Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/20/26/PL

Harvests
Norton Lane
Norton
Chichester
West Sussex
PO20 3NH

28t April 2026

Dear Sir or Madam

Objection to Planning Application — AL/20/26/PL

Proposal:

Demolition of existing tennis court and erection of a commercial building (within Use
Class E(g), parking, landscaping and other associated works (resubmission following
AL/107/25/PL). This application is a Departure from the Development Plan, may
affect the character and appearance of the Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area
and is in CIL Zone 3 (Zero Rated) as other development.

Location:

Land at West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norton PO20 3AF

| note the Planning Application (AL/20/26/PL) advertised on the Arun District Council
website (List date: 10" April 2026 and Advertised date: 16™ April 2026).

My property ‘Harvests’ adjoins the proposed development site and | therefore have a
keen interest in the proposal and its’ location, design and form.

There has been a succession of four previous Applications on this site (see ‘Planning
History’ below) three of which were refused on Appeal to the Planning Inspectorate
and one (the most recent) refused by Arun District Council.

AL/79/14/PL October 2014 REFUSED (APPEALED)
AL/59/16/PL May 2016 NON DET APPEAL (APPEALED)
AL/70/20/PL September 2020 REFUSED (APPEALED)
AL/107/25/PL October 2025 REFUSED
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A number of local residents, myself and the Parish Council objected to the four
previous Applications, three of which were refused by Arun District Council. The
third went to Appeal on Non-Determination by the required date.

| continue to most strongly object to this inappropriate revised proposal which has
now been submitted as AL/20/26/PL.

The Application is described as a resubmission following AL/107/25/PL. However, the
applicant for AL/107/25/PL was ‘Simon Thacker, Biodot Ltd’. The applicant for
AL/20/26/PL is ‘A and MJ Cozens’ the site owner. | would question whether this is a
resubmission or a completely new application.

The narrative put forward for AL/107/25/PL was that this was an existing business on the
site seeking to expand their premises. This new application (AL/20/26/PL) no longer
uses this rationale so what we have now is a speculative commercial development rather
than one driven by local business need. Within the application no demonstrable need for
this type of commercial premises in Norton is presented. There are significant numbers
of vacant commercial premises currently on the market locally in far more appropriate
locations.

Although the latest application is again for business use rather than residential, the
location, design and form remain largely the same. In fact, the impact is greater than
previous residential applications. The points of objection to the previous three residential
applications and the business application remain relevant to this fifth application.

| consider the proposal to be a radical and unacceptable departure from the

Development Plan. The proposal is a significant overdevelopment of a rural site and
will detract significantly from the character of the Norton Lane, Norton, Conservation
Area. Furthermore, the proposal is in contravention of a number of planning policies.

| have described below the grounds for my objection and trust that the Case Officer
(Mr. S. Davis) will consider these points when preparing his Officer's Report.

For ease of reference, | have outlined my representation with the following structure;

1) Planning History

2) The Current Application

3) Grounds for Objection

4) Comments on various points within the documents accompanying the
Application

5) Sustainable site?

6) Conclusions

7) Recommendation
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1) Planning History

When examining this Application, it is critically important to review the planning
history of this site and the repeated Applications to construct 6 No Mews properties.
The current Application is for a commercial building which as expressed above is of
greater impact than previous residential Applications

It is interesting to note the following text contained in Planning Practice Guidance
(PPG):-

‘.. the intention of, over time, wearing down opposition to proposed developments.’
The history of this proposal is summarised below;

AL/107/25/PL
REFUSED

Case Officer: Mr S Davis
Received 20-10-25
Validated 27-10-25

Demolition of existing tennis court and erection of a commercial building (within Use
Class E(g)), parking, landscaping and other associated works. This application is a
departure from the Development Plan, may affect the character and appearance of
the Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area and is in CIL Zone 3 (Zero Rated) as
other development.

Land at West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norton PO20 3AF

Arun District Council - Decision Notice 19/01/26

4 | In pursuance of their powers under this Act and related Orders and Regulations the Council REFUSE
to approve the development as described in the application and plans for the reasons stated.

1 Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that an acceptable SuDS scheme can
be achieved and that there will be no off-site flooding as a result of the development, including no
adverse effect on the foul sewage network. The proposal conflicts with Arun Local Plan Policies W
DM1, W DM2 and W DM3, Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Development Plan Policy EH5, the
Mational Standards for SuDS, the NPPF, the SuDS Manual and the associated Planning Practice
Guidance on Flood Risk and Drainage.

2 The proposed first floor flank window on the northern elevation will allow for overlooking of the
residential property, "The Old Stables" to the north and adversely affect the living conditions of
other adjacent residential occupiers in conflict with Arun Local Plan policies QE DM1 and D DM1,
and the NPPF.

3 The use of the two proposed LGV parking spaces will result in noise disturbance, air pollution and
a loss of privacy to the occupants of "The Old Stables". This results in adverse harm to the living

conditions of this property in conflict with Arun Local Plan policies D DM1 and QE SP1 and the
NPPF.
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AL/79/14/PL
REFUSED (APPEALED)

Case Officer: Mr S Davis
Received 10-10-14
Validated 27-10-14

Mews of 6 No. two storey low rise live work studios. This application is a Departure
from the Development Plan.

West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norton PO20 3AF

Arun District Council - Decision Notice 26/06/15

In pursuance of their powers under this Act and related Orders and Regulations the Council
REFUSE to approve the development as described in the application and plans for the
reasons stated.

1 The proposal by virtue of its density, terraced form and backland nature, is
considered to represent an overdevelopment of this quiet countryside
location, would damage the character and visual amenities of the low density
seftlement and the landscape to the west by virtue of the relocated parking
spaces for West Barn. It is therefore be contrary to policies GEN3 & GENT of
the Arun District Local Plan and C SP1 & D DM1 of the Arun Local Plan
2011-2031 (Publication Version).

2 The proposed development is located outside of the defined built up area
boundary and in an unsustainable location having regard to the distance of
the site from bus stops, local shops & the lack of footpath access to such and
therefore, the occupiers of the site would be reliant on the private car. The
proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policies GEN2, GEN3 &
GENT7 of the Arun District Local Plan, policies C SP1, T DM1 & SD SP2 of
the Arun Local Plan 2011-2031 (Publication Version) and paragraphs 17 &
34 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

The Planning Inspectorate - Appeal Decision 15/12/15
Appeal Ref: APP/C3810/W/15/3134557

by Andrew Steen BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI
APPEAL DISMISSED
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AL/59/16/PL
NON DET APPEAL (APPEALED)

Case Officer: Mr S Davis
Received 20-05-16
Validated 20-05-16

Mews of 6 No.2 storey low rise live work studios. Resubmission of AL/79/14/PL. This
application is a Departure from the Development plan & affects the character &
appearance of Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area

West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norton PO20 3AF

Arun District Council — Officer’s Report 25/10/16

SUMMARY:

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that in cases where relevant policies in the development plan are
out of date, then permission should be granted in accordance with the presumption in favour of
sustainable development unless - "any adverse impacis of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken
as a whole; or specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted”.

It is considered that the adopted Local Plan is out of date and that given the 5 year housing land
supply issue, the emerging Local Plan has only very limited weight. The Neighbourhood Plan has
not yet been formally 'made’ but is at a very advanced stage and as such should be afforded a
significant amount of weight. Policy EH1 is relevant to this application and states that development
will only be permitted outside the built up area boundary where it benefit the economy. The
applicant has not submitted any detail as to the likely benefits of the scheme and as such it is not
possible to determine whether the proposal is in accordance with EH1.

In any case, it is not considered that this is a sustainable site and that as such, residents will be
car reliant. Along with the harm to the character of this rural area arising from the extension of the
car park into the open land west of the barn (and the formalisation of the adjacent open grassed
area), it is considered that the proposal fails the environmental aspect of sustainable development
and that these adverse impacts outweigh and benefits that the scheme will bring.

Regard should also be had to the dismissal of the previous appeal application - and the fact that

this scheme is not significantly different to that. It is therefore recommended that permission be
refused in accordance with the following two reasons.
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RECOMMENDATION -
REFUSE

1 The proposed extension of the existing parking area beyond the western elevation of West
Barn, into the adjacent land and the formalisation of the adjacent grassed area will cause
harm to the character and appearance of this rural area contrary to paragraphs 7, 14 & 17
of the National Planning Policy Framework, Policy GEN7 of the Arun District Local Plan
and Policy EH1 of the Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan.

2 By reason of the site's unsustainable location outside of the defined built up area
boundary, its distance from bus stops & local shops and the lack of footpath access to
such; the proposal will be car reliant and this will result in environmental harm contrary to
policy GENT of the Arun District Local Plan, policies GA1 and EH1 of the Aldingbourne

Neighbourhood Plan and paragraphs 7, 14, 17 & 34 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

The Planning Inspectorate - Appeal Decision 09/02/17

Appeal Ref: APP/C3810/W/16/3154760
by Grahame Gould BA MPhil MRTPI
APPEAL DISMISSED

AL/70/20/PL
REFUSED (APPEALED)

Case Officer: Ms M Tomalova

Received 16-09-20

Validated 16-09-20

Residential Mews consisting of 6 No dwellings. This application may affect the
Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area, may affect the setting of a listed building, is
a Departure from the Development Plan & is in CIL Zone 3 & is CIL Liable.

West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norton PO20 3AF

Arun District Council - Decision Notice 19/02/2021
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4 | In pursuance of their powers under this Act and related Orders and Regulations the Council REFUSE
to approve the development as described in the application and plans for the reasons stated.

1 The development would result in the introduction of a residential use outside of the built up area
boundary which would result in the future occupants being reliant upon private motor vehicle for
day to day needs; contrary to paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policies
SD SP2 and C SP1 of the Arun Local Plan and Policies H1 and EH1 of the Aldingbourne
Neighbourhood Development Plan .

2  The application site is in close proximity to the heritage assets where the applicant is required to
submit an appropriate heritage assessment. Insufficient information has been provided by
applicant to enable the Local Planning Authority to consider the impact on the significance of any
heritage assets. Therefore the proposal fails to accord with Arun Local Plan policies HER SP1
and HER DM3 of the Arun Local Plan and Policy EH9 of the Aldingbourne Neighbourhood
Development Plan and with paragraph 189 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

The Planning Inspectorate - Appeal Decision 13/12/21

Appeal Ref: APP/C3810/W/21/3275037
by S Edwards BA MA MRTPI
APPEAL DISMISSED

There is significant precedent for refusal here.

| objected to the first Application AL/79/14/PL on 29" November 2014, the amended
Application AL/79/14/PL on 26™" April 2015, the subsequent repeat Application
AL/59/16/PL on 20" June 2016, the following repeat Application AL/70/20/PL on 18%
October 2020 and the Application AL/107/25/PL on 20t November 2025 as did a
number of local residents.

| also note that in a letter from the Arun District Council Chief Executive (Mr. N. Lynn)
to the Rt Hon Nick Herbert MP of 26t January 2015 regarding a previous Application
Mr. Lynn states: -

‘The application site lies outside of the built up area settlement boundary and as such lies in
countryside. Further, the proposal is not for a type of development that would be considered
acceptable within the countryside’.

| wholeheartedly concur with this view.
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2) The current Application

AL/20/26/PL

Case Officer - Mr S Davis
Received 25-03-26
Validated  30-03-26

There are several issues to consider within the Application (AL/20/26/PL)

2.1) Consultation

Within the document ‘Planning Supporting Statement (incorporating Statement of
Engagement)’

Statement of Engagement

In accordance with national and local policy and guidance, community and stakeholder engagement was
undertaken on the previous submission. Considering the proposed minor changes to the scheme, it was
not considered necessary to repeat this level of community engagement. Previously this included;

* Pre-application discussions with the Local Planning Authority
« Engagement with Aldingbourne Parish Council and Ward Councillors
« Community Consultation

Under this current proposal, this included,

+ Attendance at Parish Council Meeting

The document goes on to state;

Engagement with Aldingbourne Parish Council and Ward Councillors

Aldingbourne Parish Council and the Local Ward Members were identified as key stakeholders.
Information was previously provided setting out the plans and details of the proposals. Comments were
invited over a two week period. In addition a phone call to discuss the proposals through further, was also
offered over this period.

However, it was confirmed by members of the Aldingbourne Parish Council Planning
Committee at their meeting on Tuesday 11" November 2025 that they had not been
consulted.

Prior to the submission of this new Application AL/20/26/PL the Applicant’s agent
attended a Planning Committee meeting of Aldingbourne Parish Council. This is
reported in the Application as;
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In preparation of this resubmission, the Parish Council meeting was attended on the 10" February. A
presentation was given regarding the previous scheme and the proposed changes now undertaken to
address the refusal matters. Questions were welcomed from both the Parish and members of the public.

Whilst it is true that questions were welcomed, many of the questions could not be
answered by the Applicant’s agent in the absence of the Applicant

The document also advises;

Public Consultation

Considering the scale and siting of the development it was considered that the most appropriate way to
engage public consultation was through letters being sent to the neighbouring properties who would be
directly affected by the proposal.

An information pack which included a letter setting out an overview of the proposal, along with plans and
elevations of the proposal was sent to 19 neighbours, as identified on the map below. Feedback was
requested over a 2 week period in which a summary of the comments received are set out below.

The letter and ‘information pack’ consisted of a two-page letter with diagrams which
were unreadable. | requested a larger-scale copy which was supplied. A neighbour
requested a site visit so that we could view the proposal in context but this was
refused.

| cannot concur with the following statement contained in this document;

In summary, the applicant has actively engaged with the local community and stakeholders to
communicate and develop the proposals. This has met the requirements of the NPPF and the
local guidelines as set out in the Councils SCI. The pre-application engagement has ensured
that the local residents and key political stakeholders are well informed of the proposals. As
such, the applicant considers that the pre-application engagement undertaken has been timely,
meaningful and effective.

2.2) Restricted entrance to Old Dairy Lane

The entrance between two brick gate pillars to Old Dairy Lane is only 3.44m in width.
There are 2No parking spaces for the residential property ‘Long Barn’ (Formerly
known as ‘The Hovel’) adjacent to the entrance on the left-hand side whilst the
property ‘East Barn’ (first on the left in Old Dairy Lane) also has 1No private parking
space. These parking spaces restrict vehicle movements into Old Dairy Lane (see
Plate 1). This is certainly insufficient to permit two vehicles to pass simultaneously
and creates a current access issue even without the additional traffic movements
associated with this proposed development.
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Furthermore, the entrance to the proposed West Barn development site is
immediately opposite a listed building (Letterbox Cottage) and increased traffic flow
including the difficulty of maneuvering vehicles will have a potentially detrimental
effect on this listed building.

Plate 1 — Photograph highlighting the restricted access to the proposed West Barn
development owing to narrow gateway and private parking space at the property
‘East Barn and ‘Long Barn’. Note the white vehicle in the East Barn private parking
space and the black vehicle in one of the two ‘Long Barn’ private parking spaces.

This restricted access will cause issues of traffic ‘backing up’ into Norton Lane and
potentially hamper the access of emergency vehicles.

Even before any additional development (which includes 36No additional car parking
places and 2No LGV spaces) there are current problems in Norton Lane. Large
delivery vehicles cannot access the site and resort to parking in Norton Lane
opposite Letterbox Cottage. From there a forklift truck is used to carry the
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deliverables along Old Dairy Lane into the West Barn site. This leads to obstructions
in Norton Lane (see Plates 2, 3, 4 and 5 below).

Plate 2 — Photograph showing a delivery vehicle parked outside ‘Long Barn’ and
opposite ‘Letterbox Cottage’ being forced to deliver by forklift truck owing to the
inadequate access to the West Barn Site (10:20am 3@ October 2025)
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Plates 3 and 4 — Photographs showing a delivery vehicle parked outside ‘Letterbox
Cottage’ being forced to deliver by trolley owing to the inadequate access to the
West Barn site (9am 19 November 2025)

specialist Airfreight Carviers
www.uchlogistics.co.uk
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Further examples Have been noted since the previous Application, for example:

Plate 5 — Photograph showing a delivery vehicle parked outside ‘Letterbox Cottage’
being forced to deliver by forklift truck owing to the inadequate access to the West
Barn site (10:12am 25" February 2026)

=

| —
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In relation to Application AL/107/25/PL both Arun District Council and West Sussex
Highways turned down the request by local residents to undertake a Highways
assessment in the form of a Swept Path Analysis and Sight Lines Assessment of the
entrance to the site (the junction of Norton Lane and Old Dairy Lane). The Applicant
has also not conducted this critical analysis either in relation to the previous
Application or the current Application Al/20/26/PL.

In view of the reluctance of both Arun DC and WSSC Highways to carry out this
work, residents co-funded an independent assessment.

The report not only clearly shows the inadequacy of the entrance for larger vehicles;
it also shows that any size of vehicle leaving the site has non-compliant sight lines.
There is also an assessment of the hazards caused by vehicles unloading in Norton
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Lane, particularly to emergency vehicles.

This report has been submitted in relation to the current Application and appears on
the public case file as a ‘Rep Letter’. It should be read in conjunction with this letter
of objection.

Ref; Vehicle Access, West Barn, Norton Lane, Aldingbourne, PO20 3AF — Bright
Plan — Posted 14/04/2026

2.3) Narrow width of Norton Lane

It is also important to consider the narrow width of Norton Lane which does not
benefit from either street lighting or pavements. This of course adds to the rural
character of the Conservation Area but does not lend itself to significant
development.

Norton Lane is a narrow country Lane, a ‘quiet lane’ with a 20-mph speed limit.

Plate 6 — photographs highlighting the narrow width of Norton Lane.

2.4) Overall nature of the site

The location and setting of the existing tennis court is not appropriate for this scale of
development. The impact of a large two-story building on neighbouring gardens and
residences would be unacceptable. This proposal is for a 6.5m high, 36m by 15m
footprint of two-storys equating to 1,080m? within circa 3m of residential property
boundaries.
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Plate 7 — aerial photograph (not current) showing tennis court and neighbouring
gardens and residences.
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Plate 8 — More recent aerial shot (taken from the previous Planning Application)
showing the proximity of the tennis court (and hence the proposed two-story
building) to the rear gardens of four adjacent properties

The Applicant contends that an historic barn which preceded the tennis court is
reason to permit a new building on this site but the granting of a previous Application
AL/92/08/ essentially removed this former barn structure and replaced it with the
tennis court. There has been no building at this location for circa 20 years.

The barn was destroyed by a fire on 16" September 2006.
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Plate 9 — Extract from Application AL/92/08/ which replaces a former barn with a
tennis court (NB the barn was destroyed by fire on 16t September 2006).

superseded 12/12/08

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL-ALS2/08:
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Proposed Mixed Use Redevelopment (redundant farm buildings) - on b wros
New House Farm, Norton Lane, Aldingbourne

3.0) Grounds for Objection

3.1) The negative impact on the character and appearance of the Norton Lane,
Norton, Conservation Area

Norton Lane, Norton is a rural community consisting of circa 30+ residential
properties. A substantial area of Norton is designated as a Conservation Area and
there are a number of listed properties and NDHAs (Non-Designated Heritage
Assets).
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Plate 10 — Photographs highlighting the rural nature, character and appearance of
the Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area and Norton Lane in general.

Parish of
Aldingbourne

Plate 11 (overleaf) reveals the proximity of the development to the Norton Lane,
Norton Conservation Area and note in particular that the vehicular access to the site
crosses the Conservation Area and emerges onto Norton Lane opposite a Listed
Building (Letterbox Cottage). This proposal will undoubtedly have a significant and
unacceptable adverse effect on the character and appearance of the Conservation
Area.
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Plate 11 — Arun DC Map of Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area. The current
tennis court is actually listed in the key to the map and the marked boundary of the
Conservation Area runs along the edge of the tennis court.
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Plate 12 — Description of the Norton Conservation Area

NORTON CONSERVATION AREA

Description of the Character & Appearance of
the Conservation Area

Norton is a small rural settlement lying to the south of A27 between Tangmere and Fontwell.

There is a variety in building form, style, age and materials. Although generally street fronted
there is an informality of layout; some of the larger buildings e.g. Norton House and East
Norton Farm House being set well back in their own extensive grounds. Space between
buildings is important to the rural character of the settlement. So too is brick and flint
boundary walling of various heights, mature hedges and trees and verges. A series of gentle
curves in Norton Lane provide a pleasant and attractive sense of enclosure

Within the Conservation Area the open spaces between Letterbox Cottage and Norton Grange
Farm contribute to the rural character and setting of the settlement

The map in Plate 11 above clearly shows that the boundary of the Conservation
Area runs along the edge of the tennis court. Presumably it was constructed to sit
just outside of the boundary.

However if we consider Plate 13 below which is an extract of a plan submitted with
the Application, we can clearly see that the proposed new building encroaches
beyond the edge of the tennis court and hence is within the Conservation Area.

The Conservation Area extends into the eastern boundary of the site by circa 5.0 m
which is clearly visible in Plate 13.
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Plate 13 Extract from Substitute Plan submitted on 11/11/25 (Proposed Site Plan
Rev D) clearly shows that part of the proposed building lies within the Conservation
Area
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The Arun District Council Conservation Officer in his consultation response to
AL/107/25/PL determined that the proposed development presented a neutral
impact.
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Local residents did not agree with this assessment and co-funded an independent
Heritage Report which reached a different conclusion.

This Heritage Report has been submitted in response to the current Application
AL/20/26/PL. It can be found within the Rep letters on the case file and should be
read in conjunction with this letter of objection.

Ref: Heritage Report — Land at West Barn, Old Dairy Lane, Norton, PO20 3AF —
Chilcroft Heritage Planning — Posted 14/04/2026.

One feature of the Conservation Officer’'s response to AL/107/25/PL was that it dealt
with listed properties only. It did not address the visual impact on NDHAs (Non-
Designated Heritage Assets). For example, the property ‘Harvests’ is a NDHA. The
photograph below with annotation shows the scale and impact of the proposed
commercial building on the setting of the rear of the property.

Plate 14 Photograph from the rear of NDHA property ‘Harvests’ showing the
dominance and scale of the proposed new commercial building (6.5m high and only
a few metres from the Boundary with Harvests and other neighbouring properties).
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3.2) Non-Compliance with Local Plan policies
This proposal is a radical and unacceptable departure from the Development Plan.

Areas suitable for development are appropriately identified in the Local Plan planning
process. The Norton Conservation Area and its environs should not be considered
for such development.

The Arun Local Plan (2011 — 2031), Adopted 18" July 2018

Application AL/20/26/PL does not accord with the principles and policies of the Local
Plan.

Application AL/20/26/PL is at variance with the following extracts taken from the
Local Plan;

Policy SD SP1a
Strategic Approach

c. provide for growth of the sustainable villages whilst maintaining their setting within
the open countryside.

f. provide for development in the countryside area which reflects its character and role
as the coastal plain, with green wedges separating urban areas, high quality
agricultural land and environmental assets.

h. support development which protects, conserves and enhances built heritage.

7.1.5 Key to the protection of the countryside and landscape is the identification of the
Built up Area Boundary — a policy definition which defines urban areas from that of
the countryside. Development outside this will be permitted where it is in accordance
with the criteria specified in Policy C SP1 so that the countryside is recognised for
its intrinsic character and beauty. This is supplemented though the policy provision
for Green Infrastructure and Gaps Between Settlements, where the intention is to
maintain and enhance the existing network of Green Infrastructure assets and prevent
coalescence of settlements.

7.21 The Council seeks to protect the natural environment by strictly controlling
development in the countryside. Countryside is an important designation
encompassing those areas of the District which are outside the limits of the existing
built development. For the purposes of this Plan it is defined as all land outside the
defined Built-Up-Area-Boundary.
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7.2.5 In recognising the importance of the natural environment, Arun District Council has
identified a ‘Built-Up-Area-Boundary’ which will strictly control development in the
countryside. This boundary, which is outlined on the Proposals Map:

1.

2.
3.
4.

defines those areas within which planning permission will normally be granted
for new development, subject to the Local Plan policies

enables the best use to be made of existing and future services

provides a useful tool to protect against inappropriate development, and
preserves the setting of existing settlements by protecting the surrounding
countryside from unnecessary development.

7.2.6 The boundary is important in identifying the point of transition between the built form
of a main settlement and the surrounding countryside. It is not simply a means of
showing the limits of existing development, as some developed areas lie outside it
and some undeveloped areas lie within it. In addition, the boundary also serves to
preserve the setting of existing settlements from unnecessary development.

7.2.7 The principles used in defining what is included within the Built-Up Area Boundary,
as defined on the policies map, are:

the main existing residential, industrial and commercial areas;

all strategic allocations as identified by the Local Plan;

land on the edges of the urban areas for which planning permission has already
been granted for residential or commercial development; and

other land on which development would be acceptable in accordance with other
policies in this plan during the lifetime of the Plan.

Policy SD SP2

Built-up Area Boundary

Built Up Area Boundaries are defined for the main towns and villages in the District and
shown on the Policies Maps. Development should be focused within the Built Up Area
Boundaries and will be permitted, subject to consideration against other policies of this
Local Plan.
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Policy C SP1

Countryside

Outside the Built-Up Area Boundaries (as identified on the Policies Maps) land will be
defined as countryside and will be recognised for its intrinsic character and beauty.
Development will be permitted in the countryside where it is:

a. for the operational needs of agriculture, horticulture, forestry, the extraction of
minerals or the management of waste as part of a waste site allocation within the
West Sussex Waste Local Plan; or

for quiet, informal recreation; or

for green infrastructure; or

for the diversification of the rural economy; or

for road and/or cycle schemes; or

in accordance with other policies in the Plan which refer to a specific use or type of
development.

~oao0QC

The Council will take into account cumulative impact of development in the consideration
of planning applications.

To ensure better management of the rural-urban fringe in those areas where significant
new development is proposed, early consideration will need to be given to landscape
and biodiversity enhancement, woodland management, recreation provision and access
routes.

Policy LAN DM1

Protection of landscape character

Development within the setting of the South Downs National Park must have special
regard to the conservation of that setting, including views into and out of the Park, and
will not be permitted where there would be harmful effects on these considerations.

Development throughout the plan area should respect the particular characteristics and
natural features of the relevant landscape character areas and seek, wherever possible,
to reinforce or repair the character of those areas

The historic character and development pattern of settlementswithin the District should
be respected, taking into account their distinct identity and setting
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Character

13.2.7 Buildings and landscapes that demonstrate a distinct character and are aesthetically
pleasing, contribute greatly to the success of a place and are proven to increase
community pride. A development scheme based on sensitive understanding of site
and context, can exhibit a distinct character and identity, while also belonging to the
wider locality. Therefore successful development should respond to locally distinctive
patterns of development, building methods and detailing, materials,landscape, history
and culture, or where this is absent, use strong ideas absorbed from contemporary
society and culture.

13.2.12 The density of proposals should be sympathetic to the site and its surroundings.
Within large sites the density should vary to guard against uniformity.

Policy D DM1
Aspects of form and design quality

When considering any application for development the Council will have regard
to the following aspects:

1. Character

Make the best possible use of the available land by reflecting or improving upon the
character of the site and the surrounding area, in terms of its scale, massing, aspect,
siting, layout, density, building materials (colour, texture), landscaping, and design
features.

2. Appearance/attractiveness

Demonstrate a high standard of architectural principles, use of building materials,
craftsmanship and hard and soft landscaping to reflect the local area.

3. Impact

Have minimal impact to users and occupiers of nearby property and land.For example,
by avoiding significant loss of sunlight, privacy and outlook and unacceptable noise and
disturbance.

7.Trees and woodland

All new development will be expected to incorporate existing and new tree planting as
an integral part of development proposals.
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14. Scale

The scale of development should keep within the general confines of the overall character
of a locality unless it can be demonstrated that the contrary would bring a substantial
visual improvement.

Policy T DM1

Sustainable Travel and Public Rights of Way

MNew development must ensure ease of movement, prioritising safe pedestrian and cycle
access to the green infrastructure network and access to public transport and community
transport services where a need has been identified. Access to alternative modes of
transport including public transport services, the public right of way and cycle networks,
must be available and accessible to all members of the community.

Proposals for all new development must:

a. Be located within easy access of established public transport service(s), existing
pedestrian and cycle networks, the committed and aspirational cycle networks and
the green infrastructure network which links the development with key destinations
including places of work, education, leisure and town centres;

15.1.1 The West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026 identifies key transport issues in the
District including;

¢ Due to low use of some services, there is uncertainty over the future viability of
some bus services.

Policy HER SP1
The historic environment

The Local Planning Authority will grant planning permission or relevant consent for

development proposals that conserve or enhance the historic environment of the District,
based on the following approach:

Designated heritage assets including listed buildings, structures and their settings; and
Conservation Areas will be given the highest level of protection and should be conserved
and enhanced in a manner appropriate to their significance.
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Policy HER DM2

Locally Listed Buildings or Structures of Character

The Local Planning Authority will continue to identify and compile a list of locally important
buildings and structures which make a positive contribution to local distinctiveness using
the following criteria:

a. Buildings of outstanding design, detailing, appearance or special interest because
of the use of materials;

b. Buildings which are extremely good examples of traditional or established style, or
of unusual type;

c. Inspecial cases, buildings or structures which contribute towards the local townscape
or have important historical or social associations;

d. All buildings must be largely intact and not adversely affected by later extensions
or alterations;

e. Preferably, although not exclusively, they should make a positive contribution to
their surroundings or the street scene.

16.4.2

16.4.3

Conservation Areas are designated not on the basis of individual buildings but
because of the special architectural or historic interest, quality of the area, its mix of
uses, historic layout, characteristic materials, scale and detailing of open spaces.
Designation also takes into account the need to protect trees, hedges, walls, railings

and other characteristic features. Once designated, special attention must be paid,
in all planning decisions, to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character
and appearance of the area.

Special features of these areas include not only individual buildings but various
factors such as: historic street patterns and building layouts, the mix of uses, scale
and detailing of buildings, materials, street furniture, vistas, and the spaces between
buildings.

The Council aims

16.4.4 The Council’s aims are:

e  Retention of buildings, structures, planting and open space which contribute to
the special character and appearance of each Conservation Area;
Protection from inappropriate and damaging development;
Where new development is considered appropriate, to encourage design of the
highest standard, which respects the character of the Conservation Area;

e |dentification of opportunities for preservation and enhancement.
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16.4.6 The special character and appearance of Conservation Areas will be a material factor

16.4.9

in planning decisions. New development must be of a high standard, reflecting the
form, materials and character of existing development in the locality. The spaces
between and around buildings and views are very important in Conservation Areas,
and the Local Planning Authority will resist any proposals which will detract or impinge
on spaces or views which contribute to the character of the area. Incidental features,
e.g. hedgerows, walls, surfaces, railings and chimneys, etc. can be very important
to a particular area’s identity and the Local Planning Authority will expect such features
to be retained. Reinstatement of these features, where lost, will be encouraged.

Therefore, planning permission will only be granted for development which preserves
or enhances the character or appearance of a Conservation Area or its setting.

Materials

16.4.1

0 The use of non-traditional materials in traditional buildings, in particular PVCu, stained
hardwood and aluminium windows and doors, concrete interlocking tiles etc., can
erode the appearance of Conservation Areas. The Local Planning Authority will resist
the use of non-traditional materials in Conservation Areas.

Setting

16.4.12 Development which adversely affects the setting, character, appearance of or views

in to and out of a Conservation Area will be refused.

Policy HER DM3

Conservation Areas

In order to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Conservation Area,

plan

ning permission or relevant consent will normally be granted for proposals within or

affecting the setting of a Conservation Area, provided that:

a.

Mew buildings and structures acknowledge the character of their special environment
in their layout, form, scale, detailing, use of materials, enclosure and the spaces
created between buildings;

Alterations or additions to existing buildings are sensitively designed, constructed
of appropriate materials and are sympathetic in scale, form and detailing and retain
or emphasise the features and qualities of the existing buildings, townscape or
streetscape in the area;

Traditional features such as shop fronts, walls, railings, paved surfaces and street
furniture are retained and restored;

Unsympathetic features are removed and missing features are restored or reinstated;
It retains historically significant boundaries, important open spaces and other
elements of the area’s established pattern of development, character and historic
value, including gardens, roadside banks and verges;

It does not harm important views into, out of or within the Conservation Area.
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Policy EMP DM1

Employment Land: Development Management

4, Office development

The Council will seek to direct office development to the town centres. Enterprise Bognor
Regis will also be considered as a suitable location for office development in accordance
with Policy EMP DM2.

6. Economic growth outside the Built-up Area Boundary

Planning permission will be granted on sites outside the built-up area, provided that the
proposal demonstrates:

b. That it would not intensify uses at the site to the detriment of existing public access
routes and highways;

c. A high standard of design, layout and landscaping appropriate to the context;

d. Thatitis capable of being well served by public transport or otherwise is readily
accessible by means other than by private car to a significant residential workforce
if employment intensive uses are proposed;

e. Access arrangements and parking facilities will be provided in accordance with the
Council's adopted standards;

f. A sympathetic relationship to the surrounding areas that shows consideration of the
landscape, habitat, built and historic environment contexts, the opportunities to
deliver on-site habitats and protect key species.

g. A satisfactory relationship with neighbouring uses in order that the amenities of
nearby residents, in particular, are protected; and

Note above - e. Access Arrangements!

3.3) Non-compliance with Neighbourhood Plan policies

The Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan was adopted as planning policy by Arun
District Council in 2016 following a Referendum of residents. The Plan was revised
in 2020 and following successful Examination was adopted by Arun DC on the 14t
July 2021.

Application AL/20/26/PL does not accord with the principles and policies of the
Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan.
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Application AL/20/26/PL is at variance with the following extracts from the Local
Plan;

Policy EH9 Conservation Areas -SAVED

Development proposals affecting the two Conservation Areas (Evidence Base 16,17)
within the Parish will only be supported where they preserve and enhance their
character, setting and appearance, and in particular where proposals:

= protect the distinctive open and rural character of the Conservation Areas and
their setting

= contribute to sustaining or enhancing the visual connections between the three
principal settlements and their rural hinterland, including longer views to the
South Downs; and

= protect the key view lines into and out of the Conservation Areas.

EH9.1 The settlements of Norton, Aldingbourne, Myton, Westergate and Woodgate sit in
open countryside with views towards and from the Downs. The views over the countryside,
particularly uninterrupted views towards the Downs and to and from the two Conservation
Areas and other historic sites and buildings are important to their setting and to local
people. Views to and from historic lanes used for recreational purposes, such as Hook
Lane, Morthfields Lane, Denmans Lane, Level Mare Lane, and from footpaths towards the
Rifes, woodlands and copses are also important to residents and the historical context of
the Parish.

EH9.2 Arun DC has accepted a proposal to designate an area at the northern end of
Hook Lane as a Conservation Area under the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation
Areas) Act 1980 given the distinct architectural character, which remains largely intact, and
the local historical interest. The area contains an ancient monument and a number of
listed buildings. (See Evidence Base 18 for map and details).

Justification: Objective 1b; NPPF 16, ADC Policy HER DM3
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Policy EH1 Built Up Area Boundary (BUAB) - AMENDED

Proposals for development within the built-up area boundary of Westergate, defined on
Map E (as amended 2019) will generally be permitted, subject to meeting the
requirements of other policies set out in the Plan.

Proposals for development of land located to the west of Westergate Street and
outside of the BUAB will not be supported.

Where there is a demonstrable shortfall of housing land supply having regard to the
requirements of the adopted Arun District Local Plan, development proposals must

demonstrate that each of the following criterion can be met otherwise development

outside the BUAB will be resisted:

i. the scale of development is proportionate to the housing supply shortfall and local
housing needs of the Parish and can be deliverable in the short term;

ii. the development will protect the local landscape character and wider setting of the
South Downs National Park and support the dark skies policy;

iii. the proposal is sensitively designed and located and respects the character and
built heritage of neighbouring settlements;

iv. it is demonstrated through appropriate assessment that there would be no
significant harm to biodiversity, including the roosting, feeding and commuting of
bat species, or to bat species associated with the Singleton and Cocking Tunnels
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Slindon Woods;

v. the proposal is sustainably located and accessible to local facilities and services
and sufficient capacity exists or can be provided to accommodate additional
needs;

vi. there would be no unacceptable environmental, amenity or traffic implications
including an increased risk of groundwater flooding;

Justification: ADC Policy H SP1; NPPF5

Policy EH2 Green Infrastructure and Ecosystem Services - SAVED

New development within, or immediately adjacent to the Biodiversity Corridors
identified on Maps A1 and A2 will only be supported where it can be clearly
demonstrated that development proposals will not give rise to any significant harm to
the integrity or function of the Biodiversity Corridors.
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EH2.2 All development with the potential to adversely impact on the areas defined on Map
A1 and A2 will be required to demonstrate how the scheme will impact on the integrity and
function of the Bicdiversity Corridors. Where necessary, this should include the identification
of avoidance and mitigation measures sufficient fo avoid any significant harm to the
designation. Developers are strongly encouraged to also demonstrate how the overall
function and integrity of the Biodiversity Corridors may be enhanced to provide a 'net gain’.
Proposals should also include a management plan to ensure that effective long-term
management of the key features within the Biodiversity Corridor can be achieved.

EH2.3 Part of the Plan area falls within the 12km buffer applied to Singleton and Cocking
Tunnels Special Area of Conservation (SAC) created by policy S010 of the South Downs

Local Plan. Protection of the habitats within the biodiversity corridors is important for feeding,
roosting and movement of bats.

Justification: Objective 2c; NPPF 15 paras 170, 171,174, ; ADC Policy Gl SP1, ENV DM3,
ENY DM5; SDOMP Policy SD10
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Policy EH8 Buildings, structures and areas of character - Non-Designated
Heritage Assets - AMENDED

The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the areas and buildings/structures listed in
Schedule D and Schedule E as non-designated heritage assets. These sites
therefore have heritage significance which needs to be considered in the
determination of planning applications or other relevant consents.

Proposals will be permitted where they retain the significance of a non-designated
heritage asset, including its setting and contribution to local distinctiveness. Where
proposals would lead to harm to the significance of a non-designated heritage asset
or its loss, proposals should demonstrate that the level of harm or loss is justified
following a balanced judgement of harm and the significance of the asset; and that
any harm is minimised through retention of features of significance and/or good
design and/or mitigation measures.

EH8.1 Mon-designated heritage assets are buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or
landscapes identified by plan-making bodies as having a degree of heritage significance
meriting consideration in planning decisions, but which do not meet the criteria for
designated heritage assets.

EH8.2 Mon-designated heritage assets may be identified through a number of processes,
including the neighbourhood plan-making processes. However, irrespective of how they
are identified, it is important that the decisions to identify them are based on sound
evidence.

EH8.3 Arun District Council have identified a number of areas and buildings which it
considers to be non-designated heritage assets; these are known as Areas of Character
and Buildings or Structures of Character. These non-designated heritage assets have
been identified using criteria contained within the adopted Arun Local Plan 2018. The
District Council has merged the lists of these assets together to create a ‘'local list'. This
local list will include those non-designated heritage assets clearly identified in a ‘made’
neighbourhood plan.

EH8.4 The ‘made' Neighbourhood Plan clearly identified a number of new non-
designated heritage assets which were deemed to meet the published criteria and which
should have been added to the Arun Local List.

EH8.5 Proposals affecting a non-designated heritage asset, or its sefting will be required
to retain their significance and contribution to local distinctiveness. Where proposals would
lead to harm or loss of an asset, they should demonstrate that the level of harm or loss is
justified following a balanced judgement of harm and the significance of the asset. Any
harm should be minimised through retention of features of significance and/or good design
and/or mitigation measures.

Justification: Objective 1b; NPPF 16; ADC Policy HER DM2
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EH10 ‘Unlit village' status - SAVED

Development proposals which detract from the unlit environments of the Parish will
not be supported.

New lighting will be required to conform to the highest standard of light pollution
restrictions in force at the time. Security and other outside lighting on private and
public premises will be restricted or regulated to be neighbourly in its use including
floodlighting at equine establishments and on sports fields or sports grounds.

EH10.1 Aldingbourne has a number of areas where light pollution is minimal and the full night
sky can be seen. Aldingbourne will seek to develop this status as part of its tourism offering

Justification: Objective 2c; NPPF 15; ADC Policy QE DM2

Policy EH12 2019 Protection of bat habitats (NEW)

In order to be fully compliant with the Habitats Directive relating to the Singleton and
Cocking Tunnels SAC qualifying features, proposals for the development of greenfield
sites within the Parish (most of which falls within the SAC’s 12km Wider Conservation
Area) must evaluate whether there is a potential for the loss of suitable foraging
habitat and / or the severance of commuting flight lines, such as in the form of mature
treelines, hedgerows and watercourses. If so, such features must be preserved unless
surveys demonstrate that they are not used by Barbastrelle, Bechstein or other bats
linked with nearby roosting sites. Care must also be taken through development
design to ensure that such retained features are not affected by artificial lighting.

Where these corridors are used by roosting feeding or commuting bats, development
within 50 metres will be resisted.

EH12.1 2019 The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) states that this policy will ensure
that additional protection is given to the Singleton and Cocking Tunnels SAC, where bats are
known to travel long distances from their roost sites. It concludes that there must be no
adverse effects on the site integrity of the Singleton and Cocking Tunnels SAC regarding the
impact pathway loss of functionally linked land. See Appendix G

Justification: SEA; HRA,; Singleton and Cocking Tunnels Special Area of Conservation

Quiet Lanes

Proposals which improve the character and tranquillity of the following lanes and the safety
of non-motorised users of these lanes will be supported:

Level Mare Lane, Denmans Lane, Blackmill Lane, Norton Lane, Halnaker Barn Lane, Hook
Lane, Littleheath Road, Church Lane, Northfields Lane

The above lanes have been identified through reference to the appropriate guidance and
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evidence as suitable for designation as ‘Quiet Lanes' under the The Quiet Lanes and Home
Zones (England) Regulations 2006. Any proposals which involve the reinforcement of the
character and tranquility of these lanes or which improve user safety and widen non-
motorised access choices will be supported.

The Parish Council proposes to work in partnership with WSCC and SDNPA to promote the
network of Quiet Lanes within the Parish will formally propose that the Local Highway
Authority designates the above lanes as Quiet Lanes under the appropriate legislation.

Justification : NPPF 8,9 ; Objective 3a ; The Quiet Lanes and Home Zones (England)
Regulations 2006.

3.4) Significant overdevelopment of the site

Norton is a settlement of detached dwellings in an informal layout with space
between buildings many of which are within the Norton Lane, Norton, Conservation
Area. This proposal of the new build construction of a large two-story commercial
building is uncharacteristic and a gross overdevelopment of the site. NB the building
is 36m long, 15m wide and 6.5m high).

3.5) Harmful impact on a quiet rural lane

Norton Lane is a quiet lane with no street lighting or pavements. It is the subject of a
20-mph speed limit (see Plate 10 above). Also see Section 3.3 above which outlines
the Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan approach to ‘Quiet Lanes’ where Norton Lane
is specifically mentioned.

3.6) Surface Water Drainage

The Arun District Council Decision Notice in relation to AL/107/25/PL included the
section;

1 Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that an acceptable SuDS scheme can
be achieved and that there will be no off-site flooding as a result of the development, including no
adverse effect on the foul sewage network. The proposal conflicts with Arun Local Plan Policies W
DM1, W DM2 and W DM3, Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Development Plan Policy EH5, the
National Standards for SuDS, the NPPF, the SuDS Manual and the associated Planning Practice
Guidance on Flood Risk and Drainage.
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In the Officer's Report in relation to AL/107/25/PL we have;

The council's website makes it clear that groundwater levels should be fully evaluated before determining
the extent that infiltration can be used on a site. Arun is located on the coastal plain, is typically low lying,
and the superficial deposits generally consist of silty clays which are poorly drained. A high-water table is
common in the district, whether this is perched groundwater, the aquifer, or springs.

There are checklists on the website to advise developers on what to submit with applications. In this
case, the full application checklist makes it clear that winter groundwater and infiltration testing results
must be supplied. In addition, it is necessary to provide a proposed drainage scheme in order to ensure
there is space within the site for drainage alongside all of the other proposals/policy requirements.

The Arun District Council’s Drainage Engineer’s report in relation to AL/107/25/Pl we
have;

Runoff destination

1.1. The drainage strategy is to discharge to ground via a modular crate storage soakaway. Currently no
winter groundwater monitoring has been provided. Ground Investigation including the locations of
the borehole record and infiltration test, together with soil classification and groundwater monitoring
is required to demonstrate the proposed method of disposal can meet design standards.

Within the current Application (Al/20/26/PL) very limited winter groundwater
monitoring data is provided from one borehole only. Critically the winter monitoring
only took place between 25" November 2025 to 29" January 2026 and not in the
peak month of March.

In the document ‘FRA/DRAINAGE STATEMENT/FOUL DRAINAGE IMPACT
ASSESSMENT’ we find the following statement;

252 Winter groundwater monitoring will be carried out during the peak groundwater levels
months.

The Applicant’s report APPENDIX H GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT

4.2 Discussion on Groundwater Levels During Observational Period

Changes in groundwater level occur for reasons including seasonal effects and
variations in drainage etc. The investigation and groundwater monitoring were conducted
between September 2025 and January 2026 respectively, when groundwater levels
should be moving towards their annual maximum (highest) elevation, typically in March.

If the groundwater levels are at their highest in March, then clearly the tests
presented do not comply with 2.5.2 above. The monitoring should ideally have been
undertaken over the period of one year and certainly covering the peak in March.
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Why is surface water management so important in this area?

Many areas of the Chichester plain experienced surface water flooding in the early
part of 2026 often driven by high groundwater levels. This is not an uncommon
occurrence in this area.

Surface Water (often enhanced by high ground water levels) is managed in Norton
via a surface water sewer that was laid in 2010. This surface water sewer runs
along Norton Lane before discharging into Limmer pond at the junction of Nyton
Road and Church Road. From here it travels in a ditch along Church Road.

For several weeks in the early part of 2026 (February to March) Church Road was
flooded as the volume of water overwhelmed the system. The proposed commercial
development in Norton on this scale will only exacerbate this situation.

Plate 15 Flooding in Church Road — 15" February 2026
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Plate 17 Flooding in Church Road — 28" February 2026

Note water emerging from the highway drain!
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Plate 18 Flooding in Church Road — 28" February 2026

Plate 19 Flooding in Church Road — 28" March 2026 — resultant highway damage
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4) Comments on various points within the documents accompanying the
Application

HERITAGE STATEMENT

5.11 Within the Site, the location of the proposed new building will allow for the reinstatement of a
courtyard within the centre of this space, as was the case when the previous building was in place.
This is, again, in line with the recent agricultural history of this portion of the Site. The building will
additionally not sit within the boundary of the conservation area, and as such there will be no direct
effect on the asset resulting from the built form.

Elsewhere in the Application pack it clearly and quite correctly states that part of the
proposed new building is within the boundary of the Conservation Area.

DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN-03

Understanding the Drainage System

All lifting keys, maintenance tools and drainage product literature issued to, or purchased by,
the Biodot are to be kept in a safe place, and a competent/ designated person is to make
themselves familiar with the product literature supplied, and with the basic drainage
methodology and compaonents used for the drainage system. If there is any doubt a suitably
qualified person/ company should be consulted.

As Biodot Ltd are no longer the applicant it seems odd that they hold the
responsibility for understanding the drainage system.

TRANSPORT STATEMENT

There are statements within this report regarding the road safety of the site in
particular the access. For an alternative view please see the independent report co-
funded by local residents. Ref; Vehicle Access, West Barn, Norton Lane,
Aldingbourne, PO20 3AF — Bright Plan — Posted 14/04/2026

This can be found on the Arun District Council public case file as a ‘Rep Letter’.

5) Sustainable site?

As previous Planning Inspector’s have concluded (See Section 1 above) the site is
not considered to be sustainable, primarily owing to the reliance of private vehicles
to reach the site.

As a resident of Norton for some 28 years | can say with a great degree of certainty
that public transport is just not practicable.
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Looking at the ‘Travel Plan Statement’;
Cycling from Barnham station uses a most hazardous route of Nyton Road.

There is a bus stop in Nyton Road some 800m from the site but with such an
infrequent to non-existent service timetable that makes it unusable for all practical
purposes.

There has been no sighting of cyclists currently travelling to the existing site by
bicycle.

6) Conclusions

In conclusion, this Application (AL/20/26/PL) is entirely inappropriate for the following
reasons;

a) A significant departure from the Development Plan

b) Does not accord with the principles and policies of the Local Plan

c) Outside of the built up area boundary

d) Does not accord with the principles and policies of the Aldingbourne
Neighbourhood Plan

e) Compromises and adversely affects the Norton Lane, Norton Conservation
Area

f) Is inappropriate in terms of location, form and scale

g) Overdevelopment of the site

h) Harmful impact on a quiet rural lane

i) The effect on the character and appearance of the area

j) Is non-compliant with several planning policies

k) Detrimental impacts on neighbouring properties including loss of light,
physical dominance etc

[) Inadequate site entrance is already causing delivery problems which impact
on Norton Lane. This proposal will exacerbate this issue

m) Inadequately assessed surface water management potentially leading to
flooding issues in the future

n) Not a sustainable site in terms of transport

7) Recommendation

That the Application (AL/20/26/PL) is refused.
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If I can provide any further information, or if you wish me to clarify any aspect of the
contents of this representation, please do not hesitate to contact me at the above
address or on the above telephone number.

John J. Spence

43 of 43



From: Elaine Walby on behalf of Planning.Responses
Sent: 28 April 2026 16:32

To: Planning Scanning

Subject: FW: Objection - Planning Application AL/20/26/PL
Attachments: West Barn Objection 28.04.26.pdf

PL- Rep

Please redact

Elaine Walby
Technical Support Assistant
Planning Services

T: 01903737 904
E: elaine.walby@arun.gov.uk

Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF
www.arun.gov.uk

To register to receive notification of planning applications in your area please go to https://www1.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-finder

Our priorities...

Improving the Delivering the Supporting our Fulfilling Arun's Our core
wellbeing of Arun | right homes in environment economic foundations
the right places | to support us potential BISTRICT COUNCIL

Connect with us: Facebook | X | Instagram

From: Simon Davis <Simon.Davis@arun.gov.uk>

Sent: 28 April 2026 10:40

To: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Objection - Planning Application AL/20/26/PL

Kind Regards
Simon

Simon Davis MRTPI
Principal Planning Officer, Directorate of Growth

T: 01903 737874
E: simon.davis@arun.gov.uk

To register to receive notification of planning applications in your area please go to https://www1.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-finder

Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd
Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF
www.arun.gov.uk

Our priorities...

Improving the Delivering the Supporting our Fulfilling Arun's Our core
wellbeing of Arun | right homes in environment economic foundations
the right places | to support us potential DISTRICT COUNCIL

Connect with us: Facebook | X | Instagram

From: I

Sent: 28 April 2026 10:30
To: Simon Davis <Simon.Davis@arun.gov.uk>
Cc: Planning <Planning@arun.gov.uk>; Cllr. Sue Wallsgrove <Cllr.Sue.Wallsgrove@arun.gov.uk>; Cllr. Anita Lawrence <cllr.anita.lawrence@arun.gov.uk>; Cllr.

Paul Ayling <cllr.paul.ayling@arun.gov.uk>; Sue Foott ||| G

Subject: Objection - Planning Application AL/20/26/PL




CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. You should take extra care when clicking links or opening attachments - if you are unsure
the content is safe contact the IT Helpdesk before clicking or opening.

Dear Mr Davis,

Please find attached my objection to Planning Application AL/20/26/PL.
| am submitting this by email as it is too large to be submitted online.

Please add this to the public file.

Could you please confirm receipt of this email

Many thanks

Yours sincerely

John S

John Spence
‘Harvests’
Norton Lane,
Norton,
Chichester,
West Sussex
PO20 3NH



