SDNPA response to Stedham with Iping Pre-submission Neighbourhood Development Plan

All references to emerging South Downs Local Plan (SDLP) policies relate to the Pre-submission version rather than any subsequent revision. Please note that work
is continuing on the emerging SDLP which was submitted to the Secretary of State for Examination in April 2018. All text to be added is underlined, all deleted text

is struek-through.

Ref Comment SDNPA Recommendation
General The Parish Council has progressed its NDP to Pre-submission stage fairly Please see adjacent general comments.
Comments rapidly which is as result of a considerable amount of hard work by the Parish

Council and volunteers.

The NDP clearly address issues that are important to the community and
seeks to protect the features that give the Parish its distinctive character and
appearance.

While the SDNPA actively promotes and supports community led plans, the
decision to prepare the Stedham with Iping NDP has come at a relatively late
stage in the production of the SDLP. The NDP currently contains an allocation
policy that conflicts with the SDLP Allocation Policy SD92 at Stedham Sawmills.

We discuss this issue in more detail in this table under our response to NDP
Policy SINDP7- Stedham Sawmills.

While we recognise that the allocation at Land west of West Lodge seeks to
deliver 100% affordable housing in the form of eight self-build or custom-build
dwellings, we have concerns regarding whether affordable housing as defined in
the Local Pan will realistically be delivered and with regards to impacts on the
landscape, trees and settlement character of developing this site. If the Parish
Council wishes to deliver 100% affordable housing it may be a better option
not to allocate this site in the Neighbourhood Plan but utilise the Rural
Exception Site policy approach as set out in Policy SD29 in the SDLP.

We have also made some suggestions in the table below to help refine policies
further to ensure that they are more effective in meeting the aims and
objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan; are more usable for planning officers
and respect the purposes and duties of the South Downs National Park




Ref Comment SDNPA Recommendation

Authority (SDNPA).

In addition, we also advise there is a consistency in language regarding the

numbers of houses proposed in policies. The term Examiners have used on

other Neighbourhood Plans is ‘around’ which does not provide unrestricted

development but allows some flexibility of (+/- 10%) of the number quoted.
Strategic We have consulted the three environmental agencies i.e. Historic England, The SDNPA will issue a screening opinion as to whether
Environmental Natl{ral England and t'h.e Environment Agency as to whether SEA or HRA is SEA or HRA is required as soon as we have heard back
assessment required and are awaiting to hear back from them. Historic England, Natural England and the Environment
(SEA) and Agency.
Habitats
Regulations
Assessment
(HRA)
Screening
Opinion
SINDPI — We note that a slightly different settlement boundary has been drawn in the The SDNPA and the Parish Council will need to work
Settlement NDP to that identified in the SDLP. This could cause confusion when together to resolve this issue or it will be considered
Boundary applications for planning permission are made in the locations where these through the Examination into the NDP.

differences occur.
SINDP2 - We question the need/function for the designation of a Local Gap to the north | \We recommend the Local Gap designation is deleted as it is

Preserving our
rural character

of Stedham village and between the countryside around the hamlet of Iping as
shown on the Stedham & Iping NDP Map. The purpose of Local Gaps policies
is to prevent coalescence of settlements where there are development
pressures. The hamlet of Iping does not have a settlement boundary and in
planning policy terms is considered part of the wider countryside, where in
general development is restricted. The Local Gap designation is therefore
unnecessary.

This policy also refers to the installation of additional planting along the A272
to ensure that built form is not visible from the road. However the policy
suggests that over 60% of this should be evergreen. We advise that the planting
scheme and proportion of evergreen to deciduous trees/plants reflects that
which is appropriate locally along the Commons and that the planting is

not necessary and that the additional planting along the
A272 corridor is indigenous and the proportion of
evergreen to deciduous trees reflects that which is
appropriate locally. It would be useful to suggest examples
of appropriate local species and mix in the supporting text.




Ref Comment SDNPA Recommendation

indigenous so as not to create a scheme that is out of character with the rest

of the area.
SINDP6 - This policy states that all developments of more than three units must provide | \We recommend that the Parish Council identify specific
Promoting facilities such as outdoor gym equipment. While we appreciate the aspiration | sjtes or a central location where this equipment would be
Health and behind this policy, we have some concerns regarding the appropriateness and | provided so as to avoid a proliferation of visual clutter or
Wellbeing enforceability of this policy for very small sites. We suggest that the Parish equipment that might not be used.

Council identify appropriate locations or specific allocations where this policy

would apply as otherwise it could lead to a proliferation of visual clutter and

equipment perhaps not being used. We think it would be better for this

equipment to be located in one place such as at the playing fields or recreation

ground.
SINDP7 — This policy conflicts with that of the SDLP allocation policy SD92: Stedham We recommend the deletion of Policy SINDP7 in the NDP
Stedham Sawmills. as this conflicts with Local Plan Allocation SD92.
Sawmills We advise that the SDNPA and the Parish Council work

The Stedham & Iping NDP may come into force at a similar time as the SDLP,
and therefore it is recommended that the NDP policies are in general
conformity with that of the SDLP. This is because the degree with which the
NDP reflects and accords with emerging Local Plan policies could affect the
NDP's power to shape development in the future.

In order to address some of the concerns of Stedham with Iping Parish Council
and as a result of advice from Natural England with regards to the Sawmills
Site, we have proposed a series of changes to the Local Plan Inspector. These
include incorporating mitigation measures to reduce recreation disturbance
impacts on |ping Common Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and requiring
that part of the southern area of the site remains undeveloped. This is in order
to provide biodiversity enhancements; to ensure that Stedham remains a village
focused on School Lane (in accordance with its historic character) and not
joined to the A272 and to provide a suitable transition from urban to rural
development.

We are also proposing to the Inspector that the number of dwellings required
in the Local Plan Allocation is reduced from ‘between 16 -20 dwellings’ to ‘up
to 16 dwellings’ and the amount of employment space reduced from 3,000 m2

together so that the NDP policies add locally distinctive
detail to the Local Plan Allocation to ensure high quality
development is delivered at this site.




Ref

Comment

SDNPA Recommendation

to 1,500m?2. In addition we are have requested that the settlement boundary is
amended so that the open space lies outside the settlement.

We think that both the SDNPA’s aims and Stedham with Iping Parish Council’s
aims for this site are now not that far apart.

We are of the view that the development strategy proposed in the Local Plan
of concentrating development on the Sawmill’s site to meet local housing
needs is preferable to that proposed in the NDP of developing two separate
sites, in particular given the impacts on landscape and settlement character of
developing the site Land west of West Lodge. The issues with respect to
Policy SINDP8 - Land west of West Lodge, Stedham are discussed in more
detail below.

SINDPS8 — Land
west of West
Lodge, Stedham

We are supportive of Parishes seeking to deliver affordable housing to meet
local housing need, and the delivery of Rural Exception Sites.

We question however, the principle of the allocation of an ‘Exception Site’ as
this could raise land values and affect the deliverability of affordable housing.

We also question whether affordable housing as defined in the SDLP will be
delivered here such as social or affordable rented or intermediate forms e.g.
shared ownership, if the houses are to be only self-build and custom build.

We note that this policy is not supported by a Local Housing Needs Survey
that identifies the specific affordable housing needs of the Parish, including the
demand for self-build. The parish will need to speak to the Chichester District
Council’s Rural Enabling Officer for evidence of the local housing need in
Stedham with Iping Parish and for the other Parishes mentioned in this policy.

In addition, if the Parish Council wishes to adopt a different local connection
policy to that of Chichester District Council (as the Housing Authority) then
this needs to be supported by local evidence.

We recommend that:

)

2)

3)

4)

Stedham and Iping Parish Council meet their Local
Plan housing provision and housing need through
the Local Plan housing allocation SD92 and
concentrate development on the Sawmills Site;

If it is demonstrated that there is additional
affordable housing needed over that provided by the
Sawmills site, the Parish Council give consideration
to the Rural Exception Site Policy approach to
meeting this need as this approach is more likely to
deliver100% affordable housing, than allocating a site
for this purpose;

If the Parish Council still wishes to pursue the
allocation at Land west of West Lodge, then the
SDNPA will need assurances that affordable housing
will be delivered here;

The Parish Council and the SDNPA should work

together to assess and better understand the
historic significance of Rotherhill House and its




Ref

Comment

SDNPA Recommendation

We also have concerns regarding the impacts on the landscape, trees and the
character of this part of the settlement from developing this site for eight
dwellings.

The site forms the southern part of the historic garden and setting to
Rotherhill House. Rotherhill House is a substantial country house that most
likely dates from 1799. While it is not listed it together with the parkland,
forms a locally distinctive, coherent historic landscape and an important,
characteristic setting to Stedham village. This parkscape is noted on the
Historic Environment Record. The southern extent of this parkscape lies along
the road which accesses the Nursery. The entrance to the parkland is also
extant, marked by West and East Lodge. The trees within the site are
historically coherent and mark an important historic boundary which
contributes to their value and significance in landscape character terms. Whilst
the site is currently used for equestrian activities and is somewhat bisected by
post and rail fencing, its fundamental parkland character remains intact.

We have visited the site and consider that a fairly intensive development of
eight dwellings would cause harm to the historic landscape character
associated with this part of the National Park. It would also be out of keeping
with the low density sporadic rural edge of the village.

We appreciate that there are clear public benefits in developing this site for
affordable housing, but in light of the landscape impacts, and the nature of the
affordable housing to be provided, we consider that the housing needs of the
village would be best met through concentrating development on the Sawmills
Site.

If additional local housing need is identified above that which will be provided
through the allocation of the Sawmills Site, the Parish Council should give full
consideration to the Rural Exception Site approach to meeting their local need
as there is more likelihood of delivery of 100% affordable housing using this
approach. If the Parish Council still wish to pursue affordable housing on Land
west of West Lodge, we will need to be assured that affordable housing will be
delivered here and an appropriate scheme can be developed that does not
cause undue harm to the landscape.

associated Park and Garden, including for
consideration of designation as a Parish Heritage
Asset in the Neighbourhood Plan, and

5) Following this assessment of significance, the
SDNPA and the Parish Council will need see if there
are ways of mitigating impacts of development on
the landscape.




Ref
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SDNPA Recommendation

SINDP 9
Unallocated
residential
development

In terms of the second part of this policy relating to small-scale development
outside the settlement boundary, we have concerns that criteria (i) is too
restrictive in terms of not allowing any development to be located on any
agricultural land. This could prevent suitable rural exception sites or other
development that needs a countryside location coming forward, weakening the
community’s ability to deliver affordable housing and other sustainable rural
development.

Amend policy to remove criteria (i) relating to agricultural
land outside the settlement boundary.

SINDPI0 - A We question how enforceable this policy is regarding resisting proposals that Recommend removal of the requirement in this policy that
strong local would reduce the number of Full-time Equivalent Jobs on key employment the proposal will not result in a net loss in FTE jobs.
economy sites and whether this will prevent other businesses taking over a site that Alternative wording is suggested to say;

might otherwise be the only way of saving the business or site. ‘that the change of use of key employment sites to other

We understand the aspirations behind the second part of this policy relating to | uses will be resisted.’

Large Scale Economic Development given the character of the Parish and the Consider deletion of the second part of the policy relating

impact a major economic development may have on this. However, we think to ‘Large Scale Economic Development'.

that it will be difficult to implement this policy unless there is a clear definition

of what is meant by a Large Scale Economic Development. We suggest it may

be better to leave this issue to the South Downs Local Plan and the tests set

out in this regarding what constitutes Major Development and how this will be

assessed in terms of impacts on National Park purposes.
SINDPI2 We think that this policy is too unrestrictive and should include wording Include additional wording in policy to highlight potential
Communication | regarding taking into account harmful visual impacts of telecommunication visual impacts and the encouragement of sharing of mast
Infrastructure structures and encouraging sharing of mast structures. structures in order to protect the special qualities of the

National Park.

SINDPI3 — Iping | VVhile appreciating the intentions behind this policy, we are not clear where We recommend that this policy is removed or revised in
Common SSSI the evidence to support his policy has been obtained and whether the policy line with advice from Natural England

criteria have been drawn up in consultation with Natural England. The 125m
and 400m Policy Zones around the site do not correspond with the Impact
Risk Zones defined by Natural England for this SSSI. This will cause confusion
when applications for planning permission are made.

As part of the Pre-submission consultation on the NDP, Natural England will
have been consulted on this policy and will therefore provide advice with
respect to the issues we have raised.
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SINDP|4 — We note that the NDP ‘Natural Environment’ supporting document says that | Recommend amendments to the second part of this policy
Dark Skies the SDNPA local plan policies don’t go far enough in respect of protecting to say:
Dark Night Skies. We would urge some caution with the lighting principles that “Development proposals shall only incorporate external
‘SINDP 14 — Dark Skies’ tries to address. For example the policy states that lichti P Propo: Y P
. o ey . ighting where it considered essential for health and safety
any external lighting should be for health and safety reasons.’” This can be quite or if the required level of light does not represent a
wide ranging, e.g. is it a safety risk to play tennis at night without lights? We significant threat to darkness. All light fittings must be
would suggest that a distinction is made between actual Health & Safety ; c .
o . . r installed correctly to minimise light pollution, prevent the
lighting, .e.g. for walkways and emergency exits, and amenity and task lighting upward soill and only be used when needed.”
which covers things like car parks, sports etc. P P Y ’
In terms of glazing we suggest the following additional
We therefore suggest some re-wording of the second para of this policy. wording :
We also recommend the inclusion of a sentence about glazing as this can be “Development proposals should avoid excessive glazing and
quite obtrusive on a dark landscape rather than the sky overhead. use sufficient mitigation where glazing cannot be avoided.
Sufficient mitigation could be low transmittance glass,
louvres, auto black out blinds or smart glass.”
SINDPI7 - We suggest that consideration is given to whether the section of the former Consider inclusion of the former Midhurst-Petersfield

Parish Heritage
Assets

Midhurst-Petersfield railway line within the parish is worthy of designation as a
Parish Heritage Asset, especially the attractive road bridge at Ingrams Green.

railway line within the parish, especially the attractive road
bridge at Ingrams Green as a Parish Heritage Asset

SINDPI8 - Barn
Conversions

We advise that either a clear definition of what is meant by ‘Sussex Barns’ is
provided in the supporting text or the word ‘Sussex’ is removed from this
policy so that it just refers to traditional barns. We also think that conversions
often relate to other traditional farm buildings such as granaries, cartsheds and
pigsties and other outbuildings. Therefore it may be more appropriate for this
policy to refer to traditional farm buildings.

Suggest inclusion of a definition of what is meant by a Sussex
Barn or consider removal of the word Sussex. Also suggest
that the policy refers to Traditional Farm Buildings rather
than just barns.

Supporting Text
- Getting
Around Chapter

We are supporting of the objectives for this chapter and the desire for better
connectivity via a circular path around Stedham. We have however some
clarifications to the supporting text to make.

The LipChis Way and Serpent Trail should be described as designated National
Trails. More could be said about improving connectivity in other ways, for
example into Midhurst for non-motorised users — to encourage greater use of
walking and cycling as alternatives to the car.

The Evidence document ‘Getting Around Transport and Accessibility’ mentions
the possibility of a cycleway between Midhurst and Petersfield along the
disused railway line. This is an aspirational route identified in the SDNPA’s

Note clarifications and suggested additions to supporting
text
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Cycling and Walking Strategy and the Authority is working with MAC and
other local stakeholders identified in the document to move this project along.
This could be mentioned in the main text of the Plan as it would be useful for
future support of the project and it is clear from the evidence work that local
people are involved.

The preamble text makes much of the need for the Parish Council to get
WSCC to do more around maintenance and to bring forward improvement
projects for rights of way. The more preparation and background work the
Parish Council’s do in this area, the easier it is for a project to be taken
forward. The supporting text could highlight this and say the Parish Council
will work with landowners to get schemes to the point where the agreements
are in place and can go forward.

SINDP20 -
Permissive and
Public Rights of
Way

We think this policy, especially the second paragraph, duplicates SINDP22 —
Maintaining and Improving Accessibility and question whether it is needed.

Consider combining this policy with that of SINDP22 —
Maintaining and Improving Accessibility.

Community
Infrastructure
Levy (CIL)

There is no mention in the Plan of CIL, or any explicit indication of how CIL
money collected from development in the area might be prioritised, or indeed
what projects within the area that might be considered suitable for funding
through the CIL money that will be collected by the Parish Council. There are
potentially a number of key projects and actions in the NDP that could be
drawn out as a starting point for this, for example health and wellbeing
equipment and rights of way connectivity.

There is no set way of how to address CIL in NDP’s, although the Wisborough
Green NDP (http://www.chichester.gov.uk/neighbourhoodplan#wisborough) is
a good example of how consideration has been given to various projects and
how they might be funded, as well as how these might be prioritised by the
Council (see the community action plan towards the end of the document).

Consider inclusion of a section in the NDP on Community
Infrastructure Levy along with projects that would
prioritised for funding.

Stedham with

Iping
Neighbourhood
Plan Map

We note that there are extensive notable view cones shown on the Map which
show very long distance expansive views of open countryside without clear
focal points. We question the usefulness of these for planning officers when
assessing planning applications and suggest more localised notable views of
both the landscape and important buildings are identified looking from within

Recommend that notable views are shorter and have
specific focal points such as an important building, view
down a street or lane or an important public view of the
countryside when looking out from the settlement.



http://www.chichester.gov.uk/neighbourhoodplan#wisborough
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and out of the settlements. Historic England has produced useful guidance for
assessing views which may be of help. https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/



https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/

