STEDHAM WITH IPING NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

Regulation 14 Consultation

CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM

About you

Your name: | Haydn Morris on behalf of Owners of the Former Stedham Sawmill

Your email*: | haydn.morris@hmpcltd.co.uk

Your address: | 8 Charborough Road, Broadstone, Poole, Dorset

Post code: BH18 8NE

Please tick all that apply to you: | live in the parish D | work in the parish D

| have a commercial interest in the parish D
| represent a voluntary organisation in the parish D

| am a statutory consultee D

Tick if you like to be kept up to date (by email) of the plan’s progress YES

Tick if you would be happy for us to contact you about your consultation response YES

By providing this information to the Parish Council you are agreeing that we can use your information for
the purposes of the Statutory Regulation 14 Consultation of the Stedham with Iping Neighbourhood Plan.

Comments on the neighbourhood plan
Using the boxes below, please provide your comments on the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan. So that
we can fully understand your comments please make it clear to what your comment relates.

Eg: Page 3, para2

Whole Plan — e  Preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) is welcomed. However, to be sustainable
and effective, any NP must be prepared correctly in accordance with best practice and
guidance. In line with the NPPF (para 14) it should be prepared with a presumption in
favour of sustainable development, with clear evidence to support restraint. It should not
be prepared from a position of subjectivity or premature conclusions but informed by
evidence.

Process and
soundness

SINDP 1-17

e The NP is flawed in its treatment of evidence and its consequential response to
development needs. It is deficient through inappropriate assessment or disregard of
available evidence that determines the suitability or otherwise of available, sustainable




and deliverable development sites within its area. This should be corrected.

From the Parish Council’s own evidence (draft NP, background papers and submissions to
SDNP Local Plan) there can be no doubt the NP has been produced to offer formal
resistance to new development; a position intensified following publication of the SDNP
draft local plan that proposed some 40 housing units at the former Stedham Sawmill site.

The undue weight attributed to restricting development and maintaining a position of
little or no change, is a position that is unsustainable. Keeping development (particularly
housing) levels in the plan to a minimum; taking the requirements of the emerging local
plan as maximums and dividing this quantum between sites without consideration of
appropriateness of viability, is unacceptable. We disagree strongly that such an approach
is “the most appropriate way to deliver the required number of new residential units.”

It is accepted that the National Park does not have to meet its full objectively assessed
housing need where there is direct conflict with Park objectives such as landscape
protection. This has led to a general reduce level of housing need proposed through the
local plan, which will be tested in due course for soundness. However, even in areas of
restraint, it remains a planning requirement to accommodate as much new development
as possible on sites able to accommodate it without harm.

There is no comment in the NPPF that states that national parks should not pursue
housing to fully meet objectively assessed need (OAN) but accepts that it may not always
be appropriate to do so for reason of the ability of the protected landscape to
accommodate it. The issue for the local planning authority through the local plan is to
prove that the landscape considerations, across the Park area are such that in many areas
full OAN cannot be met. At the same time, it must prove that opportunities to maximise
housing delivery, where designation objectives are not harmed, are not restricted
unreasonably. While the NP has supported the matter or restricting development in the
National Park, it has failed to assess fully if the plan area has available capacity that will
meet strategic need, sustain and enhance local services and protect the wider landscape.
By focussing on local preferences, the NP runs contrary to NPPF guidance (paragraph 17)
that requires plans to be produced based on joint working and address larger than local
issues.

The position of restraint is readily evident from the NP approach which took the
‘maximum development quantum’, undertook a subjective assessment of capacity and
tempered findings by local political material considerations. This is not the methodology
required by Government guidance. The NP fails to respond positively to many of the
provisions of the NPPF, in particular to the core planning principles set out at paragraphs
14 & 17. The NP provides no confirmation that these principles have been taken into
account or why the NP can deviate from those requirements acceptably.

The Government approach for plan production is to first establish an evidence base across
a range of material planning considerations and to undertake a sustainability appraisal.
This exercise informs the plan’s preparation and allow effective discussion and
consultation with the community and interested parties. It is not evident that this
exercise has been completed satisfactorily or without pre-conceived conclusions.
Conclusions as to levels of need, acceptable growth and areas of restraint are
questionable. The evidence base is therefore suspect and should be revisited before the
plan progresses.

The NP process fails to first identify all suitable development land within its area, even if
the total capacity exceeds that known to be required to meet local need or local plan
requirements. The amount of land allocated in any plan can exceed that required by
acknowledged need if sustainable and appropriate. Only when full capacity has been
calculated, can material considerations (again drawn from the evidence base and
comprising both constraints and opportunities) be applied to ensure the most appropriate
and sustainable land is selected and capacity assessed individually and collectively, with a
view to meeting NPPF requirements.




The approach adopted unduly weights its evidence base and much of its interpretation
and assessment subjective and insular. This resulted in an unduly restricted area of search
and selection of sites to limit change and provide an unreasonably constrained level of
housing provision. This must be corrected.

Housing proposals are limited to two sites to meet the ‘maximum housing requirement’
comprising part of the former Stedham Sawmill (open market and affordable housing),
and a greenfield site adjacent to West Lodge, primarily for affordable units. Both sites
have been considered against pre-requisites introduced by the NP and each is deemed
suitable for housing development despite very different site assessments.

e Land adjoining West Lodge exhibits a reduced level of planning suitability, is
greenfield, uncontained and its delivery (particularly for affordable housing
only) is uncertain through land access, ownership, and viability issues.

e The whole Sawmills site is brownfield, suitable, less constrained, accessible,
available and deliverable as confirmed through the SDNP SHLAA exercise.

Noticeably the extent of development at each site is unnecessarily limited, with no
assessment evidence to support the plan in its restrictions. The Landowner of the Sawmill
site and NP assessments, indicate that the site and Stedham as a whole, has available
capacity to provide for more than identifiable local (Stedham) development need without
compromising either the objectives of the National Park or local material considerations.
This available capacity, if utilised correctly, can assist the required planning balance of
social, economic and environmental needs across the National Park, that is being pursued
through the emerging SDNP Local Plan.

Throughout the NP reference is made to such planning considerations as:
e using brownfield land,
e making land available for housing and provision for affordable units,
e protection of the countryside, and
e the need for a vibrant local economy.

These are all laudable objectives of a sound plan, but the NP does not apply these
factors comprehensively across the plan area and consequently it fails to deliver on all
of these points. It does not make best use of available PDL and unduly limiting growth
does not support the local economy. Some affordable housing is proposed but limited
and with no viable explanation of how it is to be provided. The countryside would be
protected by focusing development at the Sawmills site.

The plan must reconsider its approach to development prior to being subject to
examination. The true capacity of all available sites within its area should be examined
before appropriate material considerations are applied without subjectivity. There
should be no phasing or restriction applied to the ability of sites to deliver development.

It is our intention to present our concerns that the plan is unsound to the appointed
examiner to ensure that our representations to both the SDNP Local Plan and this NP are
consistent, and that future planning decisions in Stedham are taken in the context of a
sound planning base.




The former Sawmill
site

SINDP 7

Paragraph 4, page 16 of the draft NP states:

‘Currently, the Pre-Submission Plan (SDNP local plan) includes an allocation at Stedham
Sawmills which, for a number of reasons, the Steering Group does not consider to be the
most appropriate way to deliver the required number of new residential units over the
plan period’.

The plan does not fully explain or clarify theses ‘reasons’ even though the sawmill site is
a sustainable location that can be used effectively to assist in meeting the objectively
assessed need for the Park without undue harm. The NP unreasonably restricts its
development and this must be reconsidered.

Both NP and Local Plan accept the sawmill site as suitable for development. The
availability of that land should therefore be utilised to full effect as required by NPPF.
The restrictions used to limit development at the sawmill site through the NP are not
backed by sound evidence and include unnecessary considerations.

The whole sawmill site is previously developed land (PDL) and has the benefit of
established uses and an extant planning permission for redevelopment. The latter
permission granted by the National Park authority is in excess of the scale of
development proposed in the NP and can be implemented without any further need for
approval. The principle of redevelopment of the site in full is established and this should
be recognised by the NP.

The whole sawmill site is suitable, clearly defined and contained, available, sustainable
and deliverable for housing as confirmed by the National Park 2016 SHLAA which
assessed it as having capacity for some 30 low density units. It can be utilised fully
without harm to national park objectives in full accordance with best planning principles,
the NPPF and other policy guidance.

The site is eminently suitable for housing development. Other forms of development
could be accommodated, but most forms of employment use as suggested by the NP
(that would generate local jobs and ancillary benefits) are neither viable nor attracted to
the site. The site has had B1 planning permission and been marketed for many years
without interest being shown for employment development.

Current site use is ad hoc and is unlikely to ever generate any significant local
employment. With better sites available it is likely only to be attractive to uses not best
suited to designated employment sites as they have a tendency to give rise to planning
and social problems. Market testing supports this analysis indicating that any
employment attracted to the site would be a continuation of existing or similar activity,
of little or no benefit to the community, employing few people, mostly from other
locations, and potentially offering a lack of planning control (as evidenced in the past).

To allocate all or part of the sawmill site as a future employment site where there is no
requirement, runs counter to NPPF requirements (paragraph 22) which states there is no
requirement for the NP to propose or safeguard employment land in a plan without
strong evidence to support it. The National Park Employment Review confirms the need
for a change of use from employment to alternative land uses such as housing. The NP
does not provide any evidence of employment need.

The site is promoted jointly by the owners as a single development site to ensure an
appropriate development form and to offer the best chance to assimilate new
development into the village form and character. The NP proposal to develop the site
for mixed use but as two distinct small elements separated by a landscape buffer and
with a single entrance from the A272, will result in a heavily contrived development
form that is not viable or well related to the community and will waste valuable
brownfield land.

Core planning principles of the NPPF (paragraph 17), even in areas of constraint such as
National Parks, encourages “the effective use of land by reusing land that has been




previously developed (brownfield land)”. The only stipulation where this presumption
does not apply is where the land itself is of high environmental value. The sawmill site
carries no designation of environmental merit and recent surveys indicate the lack of
any ecological, landscape or other environmental interest worthy of protection. It
should be considered for development in its entirety as required by the NPPF.

The site is well placed to accommodate development within the landscape of the
National Park, and within and adjoining an existing settlement that offers a level of
services. Development can be accommodated within a site screened by mature
woodland trees that will remain. It has direct vehicular access to the A272 but will
retain sustainable links to the village for walking and cycling. No local facility or feature
will be lost through redevelopment of PDL, and no trees of landscape or amenity value
need be removed. The shape of the site will place the majority of the development to
the northern end of the site as advocated by the NP. Services such as the local primary
school and public house/restaurant will be supported by an appropriate scale of
adjacent housing development.

To restrict building opportunities through the NP to a very limited number of small sites
(or a maximum of 18 units to 2033) is unlikely to deliver a significant need for future
school places or support other local services.

Despite the many local and wider Park benefits of development at the sawmills site, the
NP seeks to apply environmental consierations to reduce the amount of development
permissible. This contrasts with the “SWOT” test used at the end of the site’s
assessment which supports its development suitability. Despite the skew of results and
loosely and poorly applied criteria, the analysis concludes the site to be “developable”.
Many of the responses made by the assessors are questionable, as they incorrectly
record many impacts as adverse. Issues quoted do not preclude development or at
worst require only mitigation.

The sawmill site meets the tests for sustainable development set out in the NPPF. Itis
well placed in relation to the village of Stedham and the facilities it offers, and
reasonably close to employment locations. The site is next to the local school and is very
well contained within the landscape. The site can be developed without involving any
third-party land or harm to adjoining land uses. It will protect the landscape screen to
the A272, adjacent common land and will not give rise to unacceptable harm to a SSSI
some distance to the south.

The NP sets out a similar range of development pre-requisites, and again the sawmill site
meets each of these, in many cases exceeding the minimum standard required. Itis
accepted that development in a location such as Stedham must be undertaken with care
to assimilate with the village and National Park, but that is not reason per se for
opposing the use of a sound and available development site as required by the NPPF.

Weaknesses listed in the SWOT test against the site’s development are slight, can be
applied equally to alternative sites, mitigated or are simply inappropriate.

There are a number of Strengths and Opportunities that can be added to the list:
e Use of Brownfield, redundant, derelict land.
e Owners in agreement for joint development.
e Low landscape sensitivity.
e  Existing access available from A272

e Direct from A272, so not adding traffic in the village to The Street and School
Lane.

e No access issues — there is no ransom strip to A272 - the Sawmills land abuts
the Highways land.

e A272road junction for Residential use will have lower highways impact than
industrial (B1 access agreed with Highways as part B1 application).




¢ No major impact on adjacent houses during construction phase because not
directly adjacent to other houses and site traffic would be via A272

e Parking can be accommodated on site to standard so not adding to parking
shortage.

e  Minimum of 18 houses on Sawmills site could remove the need for
residential development elsewhere in the village — so no change elsewhere.

e  Whole site residential development could eliminate incompatibility mixed
use, maximise use of available land and offer best safeguarding of the
environment.

e 35to0 40 houses on whole site is low density.

e  Provision of significant affordable housing to meet local demand as NP
Questionnaire.

e Support primary school which is currently below capacity.

An assessment of the site against best planning practice and regulation indicates the
whole site capable of development. There are no reasons offered in the NP why the
best use of available and deliverable brownfield land in a sustainable location should not
be used for housing. The NP should correct its assessment and conclusions.

The site’s suitability for sustainable redevelopment has been supported by the local
planning authority from the commencement of work on the preparation of the SDNP
local plan where the site was allocated fully for development in response to the site’s
promotion through the SHLAA.

The original allocation of 40 houses, deemed appropriate for the site in the context of
National Park objectives, needs and all other material considerations, was reduced to a
mixed employment and housing use with 16 to 20 houses and more recently reduced
further to 16 houses, the commercial use halved, and a biodiversity zone introduced,
despite there being no material change of planning circumstance. The reduced housing
numbers position is unjustified. There is no sound, defensible planning reason to restrict
the full development of this previously developed site. The site is not large, nor the
number of units proposed (up to 40) of strategic significance. It will nevertheless make a
very valuable contribution to housing need generally in an area where the provision of
sustainable housing sites is at a premium. To reduce the effective development area for
subjective reasons brings into question viability (of which the NP does not make any
assessment) and the wider community benefits that might be derived from new
development.

There is no requirement for the NP to adhere strictly to the local plan, but to be in
conformity. There is ample scope for the NP to address the sawmill site correctly to
remove the skewed evidence of “acceptable” development and remain in conformity
with the emerging local plan.

Any new development will inevitably introduce a change to the village. However,
communities must evolve and provide for their sustained future. Development of the
whole sawmill site can provide many benefits for the village. A larger development site,
through its layout and form, can provide important elements such as sound layout,
boundary treatment, footpaths and affordable housing, which a limited, or infill
development cannot. The NP contention that housing numbers at the Sawmill must be
reduced to “achieve a satisfactory layout” is fatuous.

The presence of the former A272 road and treed area outside the existing gates means
that the sawmill site is very well separated, physically and visually from the A272 and SSSI
beyond and our approach supports policy SINDP2. To those passing by the site post
development on the A272 or using the SSSI and adjoining land for recreation, will suffer no
greater disturbance than currently exists. There will be some minor changes to formalise
the site entrance to highway standard but impacts will be evident only during construction
and are much less than the changes required to serve an employment use.




We request the NP be revisited to apply its pre-requisites fully to the sawmill site. The
plan should be amended accordingly to include the whole of the former sawmill site as
a viable housing site. We will engage with the local community as part of the planning
application proposing viable and sustainable development at the site.

Primary School

SINDP 3

The NP states:
“Stedham has a thriving primary school which is vital to the long-term development of
the village as it attracts young families, helping to maintain a good social and
economic balance’.

While there might indeed be an attraction to those with children to come to the
village, the lack of available housing means that the consequential “good social and
economic balance” is unlikely to materialise. Many young families using the school
live outside the village with no requirement to use any local services and little
community interaction beyond organised school related events. A school will be
sustained only through the provision of appropriate new homes within its catchment
that contribute to the constant churn of accommodation and supply of children to the
school. The NP does not provide for the needs of such people by limiting the
provision of an appropriate scale and number of new homes. The school is already
under capacity, with many pupils brought into the village daily at the start and end of
the school day, and reliant on buses or private cars to access the school. Without
growth the school is unsustainable.

Housing and
Housing Need

SIND OB5 / No
appropriate policy
proposed

Development at the sawmill site with a mix of family housing, including affordable
housing, is a sound means by which the settlement can be sustained. It will also result
in the deliverable and positive addition to the community, which the NP claims exists
through the school. However, the plan proposes such limited numbers of new houses
at the Sawmill and West Lodge sites, that any significant number of new family houses
will be limited. The provision of affordable housing, so important to young families,
particularly in desirable areas with high demand and limited housing is at risk of being
ruled out on viability grounds where housing sites and numbers are restricted.

The 8 affordable units proposed at West Lodge falls short of the 20 units identified as
being required by local Stedham residents through the community questionnaire. The
deliverability of those units is in any case not secure in the NP.

It may not be an intentional approach, but we find it difficult to accept a plan which
claims (Page 3: 5t para):
‘we have tried to give priority to the type of housing our Parish needs for the elderly
who are downsizing and for the young who are starting out”,
when no such housing is proposed, or available housing land so restricted as to
encourage the likely provision of new, larger, more expensive open market housing.

Downsizing for the elderly is a well-accepted concept but there is no evidence
presented in the NP that indicates a particular demand for housing for the elderly at
Stedham, or any controls or incentives to ensure such development occurs. If such a
use is proven, the NP analysis indicates the sawmill site to be able to provide such
accommodation close to the village centre and main bus route. This could be
considered as part of a larger viable development.

Concern within the community that large development at the sawmill site will
completely change local character is not supported when development of the site in
full would only amount to a modest increase in the size of the village.




Sustainability e  The NP does not apply any form of sustainability assessment to its content nor is there
any reference to viability or the ‘planning balance’ as required by the NPPF (paragraph
No appropriate 7). The plan offers no assessment of how the plan’s proposals lead to a sustainable
policy proposed and balanced future.

e  The NPPF (paragraph 14) provides a presumption in favour of sustainable
development but this is not carried forward to the NP. The only reference to
sustainability is given in the methodology (question 3.7) where sites are required to
‘meet the economic, social and environmental criteria.” Responses offered in respect
of individual sites do not make reference to sustainability, are instead subjective and
not tested

e  The majority of sites assessed through the NP are given a “Yes” response to the
guestion of meeting the economic, social and environmental criteria even in remote
locations. However the sawmill is qualified with the term ‘potentially yes.” Why this
qualification is introduced is not explained.

e The sawmill site meets the local plan sustainability policy tests. The NP and local plan
should be based on joint working and co-operation. We have no doubt the sawmill
site offers a sustainable future.

*to add additional lines to this table please press the TAB key when your cursor is in the final box

Comments on the evidence base

The Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan relies on a number of evidence base documents to support the
policies it includes. Please use the boxes below to provide any comments you may have

The Parish Economy

Parish Economy e The NP acknowledges the benefit of maintaining a vibrant local economy but
offers little to sustain the economy that exists. Stedham village contains very
SINDP 10 limited employment and service opportunities that are unlikely to be enhanced

without further local housing growth.

e The sawmill site has had planning permission for new industrial development from
1983 but the site has proven unattractive within the market place.

e The sawmill was once one of the largest employers in the village but now use of
the site for employment is low at around 5 persons full-time equivalent and no
longer tied to the site. Only one of the employees lives in the village; the others
are from outside of the community, with very limited links with the village,
community or its services.

e The land is attractive only to ad hoc, often transient uses such as the present
temporary storage, a trend likely to continue into the foreseeable future with a
continued erosion of local jobs. Such uses tend to be unsightly and can prove
troublesome within small rural communities.

e The NP at SINDP11 indicates potential for possible mixed development or
live/work units in the village. Taken at face value it does appear an attractive
proposition for smaller rural settlements but does not work successfully in the
majority of cases. Generally, there is a lack of demand, developers are not really
interested due to high build costs and there is potential for neighbouring
residential use if Blc.




Employment
evidence base

SINDP 10-11

Home working is more popular where it is easy to operate effectively from home
already by converting a room to an office. IN examples of purpose built live/work
units, the conversion is often from office to residential

The NP choses to use the CDC 2009 Employment Review and the 2014 SHLAA as
sources of evidence, both superseded documents. Plans should be prepared using
the most up to date evidence available. There is a SDNPA Employment Review
2017 update and the 2016 SHLAA both available to the PC to use in the
formulation of the plan. The NP reliance on out of date evidence means that
conclusions reached cannot be sound. It is noticeable that the background
documents used by the NP support limited change in Stedham, a position we
believe was the fundamental starting point for the NP. The latest documents in
contrast assess the Sawmills site as ‘not being fit for purpose’ because of a change
in demand and need indicating a change of use from employment to alternative
land uses including housing and making full and best use of appropriate land for
development. This requirement applies as a principle equally in areas of growth
as in restrained locations such as the National Park.

The latest Employment Review found the former sawmill to be a ‘very poor
quality, under-occupied’, previously developed site that is recommended ‘for
alternative uses’. It concludes there is over-capacity elsewhere, in locations better
suited and sustainable to employment demand. The priority should be to bring
those more suitable surplus sites back into use before more peripheral land such
as Stedham Sawmill.

The NP seeks to continue existing use at the Sawmill site as a ‘main employer’
despite clear evidence that it is not. The plan offers no acknowledgement of the
owners’ attempts to market the site and to keep the planning permission for B1
light industrial extant to enable a new employment use to be found.

The NP states:

“Historically there has been a low level of market interest in these
locations/developments and attracting suitable tenants has been

challenging. There therefore remains some doubt over the appropriateness of
Stedham for such a significant increase in employment floor space.”

Despite this acknowledgement the NP continues to allocate part of the sawmill
site for employment use. This is unnecessary.

There is an acceptance in the NP that the sawmill site can be developed but at the
same time comments the village can accommodate only very limited
development. Such logic is confused and not transparent. We recommend that a
new evidence base is prepared that is up to date and which is not selective in the
information it uses.

*to add additional lines to this table please press the TAB key when your cursor is in the final box




The Natural Environment

5SSl and Stedham e Harm arising from the relative proximity of the sawmill site to a designated SSSI is

Sawmill not a position supported historically by Natural England. However, more recently
in its consideration of heathland habitat the agency has raised some concern

SINDP 7, 13 about increased in risk from dog walking. It accepts dog walking on heathland

cannot be stopped but accepts adverse effects can be mitigated on site, between
housing and heathland, with interceptor sites, and a recognition that only a
proportion of new households near heathland will have dogs.

e The site is sufficiently distant from the SSSI and separated from it by the busy
A272 to reduce its attractiveness to some dog walkers. The common land directly
adjacent to the site is suitable for informal recreation and a local interceptor site.
The suggestion of a 125m no-build zone in the NP will not alter dog walking
patterns significantly.

e The NP proposed dog walking mitigation is supported but should be applicable to
the whole site.

e There are no grounds to resist development of the sawmill site for reason of
proximity to a SSSI as it will not have a deleterious impact on the interest features
of the adjacent SSSI. The emerging local plan acknowledges that should any
adverse impact arise it can be managed through mitigation.

Village Character e The proposed use of the sawmill site for housing can be accommodated without
SINDP 2 harm to the receiving environment (setting, biodiversity, landscape, open space,
heritage). Housing development of the site as proposed by the owners will ensure
certainty for the site, will remove potential future nuisance. A development of
houses with gardens will add to the character of the common and adjoining land
by ensuring housing is away from the existing footpaths. The development will
help sustain the village and therefore its vitality and character.

Landscape e The Enplan landscape assessment prepared for the NP is very supportive of the
Assessment sawmill site for development. The owners’ landscape assessment prepared in

strict accordance with best practice is broadly consistent with the NP landscape
SINDP 4, 7, 16 assessment.

e Both studies consider the sawmill site to have a ‘low landscape susceptibility to
new built development’, with the site post development, considered not to be any
more visible than at present. The NP landscape assessment states ‘the policy test
is likely to be more readily met here than at all of the other sites’.

e In contrast West Lodge, also considered suitable for development by the NP, is
considered to require considerable new landscape provision to mitigate harm and
provide any setting capable of accommodating development in the longer term. It
is classified that in landscape terms ‘this site is not appropriate for development’.

e There are no significant, notable or long-range views into or out of the Sawmill site
and adjacent views will be suitably obstructed by the retention of existing and
through new planting.

e Houses with gardens screened by mature trees and hedges is considered more
appropriate in a rural village setting, than industrial uses of the type already
permitted with 2 storey industrial units, car and lorry parking and security fencing.




Environmental e An up to date study of the site indicates there is no flora or fauna present at the

Issues site that is subject to protection or any foraging animals, such as bats,

accommodated off site whose feeding areas will be lost through development.

SINDP 13- 16

e Thesite does not have any drainage or flooding problems. The sawmill site is one
of only three allocated sites in the National Park local plan that were screened out
as not being at flood risk.

e No evidence is promoted to demonstrate the tranquillity of the National Park will
be harmed through development of the whole sawmill site to any greater extent
than any other site or the development proposed in the plan. The NP Tranquillity
policy SINDP15 is more likely to be harmed from a continuation of existing activity
or intensified employment use approved. While intensified industrial activity has
been proven to be acceptable at the site, the general environmental impact of
such a large development in what is a small rural village when compared to a
housing alternative should not be underestimated’.

e Light pollution from the development must be considered against the existing
settlement position. An increase in growth is not unacceptable nor will it
introduce extraneous lighting into an existing dark area. Lighting can be
mitigated, particularly given the heavily screened nature of the site.

o Alevel of lighting at the site is already accepted through the grant of planning
permission for employment uses, alongside such elements of industrial and
business as high security fencing, security lighting, traffic movement, noise, CCTV,
chimneys, flues, antennae and other paraphernalia that is not appropriate in rural
areas. Housing as an alternative will be far less intrusive and can follow the
precedent in the village of no street lighting.

e In considering the delivery of new housing to sustain the National Park economy,
the small level of housing proposed is better located here on PDL where
development is already permitted than in other more sensitive environmental
locations.

*to add additional lines to this table please press the TAB key when your cursor is in the final box

The Settlement Boundary

Settlement e ltisveryclearin planning terms that to be sound the settlement boundary

Boundary proposed through the NP should include the whole of the sawmill site as previously
developed land. We say this because a plan should not artificially restrict

SINDP 1 development without sound planning reason. There is no such reason for resisting

development of the sawmill site. The plan should make provision not only for
current need but also allow flexibility such that the plan does not have to be
reviewed quickly.

e The proposed boundary within the sawmill site does not follow any discernible
feature on the ground but follows an arbitrary line, yet to be created across the site.
It will leave a featureless, non-sensitive area of brown field land without any
purpose across which access will have to be taken to serve the development
proposed.




Community e The NP does not acknowledge the response of the local community to the

acceptance of suggestion of residential development at the sawmill site. 72% of residents
housing responding to the NP Questionnaire supported housing on the Sawmills site and
development only 4% indicated an interest in new small business units. Despite the large majority

of support, the PC deemed the site unsuitable for all but a very limited amount of
housing development and half of the site to remain in employment use. Clearly the

N ropri . L .
0 appropriate views of the majority were not taken into account.

policy proposed

*to add additional lines to this table please press the TAB key when your cursor is in the final box

A review of heritage assets

Heritage Assets e Stedham contains a number of statutory heritage assets and retains a conservation
area. The sawmill site is well outside of the protected area and no heritage asset
will be harmed by this development of the Sawmill site. One listed building, a
SINDP 17 dwelling listed as grade 2 is located close to the sawmill site’s northern boundary,
adjacent to a potential footpath/cycle link to the village. Orientation of the listed
building and its relationship to the sawmill site means that development will not
harm the setting of the listed building. With the potential for appropriate additional
boundary protection, the setting of that property will be further enhanced.

e Reference to a Saxon Shrine in the NP is not specific to the sawmill site (it is believed
to have existed at some distance from the site), and any potential risk can be
assessed through a desk-top archaeology study.
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Getting Around — Transportation and Accessibility

School drop-off e The NP plan states as an objective:

‘Ensure continued accessibility to the drop-off area for Stedham Primary School on the
“old” A272 and for the Walking bus which currently uses the path at the side of the
SINDP 3 sawmill’.

There is no reason that a residential development would affect this objective. In fact,
children could walk safely through the new open development rather than through

the woods.
Footpaths e No public footpath or bridleway is affected by the development of the sawmill site.
Development of the site offers opportunities to improve connectivity through the
SINDP 4 village with cycle and pedestrian routes through the site. There is also the

opportunity to enhance the outlook from the existing footpaths.




Access and Bus e The sawmill site has easy and direct access to the A272 and to local bus services.
service Improvements to the site access have already been agreed with the highway
authority and are deliverable (albeit that these will be much less than those required
to serve an employment use). The site’s development will not affect the drop off site
for the school and potentially can improve pedestrian and cycle links.

No appropriate

policy proposed e Accessing the development from the A272 will not increase the traffic in School Lane

or add to the parking pressure.

e Theland owners’ land abuts the Highway land; there is no ransom strip.

*to add additional lines to this table please press the TAB key when your cursor is in the final box

Assessment of Potential Development Sites

NP approach to e See above explanation of process and former sawmill site under the first section
the Sawmill Site of this Consulation Form: ‘Comments on the neighbourhood plan’

SINDP 7

Consultation Form e The form issued by the PC for comment, does not contain any specific topic

heading for housing, housing need or supply or relationship with National Park
objectives. A fundamental element of any plan making should include these topic
areas for consideration and comment and are necessary for the NP to be sound.

No appropriate
policy proposed
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A review of open spaces and views
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