% of its housing stock. There is a very 

high proportion of 4- and 5-bed properties compared to the 

district. By contrast, the proportion of 3- and particularly 2-

bed properties is much lower. Given the growing proportion of 

smaller households in Horsted Keynes, there is a potential 

mismatch between the supply of properties (which are large) 

and the needs of households (which are for smaller 

properties). 

 The North West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA) Update2 was published in 2014. This highlighted that 

affordability is a significant issue with over 44% of households 

in Mid Sussex District unable to rent or buy a property without 

assistance.  with and your that the site selection and quantity 

of dwellings is insufficient to meet 

The obvious tension between the two points contained in objective 

3.3, namely 1.Meet Horsted Keynes’s housing needs over the plan 

period with emphasis on housing that addresses the needs of 

younger people and 2. families to help maintain the village age 

profile., is clear and unaddressed in your plan. If the age profile of 

the village is already dominated by those approaching retirement 
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surely we need to emphasis the first point by providing housing 
that addresses the needs of younger families. 

We have seen younger, village-born, friends from the football club 

and playgroup being forced to find accommodation outside the 

village on affordability grounds. The obvious knock on to the 

village facilities and in particular the evidence of the school which 

we understand has falling numbers as well as the recent folding of 

the football team and inability to continue the cubs and youth club 

highlight the problem. 

This affordability factor underlies the problem of retaining or 

attracting younger families to the village. Whilst policy HK2 seems 

to provide a good mix of housing the selected sites do not provide 

enough affordable housing and the plan is silent on whether any 

of the properties will be affordable rented accommodation. We 

cannot see how this will pass the test proposed in District Plan DP 
29. 

Whilst our home could potentially be affected by one of the earlier 

proposed sites we still feel that insufficient numbers of new homes 

have been suggested and in particular, insufficient affordable 

homes which would ideally include a number of rental properties 

designated for those with links to the village. The issue of quality 

smaller houses for those retirees wishing to downsize has also not 

been fully addressed notwithstanding the extension of the 
commercial operation at Westall. 

Finally we recognise that the road access into and around the 

village is poor but would urge you to consider expanding the 

number of proposed sites and new houses. 

Thanks again for all your hard work. 

073 001 
Kevin Leslie 

Coulson 
  

Please accept my observations regarding the neighbourhood plan, 

sorry it's a bit last minute. 

Looking at the housing spread, I would support the N.W.Sussex 

SHMA targets of: 

1 bed    25% 

2 bed   50% 

3 bed   20% 

4+ bed  5% 
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I think the village plan isn't weighed in favour of the smaller 

properties enough. I'd like to think of my children staying here 
when they leave school if at all possible. 

Affordable housing should be a priority and the letter I saw 

yesterday from Mrs. Francis regarding the link between the school 

and future development is on the button. 

I agree that any new housing should be as carbon neutral as 

possible, but would go farther and have renewable and 

sustainable energy provisions built in as a demand, rather than 

'strongly supported'. 

I really don't like the idea of Westall House being the solution to 

the aging population downsize issue. To suggest putting them all 

in one place, on the farthest site away from the village centre is 
madness. 

If I were in that position in my later years I'd want to be able to 

walk within the village and not be stranded in a remote location 
with no footpath or bus stop 'waiting for god.'  

I'm uncomfortable with the fact that all three sites are outside the 

built up area, as one of the things I felt most strongly about was 
not increasing the village footprint. 

I thought a part of The Old Rectory nearest the Church Lane gate 

would have been perfect for being within the centre of the village 

for the elderly, also younger families would have a very short walk 
to school, both helping arrest increase in car use. 

Limitations to traffic movement could be implemented at school 
run times and nobody would have their views ruined. 

I would be most strongly against building on the other side of 

Church Lane for a similar reason as The Martindale's view is the 

one aspect of the village that is enjoyed by everyone from 1 to 
100 years old. 

The recreation ground, cricket field and tennis courts should also 

remain where they are due to their central position and not be 

moved to a more peripheral location to make way for housing. 

I like the idea of the shop being an asset of community value, this 

is an important hub of our community and must be preserved, I 
really feel the loss of the post office highlights this. 

Although it is something we can't do a great deal about, transport 

infrastructure should be improved and subsidised by Mid Sussex 
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Council if they want housing built in more 'remote' locations, like 
ours. 

I'd like to see traffic calming at three spots on Station Road, the 
village rat run, to protect the school walk and Martindale events. 

This could be either sleeping policemen or directional priority 
points and maybe triggered flashing speed indicators.  

I'd like to see one around Lewes Road, one near Leighton Road 

and another down from Rixons Close. 

Not traffic lights though. 

Finally, Fracking, as mentioned by Helena at the meeting the 
other week, should be opposed. 

4.3 (c) mentions 'extraction of minerals'. This loop hole should 

ring alarm bells and we must be robust in our rejection of any 
potential future proposals. 

Thank you for the opportunity to air my views 

074 001 Kenton Lawton   

Please find attached my comments: 

Comments on Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan, 2016-2031, 
Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Draft April 2016 

Please find my comments on this document 

Vision and objectives 

In 2014 the Parish was widely consulted on the Vision and 

Objectives for the Neighbourhood Plan (NP). This is clearly the 

starting point for any development of a NP. This consultation 

included publication for comment in the P&P, personal visits to the 

school, pre-school, shop etc. 

The last public Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (NPSG) 

meeting took place in November 2015 and in January 2016 it was 

clear to the NPSG that the widely consulted vison and objectives 

could not be achieved with the current draft plan. At a private 

work group meeting of the NP it was minuted that the vision and 

objectives “may need reviewing as they have become out of step 

with current proposals” (quote from the ‘NP work group’ meeting 
on 25th January 2016.) 

In February 2016 the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (NPSG) 

without any public consultation decided to change both the vision 

and the objectives to suit the current proposals. 
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Vision Statement 

With regards to the vision statement, the advice to the previous 

NPSG from the consultant Chris Bowden, who I believe you are 

still using, was in September 2014 as follows: 

“Preparing a vision and objectives 

1. A successful plan will be one that starts with a vision of what 

HK will look like at the end of the plan period (to 2031). From 

this will come a series of objectives and from these objectives 

will ultimately come the policies that will form the core of the 

NP. Ensuring that this relationship of vision-objective-policy is 

maintained will help to ensure the NP is focused and the 

policies are consistent with one another. 

2. What a vision is not is a short, one sentence statement. This 

ends up being all ‘motherhood and apple pie’. A good vision 

must enable people to distinguish this as HK and the 

community will be able to associate with it. So a vision needs 

to be a few paragraphs long and should describe what the 

place is like at the end of the plan period and how it got 

there.” 

Unfortunately what has now been produced by the NPSG without 

any public consultation and against the advice of your consultant 

is exactly what he advised against. “It is not a short one sentence 

statement….which ends up being all motherhood and apple pie” 

Although split into four sentences that is exactly what it now is 
and could equally well apply to any number of rural villages. 

You should be following the consultant’s advice and reinstating 

the widely consulted original vision. 

Objectives 

The objectives again were widely consulted on both prior and 
during the January 2015 site consultations. 

This consultation process on the objectives received 113 

responses in total. From these responses 94% either agreed or 

strongly agreed with these objectives. These results were made 
public in January 2015 
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In January 2016 at a private NP ‘work group’ meeting these 

objectives were changed by the NPSG without any public 
consultation. 

Specifically objective 3 now states ‘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’ but has removed any requirement 

to increase the population. This is impossible to achieve with this 

plan with the minimal development currently proposed. The parish 

consultation process referred to above in January 2015 recorded 
71% either agreeing or strongly agreeing with this objective. 

It is wholly inappropriate for the NPSG to change the widely 

consulted and approved vision and objectives at the 11th hour 

with no consultation to fit the current proposals and is clearly 

putting the cart before the horse. 

An ageing population and the implication on the school and other 

key amenities 

Horsted Keynes (HK) has an ageing population and this is a 

serious concern which the current draft plan NP has failed to 
address. 

In the last 10 years HK’s population has grown by 5% over this 

same time period over 60’s population has grown by 21%. Almost 

30% of the HK population are over 60. (Office of national 
statistics 2001 to 2011) 

Your draft plan does indeed acknowledge that 83% of residents 

expect to retire in the next 10 to 14 years (the period of this draft 

plan) and 94% of residents plan to stay in HK upon retirement. 

(HK survey 2012) but your draft plan has failed to address the 
impact this will have on the village. 

The implications of this ticking ageing time bomb are wide 

ranging. Arguably the most important issue is the viability of the 

local school. 

Whilst in section 3 you refer to the challenges facing Horsted 

Keynes, you have not included the adverse effect of the ageing 

population on the viability of the school. 30% of the population 

are over 60 and 83% of residents expect to retire during this plan 

period and almost all plan to stay in the Parish. Clearly with this 

ever ageing population and limited new housing for new families 
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with children the impact on the school cannot be overlooked in 

this important document and should also be addressed through 
suitable new developments and sufficient affordable housing. 

The 2009 Village Plan recognised the importance of some of the 

key village assets of ‘the village green, the school, the church, the 

pub, the bus service, the village shop and the post office’. HK has 

recently lost another key asset, a full time Post Office. Section 

2.20 to 2.22 covers the village shop but does not make any 

reference to the fact that an increase in population through 

necessary development would support such essential village 

amenities. The same point of an increase in population through 

development can be made on 2.23 the village public houses. 

Affordable housing 

The community has been widely consulted on many aspects of a 

plan for the Parish. When asked what is important to villagers one 

of the key issues is that of insufficient affordable housing. 

In 2009 the village widely consulted on a “Village Plan 2009”. 

There were responses from 563 returns covering 70% of occupied 

residencies. This document indicated that “There was an 

overwhelming, albeit cautious, support for a small development of 

affordable housing for local people”. 

In 2012 the NPSG carried out a survey (survey 1) to which there 

were 322 responses. In that questionnaire it was clear that there 

was a concern over a lack of affordable housing from the question 

“If you have children, when they eventually move out, would they 

prefer to remain local but anticipate finding housing affordability 
prohibitive”. 72% answered yes 

In January 2015 the NPSG carried out a site consultation event in 

the village hall. At that event 55 people who expressed a view 

supported affordable housing with provisos over local connections 

and rentable houses not being able to be sold off 

In September 2015 at NPSG workshop events the summary 

document states “The need for some of the new housing to be 
affordable”. 

In section 2.14 you state “In Horsted Keynes parish, the picture is 

even starker. Just taking evidence from the housing register 

shows that in March 2016, there was a total of 17 households on 
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the register with a local connection, with 12 of these having 
Horsted Keynes as their first choice.” 

It is therefore clear from all of this feedback from residents and 

the actual need on the housing register that there is a need and 
desire for affordable housing in Horsted Keynes. 

I see from the draft NP that the entire section relating to 

Affordable Housing for local needs which was included up until 

mid-2015 in the previous draft plan has been removed. Given the 

clear need and wish for affordable housing in the Parish which has 

been widely consulted on, this needs reinstating along with Policy 

H2 relating to it. You clearly state that there is a need for 

affordable housing within the village but have failed to address 

this critical issue. 

The needs of older people 

The Parish has again been widely consulted on the needs of older 
people. 

In 2012 the village survey clearly identified the aging population 

issue and when asked “would you consider downsizing if suitable 

low maintenance and energy efficient properties were available on 

retirement” 160 respondents confirmed that they would like to 
downsize. 

In the previous iteration of the draft plan there was a policy in 

place (policy H3) which covered the dwelling appropriate for the 

needs of older people. This should be included in this NP. 

Consultation workshops and site specific comments 

Consultation 

Section 1.13 suggests that the community were able to review 

and discuss all potential development sites at the September 

workshop sessions. However this was only for sites that were up 

for consideration. The sites for discussion had been pre-selected 

by the steering group and specifically excluded the independently 
assessed sustainable sites of Sugar Lane – sites 14, 16 and 17. 

The workshops were facilitated by amongst others, those with a 
conflict of interest and no conflict of interest was declared. 

Individuals were also misled at these workshops with facilitators 
providing false information about these sites. 
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Section 1.13 also specifically states that there were ’Monthly 

meetings of the HKNPSG which parishioners were invited to 

attend and to ask questions in an open forum session at the 

beginning of each meeting ‘. This is incorrect. Following the 

September workshop events in September 2015 and May 2016 

and a critical time in the development of the draft plan there were 

only two meetings public meetings in that eight month period. 

The last meeting was in November when huge criticism over the 

approach being taken was voiced by many parishioners present. 

Since that date not one public meeting of the NPSG has been 
held. 

Given this lack of public meetings the only avenue open to 

parishioners to engage in the consultation process was by email 

or face to face. Consultation by email has not been possible as 

both the steering group and Parish council have refused to answer 

any key issues raised by members of the previous steering group. 

A request in December 2015 for a face to face meeting between 

the same individuals and the new steering group was at first 

agreed by PC chairman Loz Allen but then, on his resignation 

shortly afterwards, refused. Indeed in January 2016 the Parish 

Council accused our attempts to engage with the process as 
vexatious. 

Section 1.13 is therefore incorrect and should be amended to 

reflect these facts. 

Site specific comments 

1. Abbeyfield 

I am unsure how Abbeyfield Westall House has managed to be 
included into the draft plan. 

Following the initial land call in November 2014, site HKNP005 

was put forward – land adjacent to Abbeyfield. Chris Bowden, who 

I believe is still your current consultant, carried out a full 

sustainability assessment on all sites put forward and site 

HKNP005 was classed as ‘red’ which classed the site as a ‘site that 

is unsuitable or unsustainable for development’. The reasons 
given for this status by your current consultant were as follows: 

 The site is outside the village boundary 

 There is no footpath connecting the site to the village 
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 “A reasonably busy route that would have to be crossed in 

order to reach the centre of the village on foot. This is unsafe 

and unsuitable for people requiring sheltered accommodation.” 

Given that this site (HKNP 005) was excluded from the possible 

sites for inclusion by your consultant in November 2014, I fail to 

see how a site adjacent to and further from the village centre for 

the same sheltered accommodation can be deemed by that same 
consultant as appropriate. 

I also note that policy HK states that ‘New developments shall 

include publicly accessible footways’. Does the Abbeyfield site 

provide this to satisfy this policy? I do not understand how the 

site HKNP005 considered for the same type of sheltered 

accommodation would have residents with different mobility to 

that of the Abbeyfield site. 

If the NPSG are using different criteria for different sites that is 

not only completely wrong but you are potentially opening 

yourselves to litigation from landowners that have been treated 

differently. This does not appear to be a level playing field. I can 

only deduce from this sites inclusion in the draft plan that its 

inclusion suits the NPSG against the advice of the consultant. 

2. Sugar Lane sites 

I refer to sites HKNP 14, 16 and 17 that were submitted to the 
NPSG in the November 2014 land call. 

The consultant you are using to assist you in the production of a 

suitable NP assessed these two sites as two out of six of the most 
sustainable sites in that land call in 2014. 

At the January 2015 public consultation event the Sugar Lane 

sites were the second most preferred sites for development with 

twice the number expressing a desire to see these sites included 
rather than against their inclusion. 

In May 2015 following an anti-Sugar Lane development 

movement, a number of local residents unhappy with their 

inclusion, including Mike Kirk who publicly stated he was standing 

to prevent development on these sites and Celia Vince who lives 

in a house surrounded by four potential development sites, were 

elected to the Parish Council (PC) and joined the NPSG. 
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The PC then voted to remove all non PC members from the NPSG 

eventually leaving a NPSG consisting of four Parish Councillors, 

two of whom had conflicts of interests on these specific sites. 

Whilst declarations of interest were made and dispensations 

issued it is difficult to believe that an objective approach was 

taken in the NPSG deciding to remove these sites from the 
process despite no fundamental change in circumstances. 

At the September workshop events held by the NPSG, the Sugar 

Lane sites were separated from all other sites by being headed ‘no 

longer being considered’, despite them being the preferred choice 
of those expressing a preference in January 2015. 

Instead of including them a very badly worded question was 

asked following the workshops “Do you think it is correct to no 

longer consider this site?” 

When the questionnaires were available for inspection I visited the 

Parish Office and went through all 126 responses to this question. 

The output was as follows: 

Site 14 

Should be considered 63 

Should be excluded 49 

No view 12 

Site 16 

Should be considered 63 

Should be excluded 48 

No view 13 

I sent this information to the Parish Council prior to the PC 

meeting on 8th December stating that there was a clear majority 

from all consultations that these sites should be included. This 

matter was discussed at the PC meeting on 8th December but Cllr 

Webster stated that she assumed I had misunderstood the 

question as the results were mirrored. This is not the case as 

noted by Terry Higham who also visited the Parish office to review 

the results. 

The answer that I misunderstood the question was taken as fact 

by the PC when voting on whether to include or exclude these 
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sites. The PC were voting on a most important point without 
having all the actual facts presented to them 

The only assumption that can be drawn from this is because a 

steering group with two out of the four members of this group live 

adjacent to these sites and one has specifically stated he is 

opposed to development. 

A clear majority of the Parishioners asked in January stated these 

sites were their second most preferred sites and the majority 

disagreed with the NPSG decision to remove the sites from 

consideration. 

The Parish should decide which sites they think are most 

appropriate based on unbiased objective facts. They have been 

prevented from doing so by a NPSG with a huge conflict of 

interest over these sites. 

Summary 

There is much to be commended in this neighbourhood plan, 

although analysing the content over 80% of it was produced in 
June 2015 by the previous steering group. 

There are significant issues which the plan, whilst acknowledging 

the problems, has specifically chosen to ignore offering a solution. 

Most significantly the effect of the ageing population and its knock 

on effect for fewer young families and the long term effect on the 

school and vital amenities and the lack of provision of affordable 

housing where there is a clear identified need. 

It is very disappointing that the Parish Council has allowed this 

difficult and divisive process to be managed by a steering group 

whose make up is comprised of 50% with a significant conflict of 

interest over key development sites. This exposes the Parish 

Council to a lack of objectivity in the production of this plan. 

Personal Statement 

Finally I would like to set the record straight in relation to your 

public accusation about my position on 21st January 2016 on two 
points: 

It was stated that I “wish to see significant development on the 

Jeffreys Farm and Old Rectory sites”. That is absolutely incorrect. 

I have never stated I am supportive of developments on these 

sites. My position has always been that I was pointing out that 
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these sites were favoured by the independent consultant 

employed by the PC and in all non-biased consultations these 
have been the favoured sites of the majority of parishioners. 

The second statement that I have been accused of is that I “want 

a large new estate”. That is absolutely not true. I have merely 

sought to present facts that without development the ageing 

profile of the village combined with lack of new affordable homes 
will call into doubt the viability of key amenities within the village. 

I am saddened that despite having devoted many hundreds of 

hours to both the Parish Council and the Neighbourhood Plan 

process, despite numerous requests, the PC has chosen to take 

this inexplicable stance of refusing to remove these false 
statements about me from their website. 

025 005 Terry Higham   

I have sent the email below to the NP comments site and received 

an immediate acknowledgement, as I did for my first set of 

comments. However, an automated reply wouldn't be able to deal 

with my PS which I'd be grateful if you could look into. 

PS re acknowledgements: I had an immediate acknowledgement 

on submission of my first set of comments but don't believe I've 

had any for submissions on 17th and 18th May 

(TH'sComments2NPMay2016 & TH'sComments3NPMay2016). If 

you haven't got these on file please let me know and I'll email 

them again. 

023 010 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapters 7 Business 

and Employment and 8 Transport.  In reviewing the document I 

have compared it with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by 

the previous Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 

95% of the content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments 

mainly draw attention to the important matters from the June 15 

draft which have been changed or omitted from the current 

document and which have undermined its validity as an 

expression of the wishes of the community and its suitability as a 

formal planning document.  My comments are: 

1. It is noted that the section and policy in the June 2015 draft 

relating to the conversion of vacant premises for employment 

have been omitted.  This was intended to promote flexibility of 
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use of existing commercial premises which could otherwise be 

lost, for example to housing, to the detriment of employment 

opportunities within the parish, and was considered to be an 

important matter by your consultant at that time.  Why has 

this now been omitted? 

2. Paragraphs 7.4 to 7.6; Policy HK12: Expansion of existing 

commercial premises (previously Conversion or expansion).  

Horsted Keynes Business Park and the Bluebell Railway have 

been excluded from your list of significant employment 

providers.  Both are surely important providers, the former the 

most important in the parish, so why have they been omitted?  

The conversion of existing commercial premises has been 

excluded from the title and from Policy HK12 although 

reference to it is still made to it in Paragraph 7.5, which 

correctly recognises the benefits conversion could bring.  Why 

therefore has this been omitted from the policy? 

3. It is noted that the June 2015 Policy BE3: Protection of 

Existing Commercial Premises or Land has been omitted.  

Again this was considered by your consultant at the time to be 

an important component of protecting local employment, so 

why has it now been omitted.  Its inclusion would of course 

raise issues about the development of Site 13, the Chicken 

Farm site, so please confirm the decision to sacrifice the 

policy, which could clearly be detrimental to sustainable 

employment opportunities elsewhere in the Parish, was not 

taken to protect one of the only sites you were prepared to 

allocate. 

4. Policy HK13: Broadband and Telecommunications.  High speed 

broadband has already been provided in the village – or hadn’t 

you noticed.  Planning permission is not required for further 

installation of the kind to which you refer, so the policy is 

redundant.  In any event policies should either permit or 

disallow not support.  This policy is unnecessary and should be 

omitted. 

5. Paragraph 7.8; Policy HK14: Mobile Phone Masts.  All sites 

proposed for mobile phone masts were strongly supported at 

consultation not just the site west of Birchgrove Road, and it is 
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untrue to say that support was received for only one.  The 

policy should therefore permit mast erection on any suitable 

site which comes forward, not just the one as far away as 

possible from Sugar Lane. 

6. Section 8 Transport.  It is noted that the sections in the July 

15 draft relating to minimising the impact of road traffic and 

public transport (particularly the bus service) have both been 

omitted, despite these both being very important issues for 

the community. Are these issues not of interest to the PC, or 

is it perhaps that the issues discussed under these headings in 

the previous draft provided support for significant sustainable 

development and population growth, which the PC has been at 

great pains to avoid in this draft. 

The comments above relate either to omissions which are 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community, or the 

consequences of careless policy drafting which are liable to have 

unintended consequences. The document should be revised to 

correct these errors. 

023 011 Peter Whatling   

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 9 Site 

Allocations. 

The allocation of sites is the most important part of a 

neighbourhood plan because it provides an opportunity for the 

community as a whole to determine the nature and extent of the 

development it needs to meet its aspirations for the future.  

Paragraph 9.2 of the Draft claims to “identify housing allocations 

which achieve the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan”.  

However, it is absolutely clear that the three sites proposed 

spectacularly fail to meet these objectives, particularly in regard 

to providing for “Horsted Keynes’s housing needs over the plan 

period with emphasis on housing that addresses the needs of 

younger people and families” (extract from Objective 3), which 

itself is key to meeting the other objectives relating to supporting 

local services, facilities and employment. 

This chronic failure is despite the fact that several suitable sites, 

assessed as sustainable by your expert consultant following the 

first call for land and which were acknowledged as capable of 
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meeting the village’s housing needs, were put forward by local 

land owners who are known to have the interests of the village at 

heart.  I believe that these land owners would have been willing 

to work with the PC to agree outline proposals for their sites 

which could have been presented to the community as part of a 

proper consultation process, such that an informed consensus 

could emerge as to the preferences of the whole community, in an 

open, transparent manner.  This would be in stark contrast to the 

closed, secretive process which has led to the present proposals in 
the document. 

With regard to the specific sites you have allocated my comments 

are: 

1. Paragraphs 9.7 to 9.12; Policy HK18: Police House Field.  The 

proposal to erect 10 dwellings on a site of .26 hectares 

represents a housing density of 38 per hectare, which is 

double the density of typical areas within the village.  It may 

be noted that the adjacent land to the west of the site, from 

its western boundary to the eastern edge of Borderlands is 

approximately the same size, and contains only 5 dwellings, 

none of which could be described as large.  Since access to the 

PHF site needs to be via a junction close to its western 

boundary the site will also need to accommodate an access 

road along its full length together with adequate areas for 

parking and turning, all of which will occupy a significant 

proportion of the space available.  Unless therefore it is 

proposed to provide a development of small terraced houses, 

which I do not believe would be acceptable on such a 

prominent gateway to the village, it will not be possible to 

accommodate 10 dwellings on this site and 6 would be much 

more feasible, at a density of 28 per hectare.  Has your 

proposal been properly thought through? 

2. Paragraphs 9.13 to 9.15; Policy HK19: Land at Jeffreys Farm.  

In contrast, the proposal to erect only 6 dwellings on a site of 

0.7 hectares, a density of less than 9 per hectare, is profligate 

and irresponsible in its use of valuable land in an AONB, and 

cannot be acceptable.  Such houses would, by definition, be 

extremely large and expensive and not at all in accordance 
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with the objective of providing more affordable housing for 

young families.  Paragraph 9.13 indicates that access will be 

along the existing farm track.  However, the advice from the 

WSCC expert who visited the site on 1st July 2015 stated 

“Existing access has limited visibility and limited scope to 

improve it without purchasing additional land. Suggest moving 

access northwards to between existing mature trees to reduce 

impact on vegetation and allow full standard visibility splays to 

be incorporated into the design”.  The PC has chosen to ignore 

this advice, although no doubt developers would have to take 

due regard of it, and the requirement to acquire additional 

land and construct a new access road could render the site 

uneconomic, particularly if the dwelling size requirements in 

Policy HK2 are adhered to.  Has this been taken account of in 

assessing its viability/achievability?  The allocation of this site 

should be reassessed. 

3. Paragraphs 9.16 to 9.20; Policy HK20: Land at Westall House.  

The Westall House proposals are for C2 places which do not 

qualify as independent dwellings for planning purposes.  This 

allocation should therefore be removed from the plan.  The PC 

was aware of this well before the publication of this Pre-

submission Draft which begs the question as to why 

publication was permitted with such a significant error.  It is 

difficult not to draw the conclusion that the reason for this was 

to massage the numbers presented to mask the truth about 

the extremely low allocation.  A total of 30 dwellings has been 

proposed on the 3 sites together, a meagre number given the 

clearly expressed wishes of the community, but this falls to 16 

if Westall House is excluded, around 1 per year for the period 

of the plan, which is derisory.  Please confirm that this was not 

the reason the site remained allocated within the plan. 

The failure to meet the challenge of allocating the sites needed to 

realise the plan objectives must be corrected.  A proper approach 

to the land owners of all sites previously assessed as sustainable 

should be made in order to invite them to submit outline details of 

proposals for their sites.  These should then be presented within a 

further comprehensive consultation process which would enable 
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the views of the community to be properly assessed and an 

allocation of sites to be developed which can meet the needs and 
aspirations of the whole community. 

I recognise that this will take considerable time and delay the 

next stage of the plan’s progress.  However, to echo the 

statement of Cllr Vince in her email of 11 June 2015 to the then 

Steering Group members “it is more important to get this right 
than to be quick”. 

075 001 Paul French   

This document clearly sets out the need for low cost housing and 

for smaller dwellings of 1-2 and 3 bedrooms.  “Low-cost” should 

mean affordable for people earning the local average salary and 

such housing should obviously be within reach for key workers 

such as teachers, nurses, etc. Without this I am afraid that the 
village will lose its character and strength of community.  

The number of proposed dwellings is small and the smaller 

number of “low-cost” dwellings is likely to provide negligible 

benefit if the rest are all 4/5 bedroom detached houses. If the 

current proposed sites were to be developed as all ½ and 3 

bedroomed properties with a significant fraction within the reach 

of people on average salaries, then the village would be 

significantly enhanced - and many more of our children could 
have a chance to live here 

076 001 Martin Poole   

I completely support of the Neighbourhood Plan.  I have followed, 

with interest over the past 4 years and based on the various 

decisions and indecisions that have been made and I think it is 

exactly what is needed. The set-up we have in the village at the 

moment is both practical and idyllic, however I think it is 

recognised that additional housing is required and we must do this 

on our terms and with minimal impact on the local infrastructure 

and of course our green and open spaces. I believe that the 

recognition for affordable housing exists across the village 

community and the plan seems to meet those needs.  However, 

I’m conscious that what has been proposed will not suit all parties 

– but I do believe what has been proposed will cause minimal 
negativity. 

All in all, I’m in complete support of what is being proposed 

025 006 Terry Higham   
I have reviewed the Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission 

Consultation document and compared it with the Draft issued by 
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the previous Steering Group to the new SG in June 2015.  I am 

amazed that despite supposedly working on the plan for the 10 or 

so months since receiving the previous draft, 90 to 95% of the 

text in the consultation document remains exactly as the Draft, 

and, apart from some photographs which I agree are very good, 

very little of substance has been added.  The overwhelming 

majority of the document has therefore been written by the 

previous Steering Group and very little by the current one.  What 
have they been doing which has taken so long? 

What has been done however is the total removal of anything 

which might suggest that a significant amount of new 

development in the village could be in any way beneficial.  Thus 

any reference to the benefits for the school, the shop the pub and 

other local facilities, which would be promoted by an increase in 

population comprising mainly younger families, have been 

eliminated, no doubt intentionally.  This may serve the limited 

selfish interests of those who have amended the original draft 

plan but is completely contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of 

the community in previous consultations.  The Village Plan, face to 

face consultations with specific stakeholders, the January 2015 

consultation event etc., all yielded a clearly expressed desire for 

the provision of affordable housing and smaller homes suitable for 

younger families and to reverse the village’s ageing profile.  It is 

noted that the aspiration to achieve these things has remained 

within the objectives (Ref Objective 3) but the means by which 
they could be achieved have been eliminated. 

The document does not represent the clearly expressed wishes of 

the community and must be amended accordingly 

077 001 Malcolm Smith 

The Rail Estate 

Consultancy 

Limited 

Bluebell Railway Plc 

Please find attached a representation on behalf of Bluebell Railway 

Plc in response to the Pre-Submission draft of the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan, including comments which we trust are 

helpful.  Both a signed scan and a clean PDF of our letter are 
attached.  A hard copy is also being posted via First Class mail. 

I trust this is helpful.  Should you have any queries, please do not 

hesitate to contact our office on 020 7837 1114, and ask for 
Henry Clarke or myself. 

 

Our company, Rail Estate, acts as an adviser and consultant to 

Bluebell Railway Pie on property and planning matters, and on 
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behalf of our client we welcome the publication of Horsted Keynes 
Parish's Neighbourhood Plan (HKNP) for consultation.  

Bluebell Railway Pie is the operator of the heritage railway 

(originally the Lewes & East Grinstead Railway) based at Sheffield 

Park Station, East Sussex, and owns the freehold of the entire 

railway formation between Sheffield Park and East Grinstead. 

Within the HKNP area, this includes (in addition to Horsted Keynes 

station) approximately one mile of the operational line to the 

north of the station towards East Grinstead and a section of the 

site of the former Ardingly branch line (about a third of a mile in 

length) to the south-west of the station ending at Station 
Approach. 

The Bluebell Railway has been running scheduled passenger 

steam services from Sheffield Park since 1960 - and in Spring 

2013 completed its longstanding project to take the line into East 
Grinstead. 

The Bluebell line reflects in its restoration the history of the 

Southern Railway, operating in a traditional and commercial 

manner, using the best conservation and heritage engineering 

skills and practice in presentation of its historic locomotives, 
rolling stock and infrastructure. 

Section 2 of the HKNP sets out the village's local context and 

history, and paragraph 2.3 helpfully refers to the history of the 

Victorian local railway connection, as restored and maintained by 

the Bluebell Railway. The accompanying illustrations are welcome, 

as is the acknowledgement that the Bluebell Railway has brought 

many tourists to the village. This is no doubt due in large part to 

the success of the Railway's northern extension into East 

Grinstead since 2013, and which enabled passengers to connect 

directly with the National Rail network. The popularity of the 

Railway has established it as one of the largest tourist attractions 
in Sussex. 

It is noticeable that there is little other mention of the Bluebell 

Railway in the HKNP, and in particular it is surprising there is no 

explicit mention of the proposed western extension of the Railway 

from Horsted Keynes to Haywards Heath via Ardingly, the route of 

which, the Parish Council will be aware, is safeguarded within both 
adopted and emerging planning policies. 
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We note that saved Local Plan policy HK3 is mentioned in the list 

of adopted relevant policies with which the HKNP must be in 

general conformity (paragraphs 2.30 and 2.31 ). This refers not 

only to scrutiny of additional development associated with the 

Railway at Horsted Keynes, but also to the safeguarding of the 

route of the disused branch line for possible reinstatement of the 

railway link. Adopted Local Plan policy R 14 appears to be missing 

from this list, which we suggest should be included as it provides 

for safeguarding of the route on the proposals map, part of which 
is within the HKNP boundary, as previously mentioned. 

The Council will be aware that the District Council is continuing its 

robust support for the Bluebell Railway western extension, which 

will link East Grinstead and Haywards Heath main line stations, in 

line with its strategic objectives of achieving a healthy rural 

economy and enhancing Mid Sussex as an attractive visitor 

destination. We would therefore suggest also including emerging 

District Plan policy DPl7: Sustainable Tourism1 (the replacement 
for Rl4) at paragraph 2.33. 

While it is not necessarily the role of relevant Neighbourhood 

Plans to replicate strategic policies, nonetheless the Bluebell 

Railway would wish to be supportive of the neighbourhood 

planning process and trusts that local residents are supportive of 

the proposed extension, which could, by connecting two main line 

stations, create benefits for the village in years to come and 

create an enhancement of a service for local people in accord with 
HKNP objective 2. 

The Railway is therefore part of the future as well as the history of 

the Parish, and the Bluebell Railway would welcome any support 

or acknowledgement within the HKNP for the ambition of the 

Railway to link Horsted Keynes with Haywards Heath - particularly 

an additional policy in support of the proposed western extension. 

We have previously made positive representations on other local 

Neighbourhood Plans, including those for Ardingly and West 

Hoathly which are now made part of the Mid Sussex Local Plan, 

both of which include welcome active support for the Bluebell 

Railway within the text of their policies ARD22 (site-specific 

policies) and WHP6 (traffic and transport policies) respectively.  

The western extension will require the reinstatement of a bridge 

to carry the Railway across Station Approach to replace the 
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former Sheriff Mill viaduct which was demolished in the 1960s. 

This has previously been the subject of an application and 

discussions with the District Council; but the current intention is 

that the design for a replacement bridge will be included within a 

future planning application to reinstate the line as far as Ardingly 

- works which are also likely to be subject to an order under the 

Transport & Works Act. The Bluebell Railway is mindful of the 

Railway's setting within the High Weald AONB including the 

HKNP's objective 6 of minimising the adverse environmental 

effects of new development. In this regard, the western extension 

would re-use the historic railway footprint and would therefore 

aim to have no greater impact on the open countryside than 

existed previously from Victorian times until the 1960s. 

Footnote: 1 Emerging District Plan policy DP 17 provides that' 

"land will be safeguarded from development which will be required 

to deliver the proposed reinstated railway link and associated 

facilities for the Bluebell Railway along the route of the railway 

corridor between Horsted Keynes and Haywards Heath railway 

stations". 

Background feasibility work on the western extension is ongoing, 

including meeting with the District Council and local landowners. 

As definite proposals emerge, Bluebell Railway will be pleased to 

engage with Horsted Keynes PC as part of the planning 
consultation process. 

Finally, we only have one further comment, in noting the 

important HKNP section on maintaining local character and 

ensuring good quality design. This properly focuses on preventing 

harm to the village's special character. While paragraphs 5.11 and 

5.12 refer to the Parish's listed buildings and the village setting, 

policies do not refer specifically to the protection of designated 

heritage assets and their setting. We would suggest that any 

further revisions to policy HK3 might include reference to the 

protection of listed buildings and their settings, which include 

three designated listed buildings at Horsted Keynes Station.  

I trust these comments are helpful, and, on behalf of Bluebell 

Railway, I wish you success with the Plan, in the hope that local 

people will be able to reflect support for the Railway within 
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responses to the consultation. Should you have any queries, 
please do not hesitate to contact our office on 020 7837 1114. 

025 007 Terry Higham   

I attach a document containing all Peter Whatling's comments on 

the NP draft all of which he sent to the HK PC email address 
except the first which he sent to the general NP email address.  

Peter was concerned that he had had no acknowledgements of his 

submissions, and as today is the last day of the consultation 

period and he is away today he asked me to make sure his 

comments had been received. I have therefore copied them onto 

a single document which you may find helpful anyway. 

I have reviewed the Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission 

Consultation document and compared it with the Draft issued by 

the previous Steering Group to the new SG in June 2015.  I am 

amazed that despite supposedly working on the plan for the 10 or 

so months since receiving the previous draft, 90 to 95% of the 

text in the consultation document remains exactly as the Draft, 

and, apart from some photographs which I agree are very good, 

very little of substance has been added.  The overwhelming 

majority of the document has therefore been written by the 

previous Steering Group and very little by the current one.  What 
have they been doing which has taken so long? 

What has been done however is the total removal of anything 

which might suggest that a significant amount of new 

development in the village could be in any way beneficial.  Thus 

any reference to the benefits for the school, the shop the pub and 

other local facilities, which would be promoted by an increase in 

population comprising mainly younger families, have been 

eliminated, no doubt intentionally.  This may serve the limited 

selfish interests of those who have amended the original draft 

plan but is completely contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of 

the community in previous consultations.  The Village Plan, face to 

face consultations with specific stakeholders, the January 2015 

consultation event etc., all yielded a clearly expressed desire for 

the provision of affordable housing and smaller homes suitable for 

younger families and to reverse the village’s ageing profile.  It is 

noted that the aspiration to achieve these things has remained 

within the objectives (Ref Objective 3) but the means by which 
they could be achieved have been eliminated. 
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The document does not represent the clearly expressed wishes of 

the community and must be amended accordingly. 

Comment 2 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 13 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Section 1, 

Introduction.  My comments are: 

1. Paragraphs 1.7 and 1.8 state that the plan will be monitored 

by MSDC and HKPC annually and reviewed 5 yearly.  However, 

it will not be possible to make any substantive change to the 

plan following such review without repeating the whole plan 

making process – consultation, approval, inspection, 

referendum etc.  Given the difficulties experienced during the 

making of this plan you are surely not suggesting that we 

could have to go through it all again in five years time.  Also 

can you confirm that MSDC have any obligation, inclination or 

resources to carry out annual reviews of all the NPs in Mid-

Sussex, and also whether they have the legal right to make 

any changes to the plans. 

I recommend that you amend the plan to clarify the purpose and 

scope of this review process and advise the likely actions arising 
from it. 

078 001 
Jen & Paddy 

Herridge 
  

Firstly, thank you for all of the effort that has gone into this 
document and the work behind the scenes by many parties. 

 We are writing with feedback to the HK neighbourhood plan and 

our overall impression is that the conclusions somewhat ignore 
the research findings. 

The village is painted as a lovely, pretty place to live with a high 

proportion of retirees.  Houses are expensive compared to the 

national average and instead of moving, a lot of houses are being 

extended to cope with growing families.  What is lacking in the 

background information is a more detailed description of the 

school, and entirely missing is reference to the vibrant and 

successful pre-school (the main feeder to the school). 

If there is a high proportion of retirees, and those coming up for 

retirement, in the main, intend to stay in the village where does 

mailto:hkparishcouncil@gmail.com
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the feed of children into school come from?  We all want to keep 

the shop, pubs etc but the heart of the village is the school, 
without which we would become a dormitory village. 

 In our opinion, more houses are needed in this plan.  Not 

necessarily in one big development, but properties suitable for 

young families e.g. 3-bedders, clearly are lacking in the proposal. 

The areas that are allocated are fine but there should be more 

consideration towards finding at least one further site and putting 

more affordable family housing on the sites - affordable houses 

could be built at a higher density, thus increasing the number of 

properties being built, whilst also encouraging families to feed the 
pre-school and the school. 

If there is no school there will be no need for a youth club, a new 

park, toddler group, brownies etc etc. 

We think the next draft of the report would be failing the village if 

it didn't address as priority, the support and sustainability of the 

school and pre-school through the availability of appropriate 
family housing. 

079 001 Alison Nicholson   

Thank you to all those who have been involved in volunteering 

their time at every stage of the preparation of the Village Plan, 

and to the present team for facilitating the submission prior to the 

deadlines, to ensure we have at least some form of Plan and a 
voice in the future development of our village. 

I fully support the development of the sites identified in the plan 

HK18,19 and 20, although with a couple of caveats: 

Police House Field - that the access junction is safe given the 

close proximity of the entrance to Lucas Farm, the bus stop and 

Lucas. Please ensure with trees and hedgerows, and property 

boundaries, that there are clear lines of vision as traffic at this 

point always speeds up as drivers feel they have left the village as 

soon as they have negotiated the road bend at the top of  Bonfire 

Lane.  Perhaps a traffic calming measure should be incorporated 
with the plan at this entry point to the village. 

Jefferies Farm - the number of residences proposed at 6 seems 

very small compared to the size of the plot when compared with 

the Police House Field. As the clearly identified need is for more 

small sized properties 1-3 bedrooms, surely this would enable a 

few more to be incorporated onto this site without damaging any 
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views from the west.  Many villages have converted farm 

buildings very successfully into tasteful "starter" courtyard/ mews 

style homes, often with a safe communal garden or play area on 

site, ideal for young families and retired people. 

I am very concerned that whilst we should be providing 

accommodation for our ageing population to stay in the village, 

we should also be looking to ensure that our maturing young 

adults can also settle down here in affordable housing. A number 

of these will want to stay or return from further education to work 

locally or pursue work in larger local conurbations, but live where 

they grew up .These young people are the future of Horsted 

Keynes, and will provide the new generations to keep our village a 

vibrant place to live.  A fair balance of style of property at 

affordable prices for each end of the age range, should be 
provided. 

To encourage young families to live / stay in a village ( and be its 

future) it is clear that the village needs affordable housing , and a 

village school . The two go hand in hand, i,e, without a young 

population the village school will lose pupil numbers and then be 

at risk of closure, particularly in the current climate.  Without a 

village school, it is hard for a village to attract young families, and 
thus the longer term vitality of the village diminishes. 

As the plan has inferred, the village has enough large properties, 

and many medium sized properties have been extended to enable 

growing families to stay in the village, thus pushing up the 

average house size of the village. Therefore, why build any 4 or 

4+ bedroom houses at all. There is a strong argument to suggest 

that demand for this size or property will be satisfied organically 

with the development of existing properties, or the general 

property movement.  If, as the plan proposes,  retirement 

properties are built, and local retired residents move to them, the 
village will self supply the larger properties to meet that demand. 

Therefore I would support the building of properties of 1-3 beds in 

appropriate local styles, and mix of flats, terraced, detached 

housing on the three sites listed, but not larger properties, and 
certainly not on any other sites. 

As I am unsure how the views and comments we make now will 

be considered, and whether the plan will be amended prior to 

submission to reflect any majority opinions, I would be grateful if 
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someone on the steering group would reassure me on the 
process, thank you. 

Thank you to the NPSG for creating this complex document so far. 

080 001 
Hugh and Jessica 

Anderson 
  

We wish to record our strong disappointment about the 

Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Draft (NPPSD). We feel that 
the proposals need to be revised significantly prior to submission. 

There has been a significant decline in local amenities in the 

village and a number of commercial services have ceased 

operating over the past two or three decades including: Sayers 

and Carter (grocers shop); local butcher; hairdresser, car body 

shop, local garage and petrol station, and village post office – now 

operating 2 afternoons a week, and then only sporadically. 

We have just one shop left, and paragraphs 2.20-2.22 spell out 

the risk that this vital amenity might not survive for much longer. 

We believe that some of this is due to a lack of sustainable growth 
in the village.  

Although we still have playing fields for cricket and football, the 

cricket club is struggling to field one team, let alone two as it did 

in the past, and the football club has currently ceased to exist, as 
it has failed to field a team. 

The analysis in paragraph 2.14 highlights the challenges that we 

face as a village if we accept a forever ageing population and do 

not implement policies in this Neighbourhood Plan to do more to 

retain young families within the village. This would obviously 

include more housing, and in particular affordable housing. I 
believe this is also important for the survival of St Giles School.    

It would appear that, as currently drafted, the Neighbourhood 

Plan is likely to deliver about 12 new dwellings, of which perhaps 

3 or 4 might be one or two bedroom dwellings.  When adding the 

14 completed or in the planning pipeline, this total of 26 is 

lamentably short of the OAN of 126 new dwellings over the 15 

year period.  We surely have to get to 70 or 80 new dwellings 

over this period to be credible, which would deliver 35 to 40 

affordable homes using Policy HK2, or 50 to 60 affordable homes 

using the SHMA ratios.  On average, that only represents 5 or 6 

new dwellings per annum over the life of the Neighbourhood Plan, 

but it would make a real difference and would bring fresh blood 
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into the village, as well as providing the downsizing opportunities 
within the village for retired 'empty nesters'.    

While appreciating what a difficult job that the Parish Council has 

had as it has prepared this NPPSD, we feel we must accept larger 

development in the village in order to retain our shop, pubs, 

school, etc., and in order to provide housing for younger people. 

081 001 Jeannine Martin   

Following my review of the latest neighbourhood plan proposal on 

the parish council website, I would like to confirm my feedback. 

Although I do not have any particular issues with the 3 selected 

sites (even though one is in close proximity to my house and may 

affect our view), I am very  surprised to see how few new 

houses/apartments this will provide in the future (on 16 houses 
and 14 Extra Care apartments)!   

I would expect that the plan would help sustain the main facilities 

of the village and encourage younger families from  diverse 
backgrounds to move into the village.   

This does not look likely with the current proposal as there aren't 

enough small/affordable houses/flats.  This will no doubtedly 

affect the village school which relies very heavily on young 
families moving into the village as we did nearly 5 years ago.   

I believe the capacity of the school is up to 150 pupils and so 

we're short by 30 already.  This is only going to get worse unless 

more families move into the village who are likely to enroll their 

children in to the village school (as opposed to private schools) - 
this requires more affordable 2 and 3 bedroom houses.   

I have seen a number of families move into the village and put 

their kids straight into private schools or move them when they 

get to year 4/5 and we need to ensure there are enough children 
attending the school to sustain and improve the school. 

Having a village school was one of the main reasons we moved to 

the village (we moved here from Cuckfield) as well as the other 

village amenities such as the shop, pubs, pre - school as well as 

the rec and playground.  We have a number of friends who live in 

Haywards Heath who would love to move into the village but 

houses sell really quickly and there aren't enough affordable 

houses. 

082  Ruth Bryan Savills Not known Land West of Church Lane (HKNP008) 
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On behalf of the landowners, please find attached our 

representation to the Pre-Submission Consultation of the Horsed 
Keynes Neighbourhood Plan for the above site.  

Please find enclosed our representation letter, Development 
Brochure and Site Assessment.  

We have also sent hard copies of these documents to you.  

Should you have any queries or wish to discuss please do not 

hesitate to contact me. 

This letter and accompanying documents is submitted to the 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group on behalf of the current 

Landowners of the Land to the West of Church Lane, herein 

referred to as The Site. This representation requests the re-

consideration of the above site for inclusion as a housing 
allocation within the Neighbourhood Plan. 

This letter should be read in conjunction with the Development 

Proposals brochure prepared by OSP Architecture which includes 

commentary from Stilwell Partnership on Transport Impacts and 

Access to the site. 

Previous Stages of the Neighbourhood Plan 

At the suggestion of Steering Group Members, the Site was 

submitted to the initial Neighbourhood Plan Call for Sites, which 

took place in October/November 2014. It was assessed against 

the Sustainability Assessment Criteria under reference HKNP008. 

The assessment of the site was positive with any minor (amber) 

issues identified being capable of mitigation, for example through 

the layout or limiting the amount of development proposed on the 

site. 

The only constraint identified was that it could not be 

demonstrated conclusively, at that time, that access to the site 

could be achieved from Station Road or Church Lane. This was not 

due to technical highways concerns, but because land in a third 

party ownership would be required (as explained below this was 

an error as the landowner did have rights of access to the site 

from Church Lane). There was no evidence that agreement 

couldn’t be reached to achieve a satisfactory access, just the fact 
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that no agreement from any of the landowners (particularly the 
Martindale Centre), had been gained at that point in time. 

For this reason the site was judged to be Undeliverable. This was 

identified as a Fundamental Constraint, in the consultation 

documentation produced for the Consultation Event, held on the 

24th January 2015, on the draft policies of the Neighbourhood 

Plan. The site was therefore not considered as one of the 

recommended sites for allocation. This was not withstanding it 

scoring positively on all other factors, including being a 

sustainable plot, located on the edge of the village development 

boundary. In our view this was a missed opportunity and failed to 

properly assess the real potential of the site to meet housing 

need. It is however noted that Steering Group had been wrongly 

advised of the availability of the access to the site from Church 

Lane. If the issue has been explored more fully it would have 

become clear that additional access could be achieved to the site. 

Site Selection Criteria marked as “amber” such as capacity in the 

assessment, can be dealt with as part of the ongoing design 

process. We have attached the RAG Assessment for ease of 

reference. 

Current Position 

The Site is now under new ownership and revised proposals for its 

development have been produced, which demonstrate that the 

key issue of access (including footways and linkage to the village 

centre), can be overcome and it should therefore be favourably 

re-considered for residential development, as part of the 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan. 

This site is in a favourable location for residential development as 

it is adjacent to the existing settlement boundary and is in close 

proximity to the existing services and facilities in the settlement. 

The public footpath that runs along the northern boundary of the 

site offers existing pedestrian access to the settlement and wider 

area, reducing the need to rely on the private car for local trips. 

With appropriate landscaping and buffering the site, due to its 

topography, can be developed with no significant impacts to the 

existing residential properties to the south of the site and wider 

surrounding countryside. The use of locations with these 

characteristics for residential development is support by the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
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To assist the Steering Group we have provided 3 indicative 

options which can be found in the accompanying Development 

Proposals brochure. These illustrate just 3 possible options for 

development of the site, dependant on the quantum of 

development and layout considered most appropriate for the 

Neighbourhood Plan. Each has carefully considered the 

topography of the site and impact on adjacent properties. There 

are of course other variants and options. However those shown 

demonstrate the suitability and deliverability of housing on the 

site. Each of the options has been assessed by a highways expert, 

to ensure the proposal will meet highways standards and can 

adequately service the number of dwellings proposed. Relevant 
information is included in the attached brochure. 

The options are summarised below: 

Option 1 

This proposed layout would utilise the existing access to the site 

off Church Lane, over which the landowner has appropriate rights 

of way over. Therefore, there would be no need to demolish any 

existing residential properties or to use any third party land. It is 

immediately deliverable. The proposal includes 10 residential 

units, with a mix of 4 & 5 bedroom units, located to the south of 

the site along the settlement boundary. The remaining northern 

section of the site would be utilised for Public Open Space and 

landscape buffering. This was acknowledged as beneficial in the 

original RAG rating assessment. 

Option 2A 

This proposed layout would utilise a preferred access from either 

Station Road or Cheeleys (see Brochure illustration). It would 

require the purchase and demolition of an existing residential 

property. Discussions are underway with some parties and a 

satisfactory access will be provided by the time a planning 

application is submitted. If appropriate either of these accesses 

options could be used in combination with the existing access 

from Church Lane. Therefore this should not be a reasons to 

exclude the Site in the Neighbourhood Plan. This proposal includes 

41 residential units, located in the south section of the site along 

the settlement boundary, with the northern section of the site 

again being utilised for Public Open Space and landscape 
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buffering. As with Option 1 this open space was acknowledged as 

beneficial in the RAG rating process. 

Option 2B 

This proposed layout would utilise the same preferred and 

alternative zones for vehicular access to the site as the above 

option. If appropriate either of these access options could be used 

in combination with the existing access from Church Lane This 

option includes a larger number of residential units, across the 

site in a self-contained layout, with landscape buffers on the 

boundaries of the site to the existing residential properties, 

ridgeline and footpath. This would make a greater contribution to 

the villages housing need in a sustainable location without any 
significant visual or amenity impact. 

The landowner is happy to enter into discussions with the 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group in relation to their preferred 

option for residential development at site, including any 

contributions towards on or off site affordable housing. 

District Context & Housing Supply 

The current adopted planning policy framework for Mid Sussex 

District Council is the Mid Sussex Local Plan 2004 which sets out 

an overall housing target of 8,400 units over the period 1989-

2006 and is considered to be out of date. The Local Authority is 

currently preparing a new Local Plan which is due to be submitted 

for Examination in Summer 2016. The Pre-Submission Draft 

District Plan has recently been amended to include a higher 

housing target of 800 new homes per annum, resulting in an 

overall target of 13,600 over the plan period 2014-2031. This is 

significantly higher than the previous Local Plan and demonstrates 

the greater need for housing in the District. This is further 

demonstrated by the Authority being unable to demonstrate a five 

year housing land supply presently. 

The emerging District Plan sets out two strategic housing 

allocations with the remaining housing to be delivered through a 

combination of the neighbourhood planning process and a Site 

Allocations document for the District. Mid Sussex District Council 

have advised that the Objectively Assessed Need for Horsted 
Keynes is 126 units. 
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This clearly shows that Neighbourhood Plans are key to ensuring 

sufficient housing is provided in their local area, to support the 

needs of current and future generations of the local community 

and to support the presumption of sustainable development as set 

out in the NPPF. To play its role within the District, Horsted 

Keynes will need to make the maximum sustainable provision of 

new housing. As is identified in the emerging Local Plan, for 

Horsted Keynes, the Neighbourhood Plan will be the sole 

mechanism for allocating residential sites, and the Local Authority 

will scrutinise the housing allocations contained in the plan. The 

current proposed provision is insufficient and in our professional 

opinion, this will result in both the Local Authority and Planning 

Inspectorate finding the Neighbourhood Plan unsound in its 

current form and the plan will therefore not proceed to 

referendum. The inclusion of this Site will allow the Parish to more 

fully meet the identified need and the site owners are willing to 

work flexibly with the Steering Group in helping to achieve this. 

Pre-Submission Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan 2016-

2031 - Site Allocations 

Three sites are proposed for residential development in the Pre-
Submission Neighbourhood Plan: 

 Police House Field – 10 units (C3) 

 Land at Jeffreys Farm – 6 units (C3) 

 Land at Westhall House – 14 units (C2) 

 Units in the Planning Pipeline – 12 units (C3) 

Total Units provided by the Neighbourhood Plan: 44 

As shown above the Neighbourhood Plan sets out that a total of 

44 dwellings will be provided for Horsted Keynes. However the 

combined total of C3 residential units is only 28 units. This is a 

low provision for a settlement such as Horsted Keynes, which has 

a range of services and facilities. It is significantly below the OAN 

for the Parish of 126 units, which the Neighbourhood Plan should 

be seeking to provide as a minimum. By only providing a total of 

44 units (only 28 of which are C3) this compromises the 
soundness of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The settlement needs to accommodate a much larger number of 

residential units. A significant contribution to this number could be 

made by those 44 units already allocated, and an agreed proposal 
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for the Land West of Church Lane. To date the Neighbourhood 

Plan has not provided any evidence on the total amount of 

housing development the settlement could reasonably support. 

With the updated OAN this justification will be required to show 

Mid Sussex District Council that Horsted Keynes is playing its part 

in meeting the Districts need. Allocation of this site will help meet 
this requirement. 

The Sustainability Assessment criteria was the primary method of 

assessing sites for housing allocations. We have now removed the 

issue which resulted in the only red score for the site and subject 

to an agreed design and layout the site, if reassessed, the Site 

would score very highly. When comparing the RAG scores for the 

3 preferred sites, against that of this site, it had less constraints 

and scored highly in comparison (see attached document). This is 

amplified by the current proposals addressing the previous reason 

for the site being left out, namely access considerations. 

This site is considered to be equal, if not better in terms of 

sustainability and overall impact on the settlement and 

surrounding area, than the three preferred sites currently 

proposed for allocation, when judged against the Sustainability 

Assessment Criteria. Most notably, as it is adjacent to the existing 

settlement boundary, whereas both the Land at Jeffrey’s Farm 

and at Westhall House, are a significant distance from the 

settlement making their sustainability more marginal. Other 

similar remote sites were dismissed as unsustainable in the early 
review process. 

The same applies when comparing this site’s assessment to the 

further 6 sites (please see below) which were identified as 

recommended sites, as part of the consultation which took place 

during 2015. These sites were: 

 (HKNP003) Constance Wood Field 

 (HKNP012) The Old Rectory, Church Lane 

 (HKNP013) Jeffreys Farm Buildings 

 (HKNP014) Land north of farm buildings, Jeffreys Farm 

 (HKNP016) Sugar Lane Field, Jeffreys Farm 

 (HKNP025) Land behind St Stephens Church 

Conclusion 
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The primary reason our clients site was not progressed to further 

assessment and chosen as a recommended and preferred site by 

the Steering Group, was due to not being able to demonstrate the 

deliverability of access. This issue has been addressed in part and 

other access options will be addressed as and when required and 

it is clear that acceptable and safe access can be achieved to the 

site. Therefore this site should be re-considered and included in 

the Neighbourhood Plan as a residential allocation. The site is a 

sustainable location for residential development, which will assist 

in ensuring that the Neighbourhood Plan is able to support the 

housing needs of present and future residents and this will in turn 

support economic growth and support for local businesses, 

services and facilities including schools and transport 
infrastructure. 

In our view if the draft Neighbourhood Plan does not fully address 

housing provision (including OAN) and appropriately assess the 

sustainability of available sites, it will be found to be unsound and 

therefore will not proceed to referendum as detailed above. It 

must be consistent with the emerging Local Plan, in maximising 

housing provision through robust and justified Neighbourhood 

Plan provision. The landowners would welcome the opportunity of 

discussing their site further with the steering group. They are 

keen to work with you, in achieving an adopted Plan which meets 

the needs and aspirations of the community, rather than contest 
the Neighbourhood Plan through its further stages. 

083 001 Becky Melvin   

I have finally managed to read through the plan at the last 

minute! 

 I would like to give my response as a new resident of Horsted 
Keynes. 

I am concerned at the lack of affordable housing that will be 

generated by these developments. As a mother with a young 

family the local preschool and school are absolutely vital to me. I 

passionately believe that these are the heart of the village and 

that without them this becomes another sole less commuter belt 

village. We need to be attracting people with young families who 

are going to be sending their children to the LOCAL school, not for 

the village to be used as a dormitory for the likes of Cumnor and 
Walsted. 
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For the future of the village preschool and school I would like to 

implore you all to look at the type of housing available and 
readdress this imbalance. Houses of <£400K are what is needed. 

Also surely there should be a plan for the developers to pay for 
improvements to the playground? 

013 002 Sue Stewart   

Although my previous feedback questioned many of the 

statements in the Plan e.g controlling off road parking, I feel I 

need to make it clearer that I support THE Plan as it is, with the 

caveats I made. A lot of work has gone into the document. I feel 

it is important that we only have small developments within the 

village natural boundary, as is proposed. I would not support the 

proposed development on the Birchgrove Estate site, which was 

presented at the HKPC AGM, as I think it could easily be extended 

all the way to Danehill Brook. I question why, after so many “calls 

for land” have been made, it is only at this late stage that the 
proposal has been made. 

084 001 Tracy Beckingham   

I believe the steering group have worked hard to listen to the 

majority views of parishioners, unfortunately it is a thankless task 
as you cannot please all the people all of the time! 

I for one am happy there are not any monstrously large building 

sites within the plan, and that the Hamsland/ Challoners land has 

been removed to avoid large scale development and access issues 
for all current residents. 

I feel there is room for a few more houses within Jefferies farm 

land, this could be used to incorporate smaller 2-3 bedroom 

homes rather than large expensive dwellings.  There is more need 

for small affordable homes within the parish and maybe land 

within the outskirts of the village could be utilsed so to avoid 
upset of the majority. 

I personally agree Jefferies farm should not become a large estate 

I feel this will detract away from the character of our small and 

unique village. However I accept the need for more homes is 
inevitable. 

The infrastructure; in  particular local GP surgery's, Hospitals, 

schools and colleges cannot cope with the demand put upon them 

and lare local housing estates will not ease this burden. 

The grief and negativity the steering group and PC receive from 

people is unnecessary.   I believe you are doing your best to listen 
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to the village however sometimes it seems the voice of a few is 
louder! 

I wish to thank the PC and steering group for all you do in your 
own voluntary time. 

085 001 Helena Griffiths   

Please see my attached response to the Neighbourhood Plan 

consultation. If you have any questions or queries, do not hesitate 

to contact me. 

My family have lived in the village since 1957 when my father, 

Colin Griffiths, bought Jeffreys Farm. I was brought up in the 

village and I am now a landowner in the village, together with my 

brothers and sister, who co-own the land at Jeffreys Farm that 
has been put forward for the Neighbourhood Plan. 

This is a response to the request for public consultation of the 

Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan (HKNP), and it is split in to 

three sections: a professional assessment by a planning 

consultant on behalf of the landowners at Jeffreys Farm, of whom 

I am a part; a personal submission of comments regarding the 

Neighbourhood Plan; and lastly a recommendation to add 

provision for inclusion in the Neighbourhood Plan a policy on 

hydrocarbon exploration in the HK Parish. 

Professional assessment of the HK Neighbourhood Plan 

We, the landowners at Jeffreys Farm, have employed a Planning 

Consultant – Pierre Dowsett of DowsettMayhew, Brighton, to 

professionally asses the Neighbourhood Plan on our behalf. Please 

refer to the letter to the Parish Council regarding Dowsett 

Mayhew’s assessment on our behalf dated 26/5/16. 

Personal comment on the HK Neighbourhood Plan 

I have been an ardent follower of the Neighbourhood Plan since 

November 2015, attending every Parish Council meeting, and the 

sole public Steering Group (SG) meeting in Nov 2015 (none have 

been held since). I have been disappointed in the level of 

divisiveness that the process has created within the village, and 

believe this is due to three major shortcomings: 

 That government believed that localisation could be a solution, 
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 That no professional housing assessment of Horsted Keynes 

was done to acquire data to work with, to prevent ‘speculation’ 

on what the housing needs were, 

 That two out of three members of the steering group were 

granted dispensation to work on the Plan, given they had 

conflicts of interest with one particular site in the Plan 

(Jeffreys Farm in general). 

As a result of the last two shortcomings the HKNP has lost its 

integrity. A lack of transparency, openness and communication 

with the villagers and landowners has fuelled the fire, and I 
sincerely hope this does not split the community in the long term. 

I am happy with most of the policies in this document in general, 

however am not in agreement with the level of numbers on site 
allocation that has ensued. This is discussed later. 

From a landowner point of view, I have been disappointed by the 

lack of communication between the Steering Group and ourselves 

as landowners, since May 2015. This has led to misinterpretation 

of data within the Neighbourhood Plan, and as a result 

misrepresentation of some aspects of our land being put forward 

in the Neighbourhood Plan. No clarifications have been asked for 

regarding the below list of corrections needed for the Jeffreys 

Farm sites assessment, and no corrections have been made when 

we have highlighted the mistakes. 

 Assumed access along drive to Jeffreys Farm Buildings (quoted 

in Policy HK19 – paragraph 9.13) – The access to this site is 

currently down a farm drive that can sustain heavy traffic 

loads as it services a farm (grain deliveries etc). There is 

scope for alternative access to be provided across the ‘Front 

field’ – site 017 (also owned by ourselves). This has been 

pointed out to the SG but has not been amended in 

documentation. Access to this site is therefore not restrictive. 

This statement is backed up by Richard Spellers transport 

report (July 2015) available to the SG, yet has not been used 

in the sites assessment. 

 Visibility of Jeffreys Farm Buildings site to west (quoted in 

Policies HK19 – paragraph 9.14) – The site is only visible in 

the winter months, and at a distance (of over 1.8km). 
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Binoculars are needed to distinguish the site, and I would like 

this point highlighted in the Sustainability Assessment (SA) 

where referred to as it can be inferred that it is highly visible, 

which it is not. Note: All other sites at Jeffreys Farm (014 to 

017), are not visible to the west of the village due to existing 

screening. 

 Loss of mature trees assumption (SA review 2/Env) – It has 

been assumed that development of site 016 would involve the 

significant loss of trees on the eastern edge of the site. This is 

NOT the case as any development would benefit from the 

retention of the trees and also they form a natural and 

existing screen to any development. No clarification was asked 

for regarding this by the SG. 

 Visibility of all Jeffreys Farm sites from public Right of Way 

PROW 14 HK HK footpath (SA review 3/Env) – This is incorrect 

information as existing screening obscures all sites (sites 14 to 

17) except the Farm Buildings (site 013) 

 Safe footpaths (8/Econ) – ‘Sites 015 and 016 have little 

potential to provide footpaths to the village centre’ is quoted 

yet there is no restriction on footpaths being provided to link 

to existing footpaths in the design of a potential development, 

given we own the land between the sites and existing 

footpaths. 

 Linking of sites and drop in land levels (8/Econ) – This section 

discusses the accessibility of sites drops in land levels are 

discussed. These are ill informed for the Jeffreys Farm Sites in 

many cases. There is NO drop in level between Site 015 and 

016 and Keysford Lane. In addition, the expression ‘large 

green field’ in association with Jeffreys Farm sites should be 

amended to site 017, as this has been assessed as being 

accessible in the complete SA. 

 Community Infrastructure (9/Soc and 10/Soc) – Site 16 is 

described as not being able to accommodate community 

infrastructure, however this is incorrect as it is capable of 

accommodating a footpath along Sugar Lane, and also added 

open space, both of which are a benefit to the wider 

community. 
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 The transport report made by Richard Speller (July 2015) is 

not in the public domain, yet is a good impartial assessment of 

accessibility of all sites. I request that this is made public in 

the evidences documentation. 

 An addition I feel would be of benefit to the Plan is a list of 

those who have worked on it, including who has had input 

from Mid Sussex and the planning consultant. A paper trail for 

now and the future is important for documentation reasons. 

This should be included in the Consultation Statement. 

Allocations: 

I do not believe that the current allocation for 44 units in HK 

addresses the needs of the village which has been voiced in the 

questionnaire based surveys of 2012. The plan has also 

concentrated on housing development and forgotten other drivers 

for a plan, such as community infrastructure. 

The information in the Plan on the units at Westhall is out of date, 

as the landowner has presented their wishes at a Parish Council 

meeting over 2 months ago. They wish to develop the area with 

care rooms not sheltered housing, thus their plans are not in line 
with the NP as presented here. 

The windfall of the development of the Ravenswood Hotel will 

have little impact on the village as future owners are most likely 

to use Sharpthorne facilities, being nearer, and more adequate 

(e.g. full time Post Office). These apartments are more likely to 

attract Gatwick workers as good ‘lock and leave’ properties, but 

are unlikely to help redress the need for young families and 
supporting the future of the school. 

The remainder of houses in the plan (16 units) will deliver little in 

the way of affordable housing or appropriate downsizing 

properties. I feel the allocation of 10 houses on Police house field 

(0.26 hectares) to be too dense for such an area. And 

correspondingly the allocation of only 6 houses on 0.7 hectares at 

Jeffreys farm site is clearly not a good use of land. 

I appreciate that change, and especially development of housing 

does not please everyone in a small village such as Horsted 

Keynes, especially those who do not want the village to change. 

But if there is no development I believe that the village will 
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become stagnant, less attractive to young families, and an aging 

retirement annex to Haywards Heath, with fewer amenities than 

exist today. I want to live in a thriving village that can support the 

school, and be a beautiful place to live, and believe that some 

development is needed to achieve this. The level of housing 

allocated in the current version of the Neighbourhood Plan will not 

create a vibrant community, but the allocation of more houses 

(with policies to protect views etc) would positively influence the 

village for the future. 

Oil and Gas Exploration in Horsted Keynes 

I have been surprised that there is no mention in the 

Neighbourhood Plan of policies concerned with hydrocarbon 

exploration. Horsted Keynes lies within the same exploration 

licence (PEDL 244) as that at Balcombe (less than 6 miles away), 

where Cuadrilla Resources famously drilled a well in 2013. I 
believe a similar threat exists to the Parish of Horsted Keynes. 

I am a professional exploration geologist and have been working 

in the oil industry for the last 17 years. With this level of technical 

understanding and knowledge of how the industry works, I believe 

the threat of possible drilling for unconventional hydrocarbons in 

Horsted Keynes is real. I am not an anti-fracking lobbyist, but a 

professional geologist who has fears for the place that I live I am 

wary of drilling in the Weald, because the level of understand of 

exploration techniques such as fracking is poorly understood in 

the onshore UK for what is termed ‘unconventional resources’. 

Many wells have been successfully drilled into conventional 

hydrocarbon accumulations in the onshore UK (including in the 

Weald), with some success, and these accumulations are usually 

small in aerial extent. However, few wells have been drilled into 

unconventional hydrocarbon areas (pervasive rocks across a large 

area that are rich in hydrocarbons) such as the rocks targeted in 

Balcombe. As a result, the knowledge and the impact of processes 

such as fracking are not well constrained. Only one well has been 

fracked onshore in the UK, so little data exits. 

Through drilling and fracking wells there could be a real threat to 

the aquifers of the Weald. There is a lack of three dimensional sub 

surface seismic imaging data across the Weald, and this means 

lines of weakness (faults) are poorly constrained. Fracking fluids 
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may travel along such weaknesses and contaminate the ground 

water supply. Living in Horsted Keynes we all know there are 

many springs, and these are usually associated with fault lines. A 

greater density of zones of weakness under our feet are an 

increased risk to contamination of ground water when fracking. 

Such a risk can be reduced with the use of three dimensional 

seismic imaging data by the oil company, but this is usually at a 

greater cost to explore. 

As a community, we should be wary of comparisons that are often 

given with the unconventional hydrocarbon industry in the USA. I 

have found such comparisons often to not be technically sound 

and are sometimes misguided through the desire to be ‘anti-

fracking’. An informed community is more powerful, and has more 
credibility, than an uninformed group. 

Hydrocarbon discoveries are not all bad for a community. It could 

create jobs and increase the economic vitality of an area, but I do 

not believe this should be at any cost. In the future hydrocarbons 

could be drilled for and discovered in the parish of Horsted 

Keynes, but this should be at a time when the understanding is 
greater, and the risk is less than at present. 

I believe the HK Neighbourhood Plan should contain a policy to 

limit the drilling of hydrocarbon exploration wells in the parish of 

Horsted Keynes that target what is commonly known as 

unconventional resources. It should require that stringent 

assessments of the impact of such processes as fracking (or 

acidizing) should be clearly understood from case studies across 

the UK, and not just single well analogues. There should be a 

requirement for three dimensional seismic data to be used to site 

a well location, to reduce the risk of ground water contamination 

through zones of weakness. But the policy should not be so 

stringent as to stop the exploration of hydrocarbons within the 
parish totally as this could be a benefit to future generations. 

Should you want clarification on any technical terms (as I am 

afraid I can be a bit geeky with my geology) or indeed need help 
writing such a policy please feel free to contact me. 

Should you have any questions, or require clarification on any 

matters included in this letter, or on other matters connected with 

the site allocation at Jeffreys Farm, please do not hesitate to 

contact me. 
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086  Laura Bourke 

Dowsettmayhe

w Planning 
Partnership 

Griffiths Family 

Please see attached representation, made on behalf of my client, 

on the Pre Submission Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan. 

We would welcome the opportunity to meet with the Steering 
Group to discuss the proposed allocation at Jeffreys Farm. 

We look forward to hearing from you in due course. 

 

Dowsettmayhew Planning Partnership has been instructed to 

make representations on the emerging Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan (HKNP) on behalf of the owners of Jeffrey’s 

Farm. 

My client is generally supportive of the HKNP however wishes to 

raise concerns over the lack of evidence to confirm the “housing 

need” of the Parish. My client is pleased their site has been 

allocated although disappointed the extent of the site boundary 

has been restricted to the Farm Buildings (013). 

My clients’ land, in addition to site 013, includes site 014, 016 and 

017. The land is available for development and we recommend 

the sites are allocated collectively as part of the neighbourhood 

planning process. The sites (014, 016 and 017) in conjunction 

with 013 would make a positive contribution towards the provision 

of housing in the Parish and would deliver wider community 
benefits in line with Objective 2 and 3 of the HKNP. 

Set out below (on behalf of my client) are comments on the 

HKNP, Sustainability Appraisal and Site Assessment Results with 

respect to land known as Jeffreys Farm. 

Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan 

Introduction 

It is unclear what plan period the HKNP is planning for as para 1.1 

refers to 2016-2031 (as does the front cover of the Plan) whilst 

para 1.3 refers to 2015-2031. This is of relevance in relation to 

the “housing need” of the Parish, further comments below in Site 

Allocations section. 

Vision and Objectives 

My client is supportive of the Vision and Objectives of the HKNP, 

in particular Objective 2 which seeks to “Maintain and enhance 

existing and establish new local services and facilities” and 
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Objective 3 which seeks 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”. 

With respect to Objective 2, my client’s land could positively 

contribute to this Objective through the provision of open space, a 

woodland walkway and suitable alternative natural greenspace 
(SANG). 

With respect to Objective 3, it is unclear how the Parish’s’ housing 

need has been calculated for the Plan period. It is envisaged my 

client’s land could make a positive contribution to the overall 
delivery of housing (including affordable housing) in the Parish. 

Please see below comments (in Site Allocations section) relating 

to housing need. 

Policy HK2: Dwelling Size 

My client is supportive of the Policy and appreciates the local need 

for a greater number of smaller dwellings for first time buyers, 
families and older residents. 

My client’s site as allocated (could deliver a mix of dwellings 

however a greater density on my client’s land could deliver a 

greater mix of dwelling sizes to meet the needs of the Parish over 

the Plan period. 

Policy HK3: Maintaining Local Character and Good Quality Design 

My client is supportive of the Policy and in line with paragraph 56 

of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) attaches great 

importance to design. It is anticipated development at Jeffreys 

Farm can deliver a high quality scheme that respects and 
responds to the character of the surrounding area. 

The design and layout of development on land in my clients 

ownership would not have a detrimental impact on the landscape 

and would be designed to provide screening on the western 

boundary in order to protect important views. Please see attached 
Indicative Masterplan. 

Policy HK6: Provision of publicly accessible green spaces within 

residential developments 
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My client is supportive of this Policy and given the site size is in 

excess of 0.5 hectares, Jeffreys Farm as allocated would be 
required to provide open space. 

It is envisaged that site 017 could provide further open space (as 

detailed on the Indicative Masterplan) which would benefit future 

residents of the site along with the existing residents on the 

eastern side of Sugar Lane. The land is subject to a covenant 

which prohibits residential development on the site, it does 

however not prohibit the land from being used as open space or 
to facilitate access to the Farm Buildings. 

In addition to open space on site 017, further green spaces could 

be provided if the allocated site was extended to include further 

land in my clients ownership. It is envisaged an extended 

allocation to include 014 and 016 could facilitate a woodland walk 

(as detailed on the Indicative Masterplan) and provide suitable 

alternative natural greenspace (SANG), in a way that it is 

accessible and usable by the community. 

Policy HK7: Minimise the Environmental Impact of New 

Developments 

My client is supportive of the aspirations of the Policy and 

proposals in line with paragraph 109 of the NPPF will seek to 

protect and where possible enhance the locally valued landscape 
surrounding my clients land at Jeffreys Farm. 

An extended scheme could seek to maximise the retention of key 

landscape features whilst positively contributing to the housing 

need of the Parish. It is envisaged the western side of the site 

could facilitate an appropriate landscape buffer and/or open space 

to provide screening and ensure the protection of longer distance 

views of the site (as detailed on the Indicative Masterplan). 

Policy HK8: Protection and Improvement of Natural Habitats 

My client is supportive of the Policy and in line with paragraph 109 

of the NPPF development of the site will seek to minimise impacts 

on biodiversity and where possible conserve and enhance 

biodiversity. 

Policy HK16: Parking Standards for New Residential Development 
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My client is supportive of the aspirations of the Policy. It is 

anticipated development at Jeffreys Farm will seek to provide 

adequate parking facilities which reflect the aspirations of HK16 

and are in line with West Sussex County Council parking 

standards. 

Policy HK17: Cycleways and Footways 

My client is supportive of the Policy and the Policy’s aspiration to 

encourage access to both the village and open countryside. 

The site is well located and offers a natural extension to the 

settlement boundary. Development on my clients land would 

facilitate the delivery of a pedestrian access along Sugar Lane to 

link the development and the open space with the main 

settlement. It is not anticipated a reduced scheme could deliver 

similar benefits. 

9. Site Allocations 

This section of the Plan sets out the approach taken to identify 

housing allocations which achieve the objectives of the Plan. Para 

9.3 sets out the 3 sites proposed for allocation namely; Police 

House Field (which allocates 10) dwellings, Land at Jeffreys Farm 

(which allocated 6 dwellings) and Westall House (which allocates 
14 Extra Care apartments). 

Para 9.4 sets out how the allocated sites which total 30 dwellings 

when combined with “two completions and 12 dwellings in the 

planning pipeline since the start of the Local Plan period provide a 

total of 44 dwellings”. Given the uncertainty of the start of the 

Plan period it is not clear whether it is appropriate to include 
completions in this calculation. 

Para 9.4 further notes “this scale of growth is considered to 

represent an appropriate balance between the need to provide for 

a growing and changing population whilst also recognising the aim 

of maintaining Horsted Keynes as a quiet, attractive and 
sustainable rural village”. 

In supporting the HKNP, “Site Allocation Recommendations” were 

considered and voted on by the Parish Council at their meeting on 

8 December 2015. The information which was provided to 

Councillors and members of the public included a guidance note; 

“The way sites are proposed for “allocation” and what that 
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means”. This note sets out that the allocation of sites has taken 

account of a range of factors which included; community 

involvement, sustainability, infrastructure provision and 

deliverability. However it does not detail what was the starting 
point for the “housing need” for the Parish over the Plan period. 

In the absence of Parish based evidence on housing need, it is 

assumed the Mid Sussex District Council, Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA)- Update November 

2015, Table 24, has been given consideration in determining the 

housing need of the Parish. The HEDNA gives an indication that 

the level of need in Horsted Keynes is 126 units. It is unclear how 

the Districts assessment of need has been taken into account by 

the Parish when seeking to identify their housing need. 

Policy HK19: Land at Jeffreys Farm 

My client supports the allocation of Jeffreys Farm under Policy 

HK19 of the Plan. However the site has been allocated for 6 units 

and therefore fails to reflect the ability of the remaining land to 

accommodate further development which in turn would support 

the Vision and Objectives of the Plan. We therefore object to the 

quantum of development allocated on the site. 

The HKNP is seeking to expand the settlement boundary of the 

Parish with the allocation of Land at Jeffreys Farm. My clients land 

offers the opportunity to accommodate additional units above that 

allocated in the Plan and could positively contribute to meeting 

additional demand for development in the Parish. 

Para 9.13 of the HKNP acknowledges Land at Jeffreys Farm is a 

‘large site of approximately 0.7 hectares”. It then goes how to 

state “there are a number of constraints to its development”. My 

client requests the Steering Group identity what they believe the 

constraints of the site to be in order for my client to have the 

opportunity to discuss any issues directly with members of the 
Steering Group. We would also be pleased to meet with the 

Steering Group to discuss any outstanding queries or concerns 

you may have with land that is in my clients ownership. 

It is clear from the notes of public meetings, although there is 

local concern regarding access and covenants on site 017, there is 

local support for the allocation of this site. It is noted that scribe 

notes of workshop events in September 2015, under “Jeffreys 
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Farm Buildings (HKNP013) (Session 1, Saturday 19th) include the 

statement to “consider a greater density than currently being 

identified”. Other scribe notes for the site (Session 2, Saturday 

19th) note there is “no objections raised for this development”. 

Scribe notes “Saturday 19th September 09.00am- Workshop” also 

note “15. Jeffreys Farm- overall quite keen on a development in 

this area”. Scribe notes “Saturday 19th September 11.00am- 

Workshop” note “11. Jeffreys Farm Building- poor visibility at the 
entrance but otherwise keen on this site”. 

With respect to the proposed density of the site, the emerging Mid 

Sussex District Plan 2014-2031 (Focussed Amendments to the 

Pre- Submission Draft, November 2015), Policy DP24A: Housing 

Density, sets out the Council’s intention to encourage the more 

efficient use of land across the District. The Policy seeks to boost 

the supply of housing by ensuring that housing densities are “as 

high as practicable without resulting in cramped forms of 

development or harm to the established character of surrounding 

areas”. The policy sets how “in order to make efficient use of land, 

residential development must provide for net residential densities 

of at least...30 dwellings per hectare in all other locations”. In 

light of this policy position, it is believed site 013 could 

accommodate 21 dwellings. 

Sustainability Appraisal incorporating Strategic 

Environmental Assessment, Draft Report, March 2016 

Under Section 8 of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (incorporating 

SEA), para 8.2 sets out how realistic policy options have been 

appraised against the Sustainability Objectives in order to ensure 

that the policies of the HKNP are sustainable. This is an intrinsic 
part of the SA process and is supported. 

Para 8.7 of the SA explains how “25 sites where put forward for 

consideration as housing sites (Sites 011, 018,and 024 were out 

forward as locations for mobile phone masts):” 

It is further explained that; 

 Sites 017, 021 and 022 were assessed as being unavailable 

 Site 010 was assessed as being undeliverable due to the lack 

of suitable vehicular access 
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 Sites 007, 009, 019, 020, 023, 026, 027 were assessed as 

bring unsustainable due to being clearly distant from the 

village 

 Site 004 was too small to justify allocation. 

My client wishes to conform Site 017 is not unavailable and could 
positively to the provision of open space in the Parish. 

Para 8.8 sets out how the remaining 13 sites were fully appraised 

and this approach is supported. As part of this appraisal Horsted 

Keynes’s housing need is referred to, see Section 4/Soc which 

states “Site 013 is likely to only have potential for a limited 

number of dwellings potentially 6-8 dwellings in a courtyard-style 

development. This quantum of development would only provide 

for a limited amount of Horsted Keynes’s needs”. Given the 

uncertainty of the level of housing need in the Parish it is 

therefore not clear what contribution sites are making towards the 
Parishes housing need. 

As part of the SA process it is important reasonable alternatives 

are appraised. It is clear this has been undertaken for the policies 

identified in the HKNP. However the SA has not sought to appraise 

plan provision options. At this stage it is therefore unclear 

whether the proposed allocation of 30 dwellings is the most 

sustainable option for the Parish. 

As part of this process my clients land has been assessed. My 

client fully appreciates the environmental concerns identified with 

respect to impacts on the environment and views. These issues 

can be overcome and mitigated at the planning application stage 

through good design and protection of the landscape. With 

respect transport concerns, suitable access is achievable via Site 

017, where the covenants does not restrict the land being used in 

this way. 

The SA correctly identifies the social benefits development of my 

clients land would bring. The SA identified the Plan’s reduced 

ability to provide affordable housing. As discussed previously my 

clients land (in totality) offers the opportunity to positively 

contribute to meeting the housing need of the Parish whilst also 

contributing to the delivery of affordable housing. In addition to 

this my clients land would positively contribute to the provision of 
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additional open/green space which would benefit the community 

as a whole. 

Site Assessment: Jeffreys Farm 

The Revised Assessment for Jeffreys Farm/Sugar Lane Sites; 

details how the sites were re-assessed in September 2015 to take 

account of the covenant on HKNP017, their location to the west of 
Sugar Lane and advice from West Sussex County Council. 

It is noted advice from Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 

outlined a risk in “using all the fields around Jeffreys Farm as it 

would potentially create a “knock-on” or “domino” effect of 

development and there would be little control over a large estate 
ultimately being developed. 

Comments from MSDC have been noted. It is not the intention of 

my client to over develop the site. My client is fully aware the site 

lies within the area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB) and any 

development on the site would respect the landscape surrounding. 

Development of the site would enable an extension to the 

settlement boundary of the Parish, positively contribute towards 

to the delivery of housing in the Parish (including affordable 

housing) and allow for new open space which would benefit the 

recreational need of the village. 

Informal advice by WSCC Highways stated that the “existing 

access point had limited visibility and limited scope to improve it”. 

This view was reinforced with a site visit in July 2015 (see NPSG 

Site Recommendation Discussion Document- PC meeting 

08/12/15). 

In response to concerns regarding access, it is envisaged suitable 

and safe access to the site will be gained via Sugar Lane/Site 017 

(as detailed on Sites Map). The issue of covenant has been raised 

at public consultation events and meetings. The covenant on the 

land is not a barrier to the site being capable of delivering a safe 

and suitable access. 

Conclusion 

My client welcomes the allocation of Jeffreys farm in the HKNP, 

however the level of development identified will not allow for the 

provision of significant affordable housing or additional open 

space which the Parish Council have identified as being needed in 
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the village. We consider that additional land in my clients 

ownership should be allocated to enable the delivery of further 

affordable housing, open space and green infrastructure along 

with safe pedestrian access into the village. 

As discussed, it is unclear what contribution the HKNP is making 

towards the “housing need” of the Parish and indeed towards the 

identified District’s housing need. In line with the NPPF, 

neighbourhood plans should support the strategic development 

needs set out in the Local Plan, plan positively to support local 

development and should not promote less development than set 

out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies (see 

paragraph 16 and paragraph 184 of the NPPF). At this time it is 

unclear how the HKNP is seeking to achieve this. 

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you for providing 

us with the opportunity to comment on the HKNP and look 

forward to discussing my clients proposals with you in further 
detail in due course. 

087 001 Chris Owen 
West Sussex 

County Council 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the Parish 

Council’s Pre-Submission Draft of the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Plan 2016-2031. 

General 

We support the District and Borough Councils in preparing the 

evidence base for their development plans and in Mid Sussex align 

our own infrastructure plans with the emerging District Plan.  We 

encourage Parish Councils to make use of this information which 

includes transport studies examining the impacts of proposed 

development allocations.  Where available this information is 

published on the County Council’s website or that of the relevant 

District or Borough Council.  In relation to the County Council’s 

own statutory functions, we look for all Neighbourhood Plans to 

take due account of our policy documents and their supporting 

Sustainability Appraisals.  These documents include the West 

Sussex Waste Local Plan, Minerals Local Plan and West Sussex 

Transport Plan.  We also recommend that published County 

Council service plans, for example Planning School Places and 

West Sussex Rights of Way Improvement Plan, are taken into 

consideration. 
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Minerals 

Of the sites proposed for new housing in the draft Neighbourhood 

Plan only Land at Westall House (Policy HK20) is underlain by 

brick clay, a mineral that is being included within our Mineral 

Safeguarding Areas and Mineral Consultation Areas (MCAs) in the 

emerging West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (MLP).  National 

policy, through paragraph 143 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework, states that minerals should not be needlessly 

sterilised by non-mineral development and that local policies 

should encourage the prior extraction of minerals where 

practicable and environmentally feasible.  Once the MLP is 

adopted in West Sussex, district and borough councils will need to 

consult the County Council upon any planning applications that 

fall within the MCAs.  Where appropriate developers will be 

required to provide evidence of whether or not prior extraction 

would be practicable and environmentally feasible. 

In the case of Land at Westall House, given that the site is only 

0.92ha and already accommodates a care home and sheltered 

housing facility for elderly people, extraction is unlikely to be a 

straightforward matter.  Therefore, whilst this site is underlain by 

a resource that will be safeguarded by the new MLP, West Sussex 

County Council as Minerals Planning Authority would not require 

extraction unless evidence were produced showing that it would 

be practicable and environmentally feasible to carry out the 

necessary works. 

Small-scale housing sites 

Given that the draft Neighbourhood Plan includes the proposed 

allocation of small-scale housing sites, it is important to note 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 supporting the proactive approach 

undertaken to allocate sites in the Neighbourhood Plan, we are 

unable to comment on site-specific principles at this stage.  In 

considering site-specific principles, please refer to the 

Development Management Guidance note attached to this email. 
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Highways and transport pre-application advice is available from 

the County Council which operates a scheme of charging 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: 

http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/leisure/getting_around_west_suss

ex/roads_and_pathways/plans_and_projects/development_contro
l_for_roads/pre-application_charging_guide.aspx 

088 001 Harry Peat   
I have read the neighbourhood plan and support the aims and 

proposals contained within. 

089 001 Sandra Peat   

I am writing to register my support for the village plan. It is well 

thought out, and should it be required, will be an excellent edition 

to the village! 

If you have any questions, please get in touch at this email. 

090 001 Christine Wheatley   

Many, many hours of voluntary work over several years by a 

significant number of residents has finally produced this draft 

plan. We should not underestimate the cost to individuals and to 
our community that this process has incurred.  

Our neighbourhood plan should reflect the vision for our village 
for the next 16 years or so.  

It is clear that care has been taken to consider the particular 

beauty of our village, the need to plan for quality in any new 

development, and the desire to retain the rural qualities of a 
smaller village. 

I am disappointed that the vital role that the education has in the 

life of our community has not been properly reflected in the vision 

statement. A thriving village school can not only provide our 

young with an excellent early academic education, but can also 

give them friends for life and a place to belong. My own adult 

children can vouch for this. A thriving village school also contains 

part of the soul of the village, providing space and place for 

families to become friends and develop their identity within the 

community. Pre-school provision in the village is also vital for the 

early integration and socialisation of families living in our village 
with very young children. 

I do not know anyone in our community who wishes there to be 

large sprawling developments of new housing. I am also aware 

that no-one wishes to see new housing in their back, or front, 

http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/leisure/getting_around_west_sussex/roads_and_pathways/plans_and_projects/development_control_for_roads/pre-application_charging_guide.aspx
http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/leisure/getting_around_west_sussex/roads_and_pathways/plans_and_projects/development_control_for_roads/pre-application_charging_guide.aspx
http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/leisure/getting_around_west_sussex/roads_and_pathways/plans_and_projects/development_control_for_roads/pre-application_charging_guide.aspx
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yard. We should recognise that previous 'visions' have given those 

of us who live in Horsted Keynes currently, our homes. No doubt 

in the past, local residents were dismayed at the idea of the then 

new developments, which are now for us an established part of 
our neighbourhood.  

Surveys undertaken early in the Neighbourhood Plan process 

showed that most residents wish to stay in the village for life. 

Some will require larger housing as families grow, but more are 

likely to require smaller units, either at the beginning or towards 

the end of adult life. I am therefore not convinced that the current 

proposals provide sufficient new, smaller units of accommodation. 

(This point made in 5.4 of Pre-submission Draft) I do not 

understand the current constraints on the Jefferys farm land. 

Even if the other sites offered on Jefferys farm are deemed 

inappropriate, cannot the current proposed site be used to provide 

more, smaller units, to make a greater contribution to meeting 

this perceived need? Recent ‘windfall houses’ have already 

provided some larger houses, for which there does not seem to be 

much further need.  Indeed a recent conversation with a 

professional former resident of Horsted Keynes confirmed the 

problem of the price of accommodation in the village. This person 

would like to return to the village but sees no possibility with the 

size and cost of any units available at present. Whether built with 

young adults in mind or those at retirement age, I believe that it 

is important to try and secure smaller units of housing that are 

offered in affordable packages, and with some protection for 

affordability on resale or rental. 

 A community is an organic thing. In order to thrive it needs 

renewal and to a degree growth. It needs to support its 

infrastructure for that to remain fit for purpose. The village shop 

is a prime example of this. I am pleased to see noted the 

importance of seriously addressing meeting our community’s need 

for a shop in the event of the current owners retiring.(2.20-2.22) 

In the meantime the community needs to use the shop on a 

regular basis for it to remain viable and continue to provide the 

service we currently enjoy.  

Thinking of 21st Century communications, whilst appreciating that 

improved Broadband access is now available, it is important to 

achieve better mobile phone signal, so I would agree that 
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provision of a mast is necessary. (7.7 in the draft report) We 

should ensure that it is placed to give the best signal to most 

people, while respecting the need to consider the visual 

environmental impact.   

It is to be hoped that having a Neighbourhood Plan adopted in 

due course will allow our community the opportunity to flourish 

without being subjected to the potential trauma of ‘open borders’. 

Correction 

Pre-Sub draft 2.4 inaccurately states that the school is housed in 

a building ‘over three hundred years old’, this phrase relates to 

the attached privately-owned dwelling, not the current school. It 

is however true that the school was instituted over three hundred 

years ago. 

091 001 Annie Streeter   

Really support affordable housing for individuals & families so the 

village can grow & prosper. We are in danger of stagnating, losing 
our shop, school & pubs if we have a static and ageing population. 

025 008 Terry Higham   

The forwarded message is I hope self-explanatory. I sent an 

earlier message to the HKPCNP at 10.30 am which forwarded 

Peter Whatling's first comment on 11 May, but decided that to do 

this for all ten of his messages would be cumbersome and so sent 

another message asking for this email to be deleted. I have now 

sent one doc. containing all ten of Peter's comments on the NP 

which is much more manageable for the NP team who will look at 

the comments. 

Would you be so good as to arrange for my first message at 10.30 

and the subsequent PS asking for its deletion to be deleted to 
avoid confusion? 

I am also concerned about a lack of acknowledgement of two of 

my own comments on the NP and so I am sending them to you 

for the avoidance of doubt. 

I attach a document containing all Peter Whatling's comments on 

the NP draft all of which he sent to the HK PC email address 

except the first which he sent to the general NP email address.  

Peter was concerned that he had had no acknowledgements of his 

submissions, and as today is the last day of the consultation 

period and he is away today he asked me to make sure his 
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comments had been received. I have therefore copied them onto 

a single document which you may find helpful anyway. 

Comment 1 originally sent to hkneighbourhoodplan@gmail.com 

on 11 May 2016 

I have reviewed the Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission 

Consultation document and compared it with the Draft issued by 

the previous Steering Group to the new SG in June 2015.  I am 

amazed that despite supposedly working on the plan for the 10 or 

so months since receiving the previous draft, 90 to 95% of the 

text in the consultation document remains exactly as the Draft, 

and, apart from some photographs which I agree are very good, 

very little of substance has been added.  The overwhelming 

majority of the document has therefore been written by the 

previous Steering Group and very little by the current one.  What 

have they been doing which has taken so long? 

What has been done however is the total removal of anything 

which might suggest that a significant amount of new 

development in the village could be in any way beneficial.  Thus 

any reference to the benefits for the school, the shop the pub and 

other local facilities, which would be promoted by an increase in 

population comprising mainly younger families, have been 

eliminated, no doubt intentionally.  This may serve the limited 

selfish interests of those who have amended the original draft 

plan but is completely contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of 

the community in previous consultations.  The Village Plan, face to 

face consultations with specific stakeholders, the January 2015 

consultation event etc., all yielded a clearly expressed desire for 

the provision of affordable housing and smaller homes suitable for 

younger families and to reverse the village’s ageing profile.  It is 

noted that the aspiration to achieve these things has remained 

within the objectives (Ref Objective 3) but the means by which 

they could be achieved have been eliminated. 

The document does not represent the clearly expressed wishes of 

the community and must be amended accordingly. 

 

 

Comment 2 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 13 

May 2016 

mailto:hkneighbourhoodplan@gmail.com
mailto:hkparishcouncil@gmail.com
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I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Section 1, 

Introduction.  My comments are: 

1. Paragraphs 1.7 and 1.8 state that the plan will be monitored 

by MSDC and HKPC annually and reviewed 5 yearly.  However, 

it will not be possible to make any substantive change to the 

plan following such review without repeating the whole plan 

making process – consultation, approval, inspection, 

referendum etc.  Given the difficulties experienced during the 

making of this plan you are surely not suggesting that we 

could have to go through it all again in five years’ time.  Also 

can you confirm that MSDC have any obligation, inclination or 

resources to carry out annual reviews of all the NPs in Mid-

Sussex, and also whether they have the legal right to make 

any changes to the plans. 

 I recommend that you amend the plan to clarify the purpose and 

scope of this review process and advise the likely actions arising 

from it. 

Comment 3 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 13 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to the section on 

Consultation in Section 1, Introduction.  My comments are: 

1. Paragraphs 1.11 to 1.14 purport to summarise the 

consultation process.  The last two bullet points of Paragraph 

1.13 both exaggerate and misrepresent the scope of the 

additional consultations: 

a) The workshop section appears to indicate that each 

potential development site had equal billing in the 

discussions, but this was not of course the case.  Certain 

sites (Old Rectory and Jeffries Farm) had been pre-

selected by the Steering Group and identified as “not 

currently being considered”, and facilitators at the 

workshops deliberately provided incorrect information 

during the course of the discussions as to why sites had 

mailto:hkparishcouncil@gmail.com
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been omitted.  The process was therefore severely skewed 

by the SG.  The SG’s interpretation of the questionnaires is 

also questionable and 2 independent audits of them 

provided conclusions at odds with that presented by the 

SG. 

b) During the seven months since the workshops in 

September until the publishing of this document in April, 

the very period when one may have expected the 

consultation to be in full swing, the opportunities for 

consultation have been extremely limited.  Only 2 public 

meetings of the SG have taken place during this period 

and the opportunity for consultation during these meetings 

was extremely limited – half an hour or so before the main 

meeting proceedings, with issues raised not properly 

responded to cannot be called consultation.  Consultation 

by email has been totally ineffective since the SG/PC has 

continually refused to respond to the substantive and 

important issues raised in emails it has received.  Requests 

for meetings to discuss the issues face to face were also 

refused. 

 These paragraphs should be amended to properly reflect the true 

nature of the process and limited scope of consultation that has 

taken place.  I recognise that this will expose the inadequacy of 

the consultation which has been undertaken but at least it may 

then be the truth. 

Comment 4 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 18 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 2, Local 

Context.  In reviewing the document I have compared it with the 

June 2015 draft which was prepared by the previous Steering 

Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of the content of 

this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw attention to 

the important matters from the June 15 draft which have been 

omitted from the current document and whose omission has 

mailto:hkparishcouncil@gmail.com
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undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes of the 

community.  My comments are: 

1. Section 2.9 to 2.13 have been added.  These relate to the 

Ashdown Forest and its SAC designation but are entirely 

irrelevant to the NP since this designation does not preclude, 

or even affect development proposals, a fact about which the 

PC must be fully aware.  MSDC have a responsibility for the 

creation of SANG areas, funded by developer contributions, to 

mitigate the effects of development, but this does not in any 

way mean that development cannot take place within the 7kM 

zone of influence. This section can only have been inserted in 

order to deter support for development by raising spurious 

environmental concerns and should be omitted. 

2. Sections 2.15 to 2.17 refer to the school.  It is noted that the 

reference to the school’s ongoing issues with a falling roll, and 

the very real threat this poses to its continued existence in its 

current form have been omitted.  Also omitted is any 

reference to the critical importance of the school in sustaining 

a vibrant, active community within the village.  I believe that 

these omissions are intended to remove any argument that 

significant housing development would be beneficial to the 

village.  As currently presented the document does not 

represent a complete and fair assessment of the local context 

which the plan should address and should be amended 

accordingly. 

3. Sections 2.18 to 2.19 refer to public transport.  It is noted that 

the sections relating to improvement of the bus service both 

through an increase in passengers and the possible 

deployment of CIL have been omitted.  Again I believe that 

these omissions are intended to remove any argument that 

significant development would be beneficial and do not present 

a realistic assessment of the opportunities that are available to 

address clearly stated concerns of villagers.   The document 

should be amended accordingly. 

4. Sections 2.20 to 2.22 relate to the shop.  Again any 

suggestion that the viability of the shop as a business could be 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

improved by a significant increase in population has been 

omitted.  Instead the red herring of listing the premises as an 

Asset of Community Value has been inserted, without of 

course mentioning that, as the PC knows full well, there is no 

possibility of raising the money which would be required for 

the community to buy the premises and operate the business.  

The totally unrealistic suggestion of listing as an ACV should 

be removed and a realistic assessment of the opportunities 

available to help the shop should be presented. 

5. Section 2.23 relates to the public houses.  Again any 

suggestion that their viability could be improved by an 

increase in population has been omitted, I believe to remove 

any argument in favour of development.  A proper assessment 

of the opportunities available to help these businesses should 

be presented. 

6. Sections 2.25 to 2.29 relate to highways.  The paragraph 

which discussed the possibility of funding traffic calming 

measures from developers’ CIL payments has been omitted, 

again I believe to remove any argument in favour of 

development.  A proper assessment of the opportunities 

available to solve a problem which has been identified as very 

important to the community should be presented. 

7. Section 2.29 Communications.  The paragraph relating to 

identification of phone mast sites and support for any planning 

proposal for them has been omitted.  It is noted that 

opposition to the provision of a satisfactory mobile phone 

service has previously been voiced by Councillor Vince and I 

hope this has not unduly influenced the decision to omit this 

section.  I believe it should be reinstated as a statement of 

what the PC is able and willing to do in this regard. 

The majority of the comments above relate to omissions from the 

draft of any matter which could provide support for a significant 

level of housing development and population increase.  This is 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community in the 

majority of the consultation activities and the plan should be 

amended to reflect these wishes. 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

Comment 5 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 19 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 3, Vision and 

Objectives.  In reviewing the document I have compared it with 

the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the previous Steering 

Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of the content of 

this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw attention to 

the important matters from the June 15 draft which have been 

omitted from the current document and whose omission has 

undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes of the 

community.  My comments are: 

1. Section 3.1 refers to the challenges facing Horsted Keynes.  

You have specifically omitted the adverse effect of the ageing 

population on the viability of the school.  The critical 

importance of the school in maintaining an active, vibrant 

community has been widely recognised.  It is indisputable that 

the village population is ageing and the inevitable corollary of 

this is a reduction in the numbers of families with young 

children.  This is probably the most important challenge facing 

the community yet you have chosen to omit it.  Why?  Could it 

be that it presents an argument in favour of developments 

including significant numbers of houses for younger families 

and affordable homes which you are determined to ignore.  

This is clearly not in accordance with the clearly expressed 

wishes of the community. 

2. 3.2 Vision.  The vision statement has become unspecific, 

vague and meaningless – motherhood and apple pie – and 

provides no basis for proceeding to a realisable set of 

objectives.  This change has been made without any reference 

to the community at all, despite the fact that the introduction 

states that it has been established in consultation with the 

community, and despite the fact that the previous vision had 

received overwhelming support at consultation previously.  We 

know from the minutes of meetings that the vision was 

changed to match the minimalist policies which the PC has 

imposed, but this is a reversal of proper process, in which the 
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policies should be developed from the vision.  The previous 

version which offered something tangible and had received 

widespread support should be reinstated. 

3. 3.3 Objectives.  Objective 3 has removed the intent to 

increase the population but retained the aims of addressing 

the needs of younger people and families and maintaining the 

age profile – these are irreconcilable, and the aims cannot be 

achieved without development to enable the population to 

increase.  Again these changes to the objectives have been 

done at the whim of the PC and without proper consultation, 

despite the fact that the previous objectives had received 

widespread support.  It is difficult not to conclude that again 

this has been done to serve the PC’s determination to prevent 

the development the village so desperately needs to meet its 

clearly expressed aspirations.  Objective 3 should be 

reinstated to its previous content so that it offers realistic 

means by which its good intent can be achieved. 

The majority of the comments above relate to omissions from the 

draft of any matter which could provide support for a significant 

level of housing development and population increase.  This is 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community in the 

majority of the consultation activities and the plan should be 

amended to reflect these wishes. 

Comment 6 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 21 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 4, Built-up 

Area Boundary.  In reviewing the document I have compared it 

with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the previous 

Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of the 

content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw 

attention to the important matters from the June 15 draft which 

have been changed or omitted from the current document and 

which has undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes 

of the community and its value as a useful planning guide.  My 

comments are: 

mailto:hkparishcouncil@gmail.com
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1. Paragraph 4.4.  It now appears to be the intention to retain 

the existing built-up area boundary from the 2004 MSLP.  I 

shall point out in a subsequent comment relating to Policy HK4 

that this will have the effect of preventing extensions to 

properties outside the current BUAB which is surely 

unreasonable and unacceptable, and I suggest unenforceable.  

I believe the reason for retaining the existing boundary is to 

somehow try to deter any significant development and serve 

the wishes of the few who are seeking this mimimalist 

approach at the expense of the majority who wish to see 

affordable homes and homes for young families.  Also what 

does the last sentence of the paragraph actually mean – it 

appears to state that the existing BUAB will not be adjusted in 

the event of any development.  How can this be consistent 

with the first statement? 

2. Policy HK1 appears to state that development will be within 

the BUAB except when it won’t.  What is the intent of this 

convoluted process.  Again, since there are no sites within the 

BUAB, this policy is intended to ensure that there cannot be 

any development at all, except the minor sites allocated (both 

outside the BUAB) which are acceptable to the blatantly self-

interested members of the P.C. who have prepared the 

document. 

This chapter and the Policy HK1 have been doctored in order to 

prevent any significant level of housing development which could 

provide affordable homes and housing for young families.  This is 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community in the 

majority of the consultation activities and the plan should be 

amended to reflect these wishes. 

Comment 7 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 23 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 5, Housing 

and Design Development.  In reviewing the document I have 

compared it with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the 

previous Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of 
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the content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw 

attention to the important matters from the June 15 draft which 

have been changed or omitted from the current document and 

which have undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes 

of the community and its suitability as a formal planning 

document.  My comments are: 

1. The section relating to Housing Need has been eliminated and 

no alternative assessment made or justification provided for 

the very low level of development proposed.  You must be 

aware that a proper assessment of housing need is an 

essential precursor to the site allocation process, the absence 

of which is liable, on its own, to result in rejection of the plan 

by the Independent Inspector.  The original assessment 

should be reinstated or an alternative provided. 

2. Policy HK2: Dwelling Size.  It is noted that the wording of the 

last bullet point has been carelessly changed compared with 

the previous version and does not now adequately control the 

proportion of large houses which a development could contain.  

The term “4+” could be correctly interpreted to mean “more 

than 4”, such that the number of dwellings with precisely 4 

bedrooms is not controlled, except by the minima specified for 

the 1 to 3 bed dwellings.  As worded it could allow the 

provision of 10% of 4 bed dwelling and 10% of 4+ bed 

dwellings, which I do not believe is what was intended.  The 

original “4 or 4+” should be reinstated. 

3. It is noted that the whole section relating to Affordable 

Housing, and the Policy H2 relating to it have been omitted.  

This is directly contrary to the previously expressed wishes of 

the community for which there can be no justification.  This 

policy should be reinstated. 

4. It is noted that the whole policy on Dwellings Appropriate to 

the Needs of Older People and the original Policy H3 relating to 

it have been omitted.  This is directly contrary to the 

previously expressed wishes of many in the community for 

which there can be no justification.  This policy should be 

reinstated. 
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5. Policy HK3: Maintaining Local Character etc.  It is noted that 

the policy has been changed to omit the requirement for 

“being similar in density, footprint, separation, scale and bulk 

of the buildings in the surrounding area generally and of 

neighbouring properties in particular”. This seems to be an 

essential component in maintaining local character so why has 

it been omitted.  Does the SG/PC have something particular in 

mind which would contradict this (eg 10 houses on PHF or only 

6 on JF)?  The requirement omitted should be restored to 

ensure that buildings completely out of keeping with their near 

neighbours are not permitted. 

6. Policy HK4:  Infill Development and Residential Extensions.  

This has become an amalgamation of 2 separate policies in the 

original plan, one for infill and one for extensions.  These were 

carefully drafted as separate policies to ensure that infill could 

only take place within the BUAB but that extensions could take 

place both within and outside the BUAB, which we considered 

was perfectly reasonable.  As currently drafted Policy HK4 

would prevent the extension of a property outside the BUAB 

which is surely unreasonable and unacceptable.  Is this what is 

really intended?  Also the last sentence of the Policy, referring 

back to previous policy HK1 is surely misplaced within a Policy 

relating specifically to Infill and Extensions, which HK1 most 

certainly does not.  This lack of clarity could lead to all sorts of 

problems with planning applications.  The original policies 

should be reinstated in order to ensure that policies are fair, 

reasonable and unambiguous. 

 The comments above relate either to omissions which are 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community or to 

the consequences of careless policy drafting which are liable to 

have unintended consequences.  The document should be revised 

to correct these errors. 

Comment 8 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 24 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 6, 
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Environment and Green Space.  In reviewing the document I have 

compared it with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by the 

previous Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 95% of 

the content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments mainly draw 

attention to the important matters from the June 15 draft which 

have been changed or omitted from the current document and 

which have undermined its validity as an expression of the wishes 

of the community and its suitability as a formal planning 

document.  My comments are: 

1. Policy HK5: Retention and Enhancement of Recreational and 

Local Green Spaces.  It is noted that the provision for limited 

development on local green spaces has been omitted.  This 

was intended to allow for the construction of new facilities of 

benefit to the community, for example a new children’s play 

area or sports facilities or an adult outside gym, proposed by 

the PC and financed through CIL, and which have been widely 

supported by the community at consultation.  Are such things 

really now to be forbidden.  The policy now says nothing about 

“enhancement” of green spaces so its title is no longer 

accurate. 

2. Policy HK6: Provision of Publicly Accessible Green Spaces 

within Residential Developments.  It is noted that the 

requirement to provide green spaces within new developments 

has been amended from developments of 10 dwellings to 

those of 15.  This seems a contradiction from a group who 

claim to be committed so strongly to matters environmental 

and an unnecessary watering down of the previous 

requirement.  Please confirm that this change has nothing to 

do with the proposal to put 10 houses on PHF which will be 

difficult to achieve even without having to provide 20% of 

accessible green space.  Also there is an inconsistency in the 

alternative 0.5 hectares proviso.  It is likely that development 

in HK with development density in excess of 20 will not be 

acceptable – 18 is a typical density currently, except in 

Challoners, so in order to respect the existing village character 

densities significantly higher than this will be unacceptable.  A 

density of 20 results in 10 houses on a 0.5ha site, so the 15 
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dwellings proviso will never operate.  Policies must be 

unambiguous and consistent so this should be restored to its 

original form. 

3. Paragraphs 6.11 and 6.12; Policy HK8: Protection and 

Improvement of Natural Habitats.  The majority of these two 

paragraphs are unnecessary pseudo-environmental waffle 

which add nothing to the original first sentence.  However the 

last sentence of Policy HK8 appears to water down the 

previous requirement for full habitat replacement and 

relocation of affected species and replaced this with vague and 

ambiguous “suitable compensation measures”.  The original 

wording should be reinstated. 

4. Policy HK9:  Low Energy Design and Renewable Energy 

Schemes.  This has replaced the previous Policies E5 and E6 .  

Policy E5 related to sustainable design and construction but 

has been omitted and reliance placed on the Building 

Regulations.  I assume that proper professional advice has 

been taken to ensure that this will achieve a sustainability 

rating at least equivalent to the Code 5 standard previously 

required by Policy E5.  Policy E6 was a requirement to employ 

renewable or low carbon energy systems “except where it is 

not reasonably practicable to do so”.  Policy HK9 is not a policy 

at all but an aspiration – it does not require a developer to do 

anything.  Policies must be unambiguous and provide clear 

instructions of what will and will not be permitted.  This policy 

appears to significantly water down the requirements of 

previous Policy E6 and should be amended. 

5. Paragraphs 6.15 to 6.17 Flood risk and drainage; Policy HK10: 

Sustainable Drainage System Design and Management.  It is 

entirely wrong to state that HK has a significant flooding risk.  

Your own Sustainablility Appraisal states “There have been few 

reported incidences of flooding and the Environment Agency 

has confirmed that the large majority of the parish is in Flood 

Zone 1, which is defined as having a low probability of flooding 

from rivers or the sea.”  I have lived in the heart of the village 

for 27 years and never seen significant flooding.  I believe that 

this issue has only been raised to support the argument 
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against development and should be removed. The provision 

and maintenance of suitable drainage is a matter for the 

sewerage companies and Environmental Agency, not the 

planning department, so a planning policy in this regard is not 

appropriate.  In any event, the requirement for sustainable 

drainage has already been specified in Policy HK3 so this 

policy is redundant and should be removed. 

6. Paragraphs 6.18 to 6.20; Policy HK11: Light Pollution.  It is 

entirely false to state that light pollution is a significant issue 

for the community in HK, although it may be a particular 

hobby horse of one or more of the SG.  It has never been 

mentioned in any survey or raised as an issue during 

consultation or indeed offered as a matter on which opinions 

could be sought.  The NP process is not intended as a vehicle 

for the advancement of the views of individual villagers, 

however influential, but a means of realizing the wishes of the 

whole community.  This section does not address any concerns 

raised by the community, is entirely superfluous and should be 

omitted. 

The comments above relate either to omissions which are 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community, the 

consequences of careless policy drafting which are liable to have 

unintended consequences or the introduction of superfluous issues 

which the community as a whole has not raised or commented 

upon.  The document should be revised to correct these errors. 

Comment 9 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 24 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapters 7 Business 

and Employment and 8 Transport.  In reviewing the document I 

have compared it with the June 2015 draft which was prepared by 

the previous Steering Committee, and which still provides 90- 

95% of the content of this April 2016 draft.  These comments 

mainly draw attention to the important matters from the June 15 

draft which have been changed or omitted from the current 

document and which have undermined its validity as an 
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expression of the wishes of the community and its suitability as a 

formal planning document.  My comments are: 

1. It is noted that the section and policy in the June 2015 draft 

relating to the conversion of vacant premises for employment 

have been omitted.  This was intended to promote flexibility of 

use of existing commercial premises which could otherwise be 

lost, for example to housing, to the detriment of employment 

opportunities within the parish, and was considered to be an 

important matter by your consultant at that time.  Why has 

this now been omitted? 

2. Paragraphs 7.4 to 7.6; Policy HK12: Expansion of existing 

commercial premises (previously Conversion or expansion).  

Horsted Keynes Business Park and the Bluebell Railway have 

been excluded from your list of significant employment 

providers.  Both are surely important providers, the former the 

most important in the parish, so why have they been omitted?  

The conversion of existing commercial premises has been 

excluded from the title and from Policy HK12 although 

reference to it is still made to it in Paragraph 7.5, which 

correctly recognises the benefits conversion could bring.  Why 

therefore has this been omitted from the policy? 

3. It is noted that the June 2015 Policy BE3: Protection of 

Existing Commercial Premises or Land has been omitted.  

Again this was considered by your consultant at the time to be 

an important component of protecting local employment, so 

why has it now been omitted.  Its inclusion would of course 

raise issues about the development of Site 13, the Chicken 

Farm site, so please confirm the decision to sacrifice the 

policy, which could clearly be detrimental to sustainable 

employment opportunities elsewhere in the Parish, was not 

taken to protect one of the only sites you were prepared to 

allocate. 

4. Policy HK13: Broadband and Telecommunications.  High speed 

broadband has already been provided in the village – or hadn’t 

you noticed.  Planning permission is not required for further 

installation of the kind to which you refer, so the policy is 
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redundant.  In any event policies should either permit or 

disallow not support.  This policy is unnecessary and should be 

omitted. 

5. Paragraph 7.8; Policy HK14: Mobile Phone Masts.  All sites 

proposed for mobile phone masts were strongly supported at 

consultation not just the site west of Birchgrove Road, and it is 

untrue to say that support was received for only one.  The 

policy should therefore permit mast erection on any suitable 

site which comes forward, not just the one as far away as 

possible from Sugar Lane. 

6. Section 8 Transport.  It is noted that the sections in the July 

15 draft relating to minimising the impact of road traffic and 

public transport (particularly the bus service) have both been 

omitted, despite these both being very important issues for 

the community.  Are these issues not of interest to the PC, or 

is it perhaps that the issues discussed under these headings in 

the previous draft provided support for significant sustainable 

development and population growth, which the PC has been at 

great pains to avoid in this draft.  

The comments above relate either to omissions which are 

contrary to the clearly expressed wishes of the community, or the 

consequences of careless policy drafting which are liable to have 

unintended consequences.  The document should be revised to 

correct these errors. 

Comment 10 originally sent to hkparishcouncil@gmail.com on 25 

May 2016 

I refer to your Neighbourhood Plan Pre-submission Draft issued 

for consultation in April, and in particular to Chapter 9 Site 

Allocations.  

The allocation of sites is the most important part of a 

neighbourhood plan because it provides an opportunity for the 

community as a whole to determine the nature and extent of the 

development it needs to meet its aspirations for the future.  

Paragraph 9.2 of the Draft claims to “identify housing allocations 

which achieve the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan”.  

However, it is absolutely clear that the three sites proposed 
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spectacularly fail to meet these objectives, particularly in regard 
to providing for 

“Horsted Keynes’s housing needs over the plan period with 

emphasis on housing that addresses the needs of younger people 

and families” (extract from Objective 3), which itself is key to 

meeting the other objectives relating to supporting local services, 
facilities and employment. 

This chronic failure is despite the fact that several suitable sites, 

assessed as sustainable by your expert consultant following the 

first call for land and which were acknowledged as capable of 

meeting the village’s housing needs, were put forward by local 

land owners who are known to have the interests of the village at 

heart.  I believe that these land owners would have been willing 

to work with the PC to agree outline proposals for their sites 

which could have been presented to the community as part of a 

proper consultation process, such that an informed consensus 

could emerge as to the preferences of the whole community, in an 

open, transparent manner.  This would be in stark contrast to the 

closed, secretive process which has led to the present proposals in 
the document. 

With regard to the specific sites you have allocated my comments 

are: 

1. Paragraphs 9.7 to 9.12; Policy HK18: Police House Field.  The 

proposal to erect 10 dwellings on a site of .26 hectares 

represents a housing density of 38 per hectare, which is 

double the density of typical areas within the village.  It may 

be noted that the adjacent land to the west of the site, from 

its western boundary to the eastern edge of Borderlands is 

approximately the same size, and contains only 5 dwellings, 

none of which could be described as large.  Since access to the 

PHF site needs to be via a junction close to its western 

boundary the site will also need to accommodate an access 

road along its full length together with adequate areas for 

parking and turning, all of which will occupy a significant 

proportion of the space available.  Unless therefore it is 

proposed to provide a development of small terraced houses, 

which I do not believe would be acceptable on such a 
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prominent gateway to the village, it will not be possible to 

accommodate 10 dwellings on this site and 6 would be much 

more feasible, at a density of 28 per hectare.  Has your 

proposal been properly thought through? 

2. Paragraphs 9.13 to 9.15; Policy HK19: Land at Jeffreys Farm.  

In contrast, the proposal to erect only 6 dwellings on a site of 

0.7 hectares, a density of less than 9 per hectare, is profligate 

and irresponsible in its use of valuable land in an AONB, and 

cannot be acceptable.  Such houses would, by definition, be 

extremely large and expensive and not at all in accordance 

with the objective of providing more affordable housing for 

young families.  Paragraph 9.13 indicates that access will be 

along the existing farm track.  However, the advice from the 

WSCC expert who visited the site on 1st July 2015 stated 

“Existing access has limited visibility and limited scope to 

improve it without purchasing additional land. Suggest moving 

access northwards to between existing mature trees to reduce 

impact on vegetation and allow full standard visibility splays to 

be incorporated into the design”.  The PC has chosen to ignore 

this advice, although no doubt developers would have to take 

due regard of it, and the requirement to acquire additional 

land and construct a new access road could render the site 

uneconomic, particularly if the dwelling size requirements in 

Policy HK2 are adhered to.  Has this been taken account of in 

assessing its viability/achievability?  The allocation of this site 

should be reassessed. 

3. Paragraphs 9.16 to 9.20; Policy HK20: Land at Westall House.  

The Westall House proposals are for C2 places which do not 

qualify as independent dwellings for planning purposes.  This 

allocation should therefore be removed from the plan.  The PC 

was aware of this well before the publication of this Pre-

submission Draft which begs the question as to why 

publication was permitted with such a significant error.  It is 

difficult not to draw the conclusion that the reason for this was 

to massage the numbers presented to mask the truth about 

the extremely low allocation.  A total of 30 dwellings has been 

proposed on the 3 sites together, a meagre number given the 
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clearly expressed wishes of the community, but this falls to 16 

if Westall House is excluded, around 1 per year for the period 

of the plan, which is derisory.  Please confirm that this was not 

the reason the site remained allocated within the plan. 

The failure to meet the challenge of allocating the sites needed to 

realise the plan objectives must be corrected.  A proper approach 

to the land owners of all sites previously assessed as sustainable 

should be made in order to invite them to submit outline details of 

proposals for their sites.  These should then be presented within a 

further comprehensive consultation process which would enable 

the views of the community to be properly assessed and an 

allocation of sites to be developed which can meet the needs and 
aspirations of the whole community. 

I recognise that this will take considerable time and delay the 

next stage of the plan’s progress.  However, to echo the 

statement of Cllr Vince in her email of 11 June 2015 to the then 

Steering Group members “it is more important to get this right 
than to be quick”. 

092 001 Karen Griffiths   

The draft Neighbourhood Plan (NP) has clearly had many hours of 

detailed attention spent on compiling it and I would like to thank 

the steering group who put it together last year for my feedback 

concerns site allocations and the NP Process. 

Site allocations would not have my support at referendum for the 

following reasons: 

 The draft NP fails to meet its recently amended objectives 

by: 

 Crucially, not providing sufficient homes for young families 

that would enable St Giles Primary School roll to remain 

viable. 

 Not providing enough low cost/starter homes or social 

housing for those currently on the social register specifying 

Horsted Keynes, and with no regard for future numbers 

that would enable low income residents to provide local, 

and increasing need for, support. 

 Not providing sufficient non-care setting, but care-ready 

dwellings for downsizers, who form a substantial part of 

the population profile of HK, 50% of whom have said they 
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would be prepared to downsize if suitable accommodation 

was available and 90% saying they wish to remain living in 

HK after retirement. 

 Failing to consider community and recreational needs, in 

line with the original call for land, focussing entirely on 

housing. The three are inextricably linked. 

 Failing to consider developer contributions in the form of 

Community Infrastructure Levy. 

Site allocations 

1. Police House Field.  Agree this is a suitable site but 10 

dwellings is a higher density than advised by MSDC for a site 

of this size. I would support MSDC suggestion of 6 dwellings 

providing parking is kept off Birchgrove Road. 

2. Westall House.  Further information regarding number of 

residents and staff employed that come from Horsted Keynes 

is needed as this could offset the constraints of being a 

considerable distance outside the village boundary. Westall 

would need to demonstrate the DoH vision that future care 

settings be built around dementia, obesity and lack of 

community cohesion factors. 

2.1. Steering Group (SG) meeting Minutes 29 February 2016, 

document the change in Westalls C2/C3 dwelling category 

proposal in February 2016 but presented 14 bungalows 

that would count towards housing numbers in the draft 

NP.  The majority of residents who did not attend the 

Parish Council Meeting in April will be unaware of this. 

2.2. Westall is a residential and not a nursing home facility and 

as such residents are likely to retain greater degrees of 

mobility, ability and mental capacity.  Whilst Westall 

residents may not be all car drivers, they may use 

mobility scooters, wish to be driven or have visitors who 

by nature of Westall’s location, would drive, The 

Disabilities and Equalities Act prevents treating one user 

group differently from another.  Consideration for safe 

access into the village, with regard to sensory deprived 

residents and for increased car parking on site is needed. 
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It is sad to read of such a profound lack of understanding 

regarding the vulnerable elderly. 

2.3. If Westall is developed, demand for staff will increase. 

Recruitment has historically been difficult but appropriate 

local housing for carers/support staff to enable them to 

get to work in inclement weather would aid recruitment 

and optimize provision of service. This would equally apply 

to staff delivering domicillary care to an ageing population 

in the village. 

3. Jeffrey’s Farm Buildings Agree this is a suitable site, but 

has potential to deliver more than 6 dwellings. 

3.1. Has been allocated a dwelling density well below MSDC 

recommendations. This is likely to be either ineffective use 

of land or consist of 4/5 bed houses which supporting 

documents say are in plentiful supply and are not needed. 

3.2.  MSDC suggested 7-12 dwellings using existing farm 

access road. An alternative access point opposite Jefferies 

on Sugar Lane was considered favourably by Richard 

Speller from WSCC but has not featured in NP. 

3.3. It is noted that 013, 016, 017 and 014 had been accepted 

in draft plan submitted to PC in June 2015 and that all 

sites apart from 013 are no longer being considered 

without any new information coming forward to justify 

this. 

Whilst in the parish of HK, Ravenswood development is more 

likely to use Sharpthorne facilities as they are closer and better 

than in HK. 

NP Process 

It is with the process of the NP I have the most concerns and in 

particular the mis-representation of Jeffrey’s Farm sites. 

1. To secure the best chance of a NP being adopted, the 

community have to get on board with it. One way to achieve 

this, and which is considered best practice, is to have a SG 

(max 12) made up from various community groups to achieve 

optimum representation of villagers, 
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1.1.  Following parish council (PC) elections in May 2015, the 

community led SG was immediately replaced by the newly 

formed PC with a SG made up of 4 newly appointed 

councilors, some of whom had publicly expressed personal 

negative opinions regarding sites and two of whom had a 

conflict of interest in Jeffrey’s Farm (JF) sites. This made it 

extremely challenging for the SG to execute their duties 

objectively and with the best interests of the village as 

their focus. 

1.2. It is deeply disappointing that the PC supported this 

arrangement and did not forsee the difficulties that 

ensued. 

1.3. SG members with a conflict of interest on JF sites were 

granted dispensation by the Clerk of PC to enable the SG 

to be quorate on voting. The PC should certainly have 

raised concerns by then, but continued to support it, led 

by Loz Allen, Chair of PC. Getting the basics right is 

essential and I consider the PC and SG had lost integrity 

and respect at this point. 

1.4.  Repeated public concerns from all areas of the village 

were raised during workshops and SG meetings and have 

not been given adequate, or any, explanation. Letters of 

concern around the NP process were itemized on 

December 2015 PC Agenda and then re-arranged buy the 

Chair to be considered after agreeing NP site selection. By 

doing this, the PC have failed to consider all feedback 

available.  

2. JF sites, other than farm building, were no longer being 

considered by SG by the time September 2015 workshops 

were rolled out. The SG cited ‘new information coming 

forward’ but have failed to produce any when asked or 

document any in the supporting NP documents. 

3. Mis-representations about JF sites were promoted in the 

workshop booklet. Errors identified by JF land owner and 

members of the public were not acknowledged or 

subsequently corrected for the duration of workshops. 
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3.1. SG councilors failed to declare interests when discussing 

JF sites at workshops and repeatedly used a covenant on 

017 as a reason to dismiss 017 from the plan and to 

exclude other JF sites. Whilst the covenant prevents 

building dwellings, it does not prevent recreation or 

access, which the SG were aware of, and thus the public 

were misled during workshops when their feedback was 

sought. 

3.2. WSCC Richard Spellers report on access in July 2015 

shows assessments on 017 only (referred to as 016 in 

error) Site sketches 07+08, inferring that 014, 015 and 

016 had already been disregarded by SG. Whilst 

acknowledging the limits of existing farm access, Richard 

Speller suggested moving the access northwards through 

017. This information has been omitted from SG 

sustainability report. 

3.3. At some point after May 2015 the shift from community, 

recreation and housing needs changed to just housing 

without communicating this to the public or site owners. 

4. To state there have been monthly SG meetings is untrue 

and should be changed.  There have been no public SG 

meetings since November 2015 and yet Minutes confirm that 

meetings have taken place in period January-March 2016 at a 

time when the SG was down to 3 members, without a Chair 

and the PC also without a Chair, Vice-Chair or Clerk. It is 

doubtful the SG was constitutionally functional and even when 

cautioned by the Navigus professional planner, continued to 

proceed. 

5. The SG was formed as a Committee of the PC (July 2015 PC 

Minutes) and confirmed this again at PC meeting of April 2016. 

PC Committee meetings must be held in public. 

6. From Draft Plan:  1.16 It should be noted that, in response to 

feedback received during consultation on the vision and 

objectives, both the vision and objectives were revised since 

the draft Scoping Report was issued. This was following 

consultation throughout 2015 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

6.1. The public have not been sought their opinions on Vision 

and Objectives (V+O), just housing numbers and type of 

dwelling on sites selected by the SG. 

6.2. From privately held SG Meeting Minutes 25 January 2016 

regarding V+O’s. ‘These may need reviewing as they have 

become out of step with current proposals’. By 29 

February they had been reviewed by SG without public 

consultation. 

6.3.  It is of concern that the amended objectives acknowledge 

the need for family housing but wish to maintain the 

current ageing age profile. You cannot achieve both 

without population growth. 

7. A list of contributors and SG members should be included in 

NP in the interests of acknowledging the authors for their work 

and for openness and transparency. 

8. Following initial JF site proposals for community, recreational 

and housing use and after public workshops in September 

2015, JF landowner was approached by SG on 23 November 

2015 to ascertain more detailed ideas of land use on JF. This 

was the first time any conversation had taken place. The SG 

and David Colville, as ex-Chair of SG and current Chair of PC 

were fully aware following a meeting in November 2015, that 

016 and 017 were always planned by landowner to be left as 

green/woodland space in keeping with a rural setting but JF 

sites have been described as a ‘large development’ with a ‘non 

defensible boundary’ with a ‘significant loss of mature trees’ 

and ‘promoting sprawl’, This is alarming and unfounded. 

I am disappointed at the divisive path the NP process has taken 

and hope that the outcome does not leave Horsted Keynes as a 

retirement village where residents are split, scarred and bereft of 

services or have inflicted a legacy that none of us want to live 
with or next to.       

093 001 P Webster   
Great work on the neighborhood plan HKPC.   You have my 

wholehearted support.   Well done! 

094 001 
Mary Mitchell-

Gogay 
  

In general maintaining a rural character in a sensitive area is 

obviously the priority that drives all of this. 
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I wish I'd had time to study this much more but here are a few of 

my thoughts as a retiree with a detached home and a currently 

too-demanding part-time voluntary job at various locations 

outside the village. 

Attempting to restrict population numbers aggressively is not 

going to be possible, or at least sensible, as the rising average 

age of present village inhabitants will leave us with an unviable 
demographic eventually. 

Visual measures such as protecting access to views out of the 

village through any developments and avoiding light pollution are 
a key element in my opinion. 

Addressing further car parking is a significant safety issue given 

that it is in very recent years that parking in Station Road has 

moved from insignificant to potentially or actually dangerous 

especially at the Sugar Lane end. 

If there is to be development at Jeffreys Farm, is it helpful to try 

and design in now in the layout of the buildings a block on future 
expansion in circumstances not yet obtaining? 

The village (and hence the bus) is inaccessible for some or even 

many Westall residents merely through the lack of a safe 

footpath.  How hard is it to address this problem?  For the 

affected individuals (my mother was one for a while) it is surely a 
very significant issue. 

Part of rural character always lies in a sense of history and 

continuity and for this reason I would set a priority on keeping the 

recreation spaces where they now are, beyond merely practicality. 

The idea of a community orchard has gone quiet and so has 

mention of Constance Wood field.  I'd support the former - with 

trees! - and I hope the latter will remain a community space.  

(Whether or not an orchard.)  Access would be a traffic disaster 

for Hamsland I'd have thought.  But, I don't live there. 

If we do attract families and keep our youngsters with affordable 
housing maybe there will even be bonfires there again. 

Horsted Keynes has undergone expansion before, like 

everywhere.  It seems to be our generation's turn so I'd like to 

thank everyone who has put work into this already, at all stages 

(and regardless of the outcome) thus far. 
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095 001 Andrew Hough   

You have requested feedback, and although it is likely that by the 

time any vote takes place we will, with some regret, have moved 

out of the village due to our recent failure to have any sensible or 

pragmatic decision making from the Mid Sussex LPA, I am happy 
to provide my few lines, for what they are worth. 

I regret that that my view is that whilst accepting that the task of 

putting together something acceptable to all has been difficult and 

fairly thankless, I do not agree with the outcome. In no particular 

order here are my few thoughts: 

1. The initial reasoning given for adopting a plan was to provide 

the village with what its residents wanted.  To find this out, 

there would surveys, consultation etc and this would form the 

basis of the plan.  We were later advised that this would have 

to be within the local LPA framework – meaning we could not 

be willy radical. 

2. Over time these surveys etc have taken place, and there have 

been public meetings workshops, new committees, new plans 

and then more of the same.  The main public wish list 

appeared to be to allow enough growth to provide a better 

feed for school, pubs, clubs and shop.  Yet slowly but surely 

the sites and number of houses has been reduced to a point 

where rather than being a sensible plan for growth, it has 

become a NIMBY charter.  I find this desperately sad, and 

don’t view a plan to shackle organic growth of the village for 

16 years as a good result at all. The only real development 

noted in the final draft is the chicken farm and police field 

sites. 

3. The Westall site is a bit of fudge of the books.  When 

discussing our planning refusal for a property between Little 

Keynes and Westall, the Mid Sussex senior planning officer 

advised that Westall could not be used as an argument for our 

plan being infill because Westall is a care home, and is 

considered completely differently to residential property.  So, 

any additional units at Abbeyfield are surely treated as being 

as “Care” rather than “residential”.  This means that your 

residential property increase available to all is almost non 

existent. 
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4. One of the pushes for an NPA was given as being able to 

obtain low cost homes and contribution by developers to 

village infrastructure.  There is little scope for either. 

So, all in all, I think this is a huge wasted opportunity, and it is 

very sad to see the plan watered down to such a point that I 

would almost certainly vote not to adopt it, and instead just rely 

on trying to persuade Mid Sussex to agree sensible development 

(and having just fallen foul of them, I don’t hold out much hope 

for that route either).  At least having no plan would not allow the 

LPA to use it to resist development even more aggressively than 
is already the case. 

I apologise for being so negative, but you have asked for  

feedback, and from reading comments on the village Facebook 

group, it would appear I am not alone. 

096 001 Robert Lloyd Sweet 
Historic 
England 

 

Please find attached our very brief comments on the Pre-

submission version of the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any difficulty 

opening the attached document or if there are any queries 

relating to our comments. 

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the pre-submission 

version of the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan.  Historic 

England’s remit is to provide advice on the management of the 

historic environment, including the conservation and enjoyment of 

heritage assets and the championing of good practice in planning 

for design of new development.  As such, our review has focused 
on these areas of the plan. 

We have few comments to make on the plan which is closely 

focused on the needs of the community but does provide s useful 

review of the village’s history. We note that the Sustainability 

appraisal identifies a list of key character features of the Horsted 

Keynes Conservation Area and would suggest it is appropriate to 

include these in the plan itself and possibly to make a clearer 

connection to them within or in support of Policy HK4, which is 
likely to have the greatest impact on the conservation area. 

We note from the Strategic Environmental Assessment that a 

feature is recorded on the Historic Environment Record at the site 

allocated for development at Westall House.  It isn’t clear from 

the SEA Report what this feature is or whether it requires some 
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policy requirement within the site allocation to ensure the 

proposed development avoids or minimises potential conflict with 

the conservation of a non-designated heritage asset.  We would 

suggest the SEA report should be updated to include consideration 

of what this feature is and, potentially the allocation policy may 

require a commensurate amendment to ensure it’s appropriate 
conservation if necessary. 

I hope these comments are helpful to the Parish Council but would 

be pleased to answer any queries they may raise or to provide 
further information that can be of assistance. 

097 001 
Holly Millett Ridd & 

Tony Ridd 
  

As a household, we do not feel that the housing focus on this plan 

is a positive one for our community. 

As a family that so wanted a local community school for our 

children, welcomed only afford this by buying a home that needed 

drastically modernising and doing, much of this ourselves. These 

places are few and far between. We need more AFFORDABLE 

housing for younger couples and families, plus for young 

professionals to encourage then into the village and bring their 

families up here. 

We have plenty of larger, more luxury homes and the turn over 

and upgrading moves to these is already sustainable.  

Our pre-school and school are under subscribed and there us a 

real danger of future closure if we do not help younger people 

settle here and sustain these important aspects of our 

community. 

More focus needs to be on more 1/2/3 bedroom homes, not large 

homes and better thought through ideas to support our 

community's needs in terms of infrastructure, clubs and social 
care and activities. 

On this basis, we reject much if the plan, particularly the housing 

outline. 

098 001 Alan Davies   

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Neighbourhood Plan. 

I have to say that I am disappointed with the final results. This 

doesn't seem to be a plan for the future, it looks more like 
something designed to try and ignore the future. 

The housing in Westall House has no real connection with the 
Village and delivers nothing for younger members. 
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The other sites are too small to deliver anything significant. 

I feel that this process has gone off track somewhere and I do not 
support these results. 

099 001 Becky Barnard 

Administrator, 

Horsted Keynes 

Pre-School 

Committee 

 

 

The Committee of Horsted Keynes Pre-School makes these 

comments in response to community consultation on the Horsted 

Keynes Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Draft. 

At the outset, we would like to thank all those who have been 

involved in the preparation in this draft Plan. We recognise the 

hard work that has been put in by the Parish Council and Horsted 

Keynes Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, both current and 

past. We are aware that a lot of effort has been put into getting 

the draft Plan this far but we feel compelled to make these 

comments in the best interests of the pre-school and the village 

community as a whole. 

Omission of the Pre-School from the Plan 

It is disappointing that the pre-school is not mentioned at all in 

the draft Plan. The pre-school is a valuable village asset and one 

that needs to be protected and enhanced through the 

Neighbourhood Plan process. However, in Section 2 “Local 

Context”, the pre-school has not been included alongside St Giles 

school under “Local Infrastructure” and in Table 10.1 there is no 

reference to the pre-school under Community Infrastructure when 
this could be the case.  

The pre-school has been operating from the Village Hall providing 

care for local children from 2.5 years to when they start school. 

The pre-school has existed in its current form since 1994 but the 

village had nursery group/play groups for many years before that. 

It provides important early years childcare provision for local 

children whether they are going on to St. Giles Primary School (as 

most do) or other schools. In its last Ofsted report the pre-school 

was awarded a ‘Good’ rating. It is run as an independent charity 

with 5 qualified staff, and is governed by a voluntary committee 
made up of parents of pre-school children.  

We urge the Parish Council to rectify this omission and provide 

information about Horsted Keynes Pre-School in the draft Plan to 

give a full and accurate picture of the services for children 
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currently available in the village. If further information is required 

about the pre-school, please contact us. 

Need to Attract Young Families 

The data in the draft Plan seems to be clear on 2 key points 

regarding young families in Horsted Keynes: 1) there are fewer of 

them in the village as there is an ageing population and 2) that in 

order to buck this trend “a greater number of smaller dwellings at 

an affordable price is required for first- time buyers, young and 

growing families” (section 5.9). So it is clear that the future intake 

of Horsted Keynes Pre-school, just like St Giles Primary School, 

will depend in part on provision of more affordable housing for 

younger families in the village.  

Unfortunately, as a Committee, we feel that the draft Plan does 

not do enough to address the need for such housing. The 

“Challenges” in section 3.1 do not mention the problem of an 

ageing population posing a threat to the viability of services for 

children, including pre-school. The “Objectives” contain no 

mention of increasing the population over the Plan period which 

will be absolutely necessary to bringing in younger families. And 

then the Allocated Sites themselves do little or nothing to 

contribute to providing a mix of affordable and smaller housing 
that the village needs to attract younger families. 

We strongly believe that if the problem of an ageing population 

and inadequate affordable housing is not addressed adequately 

through the Neighbourhood Plan the pre-school will undoubtedly 

be at risk in the future. We urge the Parish Council to consider 

these comments and revisit the Neighbourhood Plan’s policies and 

approach, in the interests of the pre-school and the village as a 
whole. 

100 001 
Mark & Kath 

Brooke-Webb 
  

In respect of the neighbourhood plan, we are very concerned 

about the lack of affordable housing it will be providing. 

With ever-increasing house prices in the area there is a real 

danger that Horsted Keynes will become a village for the wealthy 

and/or retired. We do not believe that this change in demographic 

will be at all beneficial and will seriously put at risk so many of the 

fantastic facilities (school, pre-school, numerous sporting and 

leisure clubs) that make our village a great place to live, facilities 

that maybe we have taken for granted, but will sorely miss if they 
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were to go. We need diversity and a good cross section of the 

population to keep our village vibrant. We can only do this by 

providing more affordable housing and attracting more families to 

the village. 

We hope that the plan will be amended so that the village can 

secure a positive future, one that will continue to give enjoyment 
to all. 

101 001 
Mike & Georgie 

Curtis   
  

We support the proposed Neighbourhood Plan. 

It is difficult to maintain a balance that allows village to develop 

and at the same time keeps its rural character.  We think the Plan 
appears to do that. 

It looks a very comprehensive document which will have taken a 

lot of time and effort and for this we are very thankful 

102 001 Liz Lawton   

Below are my comments in response to the community 

consultation on the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan Pre-
Submission Draft. 

My key concerns are around the issues of  

1. An ageing population 

2. Affordable housing. 

In the 'Profile of the community today' 2.14 section of the draft 

plan it clearly states that the population of the village is ageing 

and also notes the potential mismatch of the supply of properties 

and the needs of households. And in addition it states the need 

for affordable housing. 

In the Neighbourhood Plan Objectives point 3.3 states: 

'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'. 

Having identified the need of affordable small dwellings and 

included this in the objectives the plan then fails entirely to 

deliver them. 

The proposed developments of just 16 units over the next 15 

years is completely insufficient to meets the needs of this 

community (I have excluded the Westall house proposal in this 

figure, I fully support such a development but it shouldn't be 

included in the Neighbourhood Plan). 
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103 001 Tim Griffiths   

Thank you for all the work that you have done. However I do not 

think that this will provide a satisfactory outcome for the future of 
the village. 

This plan does nothing to stop the ageing population of the village 

growing and has negative consequences for the village school, as 
fewer young families will come to the village. 

It appears that the OBJECTIVES have been changed. This has 

been done without consulting the village as there has been no 

open meetings since November 2015. Again this has the effect of 

making the village population older, and not a healthy population 
balance. 

The Westall Housing number allocation is different to their 

proposed application, which would not count towards housing 

numbers. The general lack of number of houses proposed does 

nothing to reduce the amount of people on the social register 

wanting a property in the village. 

The policy to infil within the village boundary is unachievable as 

there is no more land to infil except the football and cricket 
pitches. 

On a personal level as a landowner, I feel that the Jeffreys Farm 

sites have been consistently been misrepresented by the current 

Steering Group. An example would be the use of the covenant on 

HKNP017, which allows no houses to be built on that land, but has 
also been used against other Jeffreys Farm sites. 

In conclusion I do not feel that this plan is suitable for the village. 

104 001 Nick Geering   

I feel that after all the surveys, consultations and the time a lot of 

people present and past have put in, what really is in this plan 
(NP). Not a lot: 

a) An extension of Abbeyfield which is needed the way this 

village is ageing. 

b) Flats at the Ravenswood which is debateable whether it is 

Horsted Keynes or not but is good for Sharpthorne. 

c) No mention of provision for a village shop incorporating a post 

office etc. 

d) No real mention of a development to attract young families to 

protect the future of the school and maybe resurrect the 

sports teams, pubs, etc. 
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My conclusion is in hope this plan fails miserably, to reflect the 

total lack of vision and not entirely straight committees chosen to 

pick sites. A lot of the above could be done without losing the 

beautiful village centre and surround instead we will end up with a 

dormant village with no heart or our young having the chance to 
stay in our local surroundings. 

Hopefully there will be a large development, somewhere like 

Jeffreys farm gets permission to secure the future, and give new 

vision and direction. 

105 001 Jean Green   

What makes the village a rural village is its comparative small 

size. Building more houses, and more after that no doubt, will 
bring Horsted Keynes into the suburban mass of Haywards Heath.  

There have always been people who cant afford to get on the 

housing ladder.  You can not ensure us that the houses built will 

be affordable.  Ex Council houses, 2 or 3 bed, are going for 

£300k+. Brand new houses with off road parking will not be 

marketed at a significantly lower price than houses built in the 

60s and 70s that offer far less for the money. The promise of 

helping get village first time buyers on the property ladder in their 

home town can not and will not be kept. Those on a waiting list 

with someone like Affinity Sutton and not in the market to buy, 

they are looking for social housing. They might be looked after.  

But those wanting to buy will still be looking elsewhere to live.  

Home Farm Court was described in several meetings as an 

example of houses being offered to those with local connections 

first. Having known several families who have resided there since 

it was built (I remember when it was the sight or Bonfire Night 

celebrations!) I know that they had no connection to the village. 
Crawley and south London perhaps.  

The Police House Field has a public footpath running through it. 

Will this be maintained?  Although, who would want to walk 

around a modern hosing estate with their dog and children? Green 

spaces do need to be retained in the village and the Police House 

Field is one.  It is, importantly, a place for children to play safely 
who live that end of the village.   

Westall is cut off from the Village with no footpath.  Residents are 

not made to feel part of this village at all.  It is dangerous for 

residents and staff to access the Home by foot. Many residents 

are quite fit and able, please note it is not a nursing home. 
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Therefore, if there is a footpath, both residents and staff would 

benefit. It is discriminatory and shameful to imply residents are 
not able to walk anyway so not in need of a footpath! 

The Village Shop is struggling because villagers do not support it.  

For all that you say the village has an aging population, if you 

encourage young people in the village they will have cars, they 

will be internet savy, and they will not support the shop. Unless 

the Shop pulls its socks up, perhaps accommodating the post 

office, it will go like all the other businesses we used to have on 
the Green.  All of which were sold for housing.  

Parking is rightfully a major issue.  Put double yellows from 

station road to lucas.  Extend car park by Village club towards 

tennis court. provide second car park in screened area on jeffries 

farm.  

Don't build on green land. build on land that has already had 

human use. Set an example. Wildlife already greatly depleted 

here in last two decades, more houses have been built, residents 

have moved in with families and cars and a lot of money, and 

local businesses, including local school and shops and clubs, are 

not supported - despite growing population. Building more 

houses, even those offered to those with social housing needs, 

will not save local businesses and will not save the(rural) village 

106 001 
Mark & Mary 

Southwood 
  

We fully recognise the very difficult job that the Parish Council has 

had in preparing this NPPSD, which has not been helped by the 

polarised nature of the debate and the entrenched views of 

various factions in the community. In some cases, the actions of 

some in this debate have been lamentable including the 

combative nature and hostile tone adopted by the original NP 

Steering Group in their recent communications.  However, that 

said unfortunately we do think that we have ended up in the 

wrong place with the best solution lying somewhere between the 

original NP and this draft NP. As such, we cannot support the NP 
as currently presented.  

If we do forge ahead with this draft NP without further meaningful 

modification we will have missed an important opportunity to 

address the genuine concerns expressed through the consultation 

process and so fail to secure a sustainable and vibrant community 

for the future. Some of the challenges over the next 15 years are 

without doubt exacerbated by our ageing population demographic, 
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typical of most villages. Also many of the challenges do not have 

an easy or simple solution and so many of the recommendations 

may prove contentious but this does not mean we should shy 

away from what is needed. Failure to address these challenges in 

the right way now is likely to have many unfortunate and 

undesirable consequences which could have been avoided by us 
taking a robust and responsible stance now. 

In Section 2, the NPPSD sets out the local context to the plan. 

Much of the narrative is fair but does not acknowledge the 

substantial decline in the number of commercial and social 

amenities over the years. Some of this reflects the demographic 

changes together with changes in our habits over this time, but 

some reflects a lack of real progress to refresh and maintain the 

patronage that ensures such amenities remain viable in the face 

of competition. In our view we are now at a critical point, in 

particular: 

 We have just one general store left, and paragraphs 2.20-2.22 

reflect the real risk namely that this vital amenity may not 

survive for much longer. If this were to happen not only would 

this have serious consequences for the Horsted Keynes 

community (and particularly the elderly population) but also 

those living in nearby communities including Danehill, who are 

also heavily reliant on this amenity. 

 We do have playing fields for both cricket and football, 

however the cricket club is struggling to field one team and 

the football club is at best described as dormant at this time, 

having failed to field a team this past season; 

 We have significantly fewer events in the village than in the 

past, and many clubs and societies struggle to attract younger 

families to participate, no doubt due in part to the ageing 

demographic. 

The analysis in paragraph 2.14 is accurate and telling and this 

should be a “call for action”. It highlights the challenges that we 

face as a village if we accept a forever ageing population and do 

not implement policies in this Neighbourhood Plan to do more to 

retain young families within the village. And by implication do 
more to attract young families to ensure a vibrant community.  
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In order to meet own Vision and Objectives, let alone making 

more meaningful progress towards our OAN, we either need to: 

 Extend the BUAB more than has been accepted so far in 

Policies HK18 and HK20; and/or 

 Provide more housing on sites within the fixed 2004 BUAB. 

In terms of extending the BUAB, we have to be extremely 

sensitive so as not to destroy the character of the village and it 

must respect the AONB status and views afforded. However, we 

do believe there are some limited opportunities to extend this 

without compromising the integrity of the BUAB and AONB. In 

particular, land beyond Westall House and the land between HK 

village and the HK Industrial Estate would be potential candidates 
in our view. 

As for development opportunities within the BUAB these are also 

limited.  However there are some which merit further 

examination: 

The Old Rectory HKNPO12 – This offers the greatest opportunity 

in terms of area available but the access via Church Road is 

clearly problematic. However, we do think a more radical solution 

could be found possibly exploring an access option via Birchgrove 

Road with footpaths provided to provide a fully integrated solution 

with the school, church and Church Road. This has the potential to 

unlock a substantial amount of land which would have the added 

benefit that a significant number of affordable homes could be 

unlocked in a development of this size and the close proximity of 

the school could be a huge advantage in attracting younger 

families. 

Constance Wood and Council Field (HKNP 003) – Site access 

remains a challenge but if this could be overcome by demolishing 

one bungalow at the Lewes Road end of Hamsland it would give a 

developer easy access to this site without adding to traffic on 

Hamsland.  This would unlock not only this land but also the 

adjoining site i.e. land behind St Stephens Church (HKNP025). If 

these sites were progressed as a joint proposition the area would 

be significant allowing a reasonable quantum of affordable/starter 

homes.   This site also has easy walking access to the village 

centre. 
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Section 5 is reasonable and identifies sensible policies to control 

the quality of development.  The one notable shift, given the need 

for a greater number of smaller houses, is that Policy HK2 

provides for 50% one and two bedroom houses whereas SHMA 

recommends 75% for Mid Sussex given the shortage of suitable 

affordable housing. 

Section 9 is disappointing in that having done a very 

comprehensive job in setting out what the village needs the Parish 

Council has made a very modest set of proposals which fall well 

short of what is needed. Ignoring the Westall House proposals the 

NP is proposing 16 new dwellings over the next 15 years! 

 Of these 16 new dwellings: 

 10 dwellings on the 0.26ha Police House Field which feels far 

too dense if this also includes an access road and some off-

street parking, which it must do. 

 6 dwellings on the 0.7ha Jefferies Farm Buildings site feels 

relatively modest and suggests a few larger houses rather 

than the Policy HK2 split, this is on the basis that the access 

road could not handle more traffic which seems unlikely, and 

ignores the possibility that the road could potentially be 

modified to accommodate this traffic if necessary. 

As currently drafted, the NPPSD is more likely to deliver about 12 

new dwellings, of which perhaps 3 or 4 might be one or two 

bedroom dwellings.  When adding the 14 completed or in the 

planning pipeline, this total of 26 is far short of what is needed.  

Surely we need to look at 50-60 new dwellings over this period to 

be credible, this would deliver circa 15-25 affordable homes using 

Policy HK2, or more affordable homes using the SHMA ratios.  

This would make a real difference and bring fresh blood into the 

village, as well as accommodating downsizing opportunities to 

address retired types / 'empty nest' syndrome.   These 

developments could be phased in a responsible way to avoid 

jeopardising the quiet and tranquil nature of the village 

environment that we hold so dear. 

Other matters: 
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Parking on Station Road (from Barnards to Rixons Close)  – This 

has become a significant problem in the last year or so and it is 

inevitable that a serious accident will arise before too long. The 

Council surely has a duty to foreshorten the land bank to allow 

cars to park off the main road. This simple solution could be cited 

as one of the “quick win” improvements that could be delivered 

through the NP process particularly if the Council are reluctant to 

take action. 

Our amenities – We must find a more definitive way to properly 

safeguard the precious and scarce amenities (including the Village 

Hall and the Martindale – which could be put to better use), see 

earlier comments. We don’t believe the NP goes far enough in 

doing this. 

We trust you will find these comments constructive and helpful. 

107 001 
Catherine 
Geoghegan 

  

Policy HK2: why does policy only recommend that 50% of new 

housing is 2 bed or less?  The data presented suggested that this 

is an area that the village lacks, therefore - for the next 15 years, 

the plan should by weighted more heavily towards housing with 2 

or less bedrooms.  i.e. between 60-75%, in therefore more in line 

with the recommendations noted in paragraph 5.7 

Policy HK9: this should apply to existing buildings (residential and 

business) as well as new development.  What does ‘carbon 

neutral’ mean in this context?  is it the construction of the 

building, it on going running, or both that should be zero carbon?  

A carbon neutral building needs to facilitate neutral/low carbon 

usage - e.g. doesn’t rely on petrol or diesel vehicles to access it. 

 HK17: as well as ensuring that footways and cycleways are 

accommodated, vehicle traffic speed needs to be managed.  If the 

policy (HK16) to deal with increasing numbers of cars to ensure 

space for them to be parked, then measures are need to manage 
the increase in volume of traffic that this will inevitably bring. 

 The existing narrow roads without footways are part of the 

nature of the village, but people driving cars at 30 miles per hour 

is not.  All village roads should adopt a maximum speed limit of 

20mph, and/or speed limiting measures such as speed bumps or 

chicanes to slow down traffic. 
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HK16 - planning to accommodate more cars - this does not align 

with SEA report in several places - e.g. Carbon Plan, delivering 

our low carbon future “the plan should include policies / objectives 

that contribute towards achieving lower carbon emissions.” 

HK19: the site lies way outside the BUAB boundary - does this not 

risk setting a precedent for sprawl? HK18 is adjacent to the 

boundary, but limited by Danehill Lane, so does not appear to 

raise a risk of sprawl. HK20 is an outlier already, as long as any 

development is sympathetic to it’s location then I don’t see any 

major concerns. 

In the very near future, the number of electric vehicles on owned 

in the village is very likely to increase.  Home owners will want to 

be able to park their car where it can be charged - this is OK for 

those who are able to park near their homes and install a 

charging point on their property, but what about those that 

cannot?  A few electric charging points in the village is not likely 
to meet demand. 

The plan lacks any plans/objectives on how to reduce the reliance 

on personal vehicles beyond promoting or increase the bus 

service.  I don’t understand why accommodating parking of 

vehicles is a land use issue that the plan attempts to resolve, but 
avoiding it becoming an issue is not considered part of the plan? 

There is no mention of the existing allotments in the plan?  are 

they existing allotments sufficient for the village - is there a 

waiting list? do we need more or less? 

108 001 Iain Topping   

I have reviewed the Neighbourhood plan and also the leaflet that 

came though the door objecting to some of the proposals. 

I will keep this e-mail as brief as possible but I would like to make 

myself available for consultation should anything I raise be of any 
interest for further discussion. 

I moved to Horsted Keynes two years ago with my girlfriend as 

first time buyers, and falling in the pre-family 25-44 socio-

economic group I feel I have an above average insight into the 
social group you are trying to target with the plan. 

Firstly I would like to say I agree with most all of the content of 

the document. The reason we moved to Horsted Keynes was 

because the traditional identity and feel of the village is something 

that is sadly lost from the South-East and it has to be 
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fundamental to any plans that this is not lost. I feel almost 

despairing to see the town of Haywards Heath in which I grew up 

become a soulless, traffic-filled mega-town that will before long 

become indistinguishable in terms of its boundaries from Burgess 
Hill. 

Now let me discuss the perceived desperate housing need 

frequently discussed. My opinion from a background in classical 

Economics is that this is nowhere near as severe as we are often 

led to believe. Rising house prices are often cited as evidence of 

the supply and demand relationship of housing stock but that is a 

complete misunderstanding of the fundamentals drivers. If 

demand was outstripping supply you would expect to see the cost 

of home ownership increasing relative to income. And when I say 

cost I am chiefly referring to the outgoings on mortgage 

repayments. However, if you compare the average cost of 

servicing a mortgage to average income over time there is very 

little deviation, suggesting demand and supply are not too far off 

equilibrium. The issue is the artificially low interest rates are 

increasing the size of mortgage that can be afforded at the same 

level of income pushing prices ever higher. The big barrier for first 

time buyers is higher prices mean a higher deposit required and 

with a below inflation interest on savings they are being hit twice. 

What is needed is not building extra houses or subsidising 

"affordable housing" but allowing market interest rates returning 
to a more natural, healthy level. 

Having said this, I see no evidence that the government has any 

desire to allow the market to behave rationally and personally I 

do feel Horsted Keynes has the potential to support a population 

roughly 10% higher in the medium term without losing this 

village's incredible identity. At the same time it can appease the 

government's housebuilding demands and support the local 

services which do seem to be struggling. 

Several small developments of 2 and 3 bedroom houses would 

certainly seem to be most appropriate need given current mix of 

housing stock but this has to be first and foremost in a style in 

keeping with the village and could be offered to local young 

workers for a guaranteed rent whilst they save for a deposit (and 

hopefully a house price correction!) I would also argue Horsted 

Keynes could sustainably support an increase in availability in a 
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handful of larger self-build plots which again should meet fairly 

strict design criteria in terms of aesthetics, perhaps "Sussex-style" 

to again maintain a traditional feel and attract dynamic 

professional families to the village. 

Finally, I do genuinely fear the loss of some of the village services 

in the coming years, notably the village shop. I feel there should 

be a priority placed on preventing any change of use to 

residential. It's perhaps not currently economically viable but 

should the opportunity present itself for a change in ownership in 

the coming years I'm convinced there is a huge potential to 

develop this business into a thriving social centre point of the 

village by incorporating extensive local produce, a café and post 

office/parcel collection point facilities. But to achieve this there 

needs to be a binding commitment to maintaining its usage and 

even look at the feasibility for a cooperatively funding any 

redevelopment. 

You may or may not agree with the sentiments of my e-mail but I 

am speaking as someone who fits the profile you are actively 

looking to encourage so I hope my opinions carry some weight. I 

would be delighted to contribute more at length to not only 

maintaining Horsted Keynes as the idyllic village it is but also 

developing it in a way which does not detract from its current 

charm so please don't hesitate to contact me if required. If not I 
of course wish you good luck with the rest of the process 

109 001 Angela Newman   

These comments are made in response to the Pre-Submission 

Neighbourhood Plan consultation process 

1. Process 

I am a former member of the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood 

Plan Steering Group. I left the SG in 2015 but I would have 

been compelled to leave shortly afterwards anyway because 

the newly elected Parish Council resolved that only Parish 

Councillors could be members of the Steering Group going 

forward. I do believe that this was an unfortunate and 

undemocratic step for the Parish Council to have taken and 

one which in my view has undermined the democratic process 

that the Neighbourhood Planning is meant to represent. 

2. Section 5. Housing - Dwelling Mix 
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This point is the nub of the problem with the draft Plan. 

Section 5 sets out clearly the evidence for what Horsted 

Keynes needs in terms of housing provision, as concluded in 

para 5.9 (my emphasis) 

5.9  This evidence, combined with the evidence from the 

local community, collectively demonstrates that the need 

for a greater number of smaller dwellings at an 

affordable price is required for first- time buyers, 

young and growing families and older residents 

wishing to downsize in Horsted Keynes. Indeed, the 

provision of a larger supply of smaller units will help to 

reduce the price and make entry-level housing more 

affordable in Horsted Keynes. This is reflected in Policy 

HK2. 

But this evidence base has just not been the starting point for 

the Parish Council's approach. Instead the Vision & Objectives 

have now been drafted to seemingly avoid these issues and 

most importantly the Site Allocations in Section 9 do not 

address the identified needs of the village for more smaller and 

affordable housing. As such, the Plan just does not hold 

together and it makes it seem meaningless. 

3. Section 9. Site Allocations 

 The Site Allocations do not include any sites that can 

deliver a meaningful number of smaller and affordable 

housing units over the Plan period. The Site Allocations 

that have made it into the plan really add to up very little 

and in terms of affordable homes, my understanding this 

that the plan could produce a maximum of 4-5 affordable 

homes in the village. 

 I cannot help be concerned about the process that has led 

to the Parish Council excluding all sites that have been 

assessed as being able to make a significant contribution 

to the village's future housing needs. I am afraid I cannot 

have confidence in the Parish Council's method because 

their starting point has been to minimise development 

rather than take an objective, evidence-led approach to 

site inclusion in the Plan. 
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4. Section 3. Vision & Objectives. 

This section appears to have been modified from what was 

originally drafted and consulted upon by the previous SG. The 

effect is to 'water down' the arguments for any development 

that addresses the village's needs. The changes as a whole 

seem to indicate that Parish Council is taking the approach 

that there should be absolutely minimal development in 

Horsted Keynes over the Plan period, rather than recognising 

the needs of the village as the starting point for what the 

appropriate level of development should be. 

 Challenges (3.1) Why is there no mention of the challenges 

that an the ageing population (the evidence for which is 

clear in the Plan) will present to the village school/pre-

school and population balance? The ageing population is 

arguably the greatest challenges faced by the village and it 

is hard not to draw the conclusion the Parish Council has 

omitted it to water down the arguments for including 

housing provision in the Plan that would help to alleviate 

this problem i.e. smaller units and affordable homes for 

young families. 

 Vision (3.2) The more detailed Vision that was drafted by 

the previous Steering Group and consulted upon to provide 

a strong basis for the Objectives. The Vision included in the 

draft has been watered down, made brief and less specific, 

and I don't believe that it has been consulted on with the 

community. Why was the Vision changed in this way? 

 Objectives (3.3). The wording of Objective 3 has been 

changed from that originally drafted and consulted upon. 

The intent to increase the population has been removed 

but strangely the aims of addressing the needs of younger 

people and families and maintaining the age profile have 

remained. How does the Parish Council expect to be able 

to achieve the latter without adding to the population of 

the village? Again, why was the wording changed? 

5. Conclusion 
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Please do not take these comments as 'sour grapes' by a 

former SG member. I want the Neighbourhood Plan process to 

be successful, I devoted a significant amount of spare time to 

it when I was involved. it is just so frustrating that the draft 

NP seems to be underpinned by a 'no development' approach 

that is at odds with the needs of the village. 

Does the Parish Council want Horsted Keynes to thrive over 

the next 25 years? Does it want there to be a thriving and 

balanced population? Does it want the school, pre-school and 

other services to remain and thrive? The current draft Plan 

would indicate that the Parish Council has lost sight of these 

fundamental questions and if the NP remains in its current 

form the result could surely be a village that stagnates and 
declines over the next generation. 

110 001 Kay Austin   

I really don't know what to say about this plan as it doesn't seem 

much of a plan at all. Will Mid-Sussex accept this lightweight 

plan? Where are the smaller affordable houses everyone 

mentioned in the NP session I attended? I'm sorry, but I am 
disappointed 

111 001 Peter Willis   

Please find attached my comments submitted on the 26th May via 

email to the Parish Council, and copied to the chair of the PC. 

I share with others, the general view that this is an improvement 

on previous attempts and that the content is largely sympathetic 
to the needs and views of the village. 

I am not in general support of the arguments circulated by 

Messers Lawton, Whatling and Higham that appear to oppose the 

proposed plan. 

Despite their previous direct involvement in the process, I find 

their apparent belief that an extensive and significant increase in 

housing numbers and housing density would be beneficial, to be 

at odds with public opinion as expressed at numerous meetings of 

the various Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group meeting and 
Parish Council meetings that I have attended. 

In particular, I can see no proven correlation between suggestions 

that an increase in population would 

(i) Safeguard attendance numbers at St Giles Primary School 

(ii) Ensure the viability of the local shop and pubs. 



Horsted Keynes Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Summary of Representations – date 26/05/2016 time midnight 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of Comment 

(iii) Allow adequate funding for major local infrastructure 
enhancements such as a new Village Hall or community centre. 

(iv) Provide housing that was any more “affordable” ( a much 

misused term). 

Indeed, over the past 25+ years where we have seen a population 

increase in the village, we have seen a reduction in the apparent 

viability of local services. I cite the loss of the garages (Hapstead 

and Crown), the Butchers, Hair Dressers and second shop – all of 

which existed when I moved here some 15+ years ago. It is not 
as simple as more people equals more viable local services. 

Nor do I consider wrong that first and foremost, this NP document 

should be a reflection of local desires and aspiration. If that is in 

conflict with central government edicts, then so be it. This is the 

time to say to the politicians – this is what WE think should 

happen – and if you think you were elected to decide otherwise, 
then it is time for you, as the elected politician, to think again. 

Many of the suggested sites for development have been rejected 

partly on the basis of the difficulties of road access. This is right 

and proper, given our location within an ANOB, and the unique 

quality of the local terrain. The narrow lanes, hedgerows and 

undeveloped verges, together with the absence of street lighting 

are what give Horsted Keynes its’ desirable character. Indeed, it is 
what gives the country a character. 

Any additional housing would bring with it an increased burden on 

infrastructure - highways, water, power, recreational spaces, a 

desire for allotments and so on. None of these, particularly any 

provision for an increase in vehicle movement, are possible 

without detrimental damage to the local environment and are 
therefore not desirable. 

I do have a few specific concerns with the plan as it currently 

stands: 

I am concerned that the proposed developments at Westall, whilst 

laudable, may potentially be considered “inadmissible” to the 

numbers game within the NP purely on a technicality of access 

designations, and would suggest that this be highlighted in any 

revised plan. 

I have concerns about the proposed density of housing on the site 

referred to as Police House Fields. Whilst I am not opposed per se 
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to some development here (despite it being in close proximity to 

Lucas!), I am worried about the safety aspects impact of vehicle 
movements onto Birch Grove Road. 

I fully support the rejection of developments on the Old Rectory 

site, as I believe any additional traffic on Church Lane and past 

Leighton Villas to be totally unacceptable, and a serious safety 

issue to pedestrians. We should also be mindful that at this point, 
Church Lane is part of the Sussex Border Path public footpath. 

I am frustrated that the NP process has (perhaps because of 

Central Government remit), concentrated on the centre of Horsted 

Keynes, and not on possible smaller developments spread over 

the entire Parish. I am sympathetic to the idea that smaller (no 

more than 6-10 dwellings per site) spread over the entire Parish 

would serve both current residents and land owners more 

appropriately. The reality is that whether you are in the centre of 

the village, or elsewhere in the Parish, you will most likely be 

dependent on a private motor vehicle to commute to the likes of 

Haywards Heath, East Grinstead or beyond. 

Please convey my thanks to all members of the Parish Council 

who have worked tirelessly towards this current pre-submission 
stage, despite many obstacles and upheavals. 

 


