Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

Harvests
Norton Lane
Norton
Chichester
West Sussex
PO20 3NH

18" October 2020

Dear Sir or Madam

Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL
Site Address — West Barn, Old Dairy Lane, Norton

Description of Works — ‘Residential Mews consisting of 6 No dwellings. This
application may affect the Norton Lane, Norton Conservalion Area, may affect the
setting of a listed building, is a Departure from the Developmert Plan & is in CIL
Zone 3 & is CIL Liable’

| note the Planning Application (AL/70/20/PL) advertised on the Arun District Council
website (List date: 2™ October 2020 and Advertised date: 8" October 2020).

My property ‘Harvests’ adjoins the proposed development site and | therefore have a
keen interest in the proposal and its’ nature and scope.

| objected 1o the first Application AL/79/14/PL on 29" November 2014, the amended
Application AL/79/14/PL on 26" April 2015 and the subseguent repeat Application
AL/B9/16/PL on 20% June 2016.

| continue to most strongly object to this inappropriate proposal which has now
been resubmitied as AL/70/20/PL.

All Applications proposed 6 No Mews properties.

i consider the proposal to be a radical and unacceptable depariure from the
Development Plan. The proposal is a significant overdevelopment of the former
agricultural site and will detract significantly from the characler of the Norton Lane,
Norton, Conservation Area.  Areas suitable for residential development are
appropriately identified in both the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan planning
processes and the Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area and its environs have not
and should not be considered for such out of character residential development.
Furthermore the proposal does not constitute a sustainable development and is in
contravention of a number of planning policies.
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Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

| have described below the grounds for my chjection and trust that the Case Officer
{(Ms. M. Tomalova) will consider these points when determining the outcome.

For ease of reference | have outlined my case with the following structure:-
1} Principle
2) Background
3} The Current Application
4} Grounds for objection:-

4.1} The negalive impact on the character and appearance of the Norion
Lane, Norton, Conservation Area

4.2} A departure from the Development Plan

4.3} A departure from the Neighbourhood Plan

4.4) Does not constitute a sustainable development
4.5) Overdevelopment of the site

4.6} Harmiul impact on a ‘quiet lang’

4.7} Qutside the built up area boundary

5) Conclusions

6} Recommendations

1) Principle

Within the Application AL/70/20/PL is a document ‘PLANNING POLICY /
PRECEDENT STATEMENT".

This document siates:-
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Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

However, Application AL/34/20/PL related to an entirely different set of
circumstances. The proposal ouilined in AL/34/20/PL was;

‘Sub-division of existing building to create 1 NO. I- bed dwelling & construction
of 4 bay oak framed outbuilding as a garage. This application affects the character
& appearance of the Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area & affects the setting
of a Listed Building.

Norton Farm House Norton Lane Aldingbourne PO20 3NH’

That is, Application AL/34/20/PL at Norton Farm House proposed the sub dividing of
an existing dwelling compared to this application AL/70/20/PL at West Barn which
proposes the construction of six new terraced houses cutside of the Development
Plan and setilement boundary.

The Planning Statement for AL/34/20/PL at Norton House Farm clearly indicates in
the following exiract that the present occupant and Applicant was seeking to
subdivide the property 1o house two generations of his family;

= The northesn part of the single svey 1830 extensing forms utility and sloeage speces o the
M Bouss whish wilt romsain unatiored, & dogr Wil be ralaned botwesn the two dwalings,
wpgraded o s correst Building Regulaiions standads.

*  Ths converiotd dealling would b pocupied by the applicants, Mr and Mrs Hosser, angd (s main
Netsse oonupind gnd cwned by ane of their shildesn. {3y Homier and bes family own and cperats

A large high sch manufactiring business i Bognor Regisl.

Note the retention of a door between the two subdivided units.

The granting of this Application clearly does not provide precedent for AL/70/20/PL
at West Barmn,

2) Background

When examining this Application it is critically important o review the planning

history of this site and the repeated Applications to construct 6 No Mews properties.
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Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

it is inleresting 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/T9/14/PL
REFUSED (APPEALED)

Case Officer: Mr 8 Davis
Received 10-10-14
Validated 27-10-14

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

West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norlon PO20 3AF

Arun District Council - Decision Notice 26/06/15

in pursuance of thelr powens wader this Aot and related Orders and Regulations the Courngdl
REFUSE o approve the doveloproent ss desorbed i the application and plans for the
3 The proposal by viviue of 1y density, beraced for and backiand nature, I8
conaidered i rapresent an overdesslopment of this guigt coundryside
beoation, would damage the character and visual smenities of the low density
sefffermnend and the landscape fo the wast by virlue of the relocated parking
spaces kv Wast Bare R s thavefors by conteary to polivles GEN3 § GENT of
e Avun Distriet Locs! Plan and © S8 & O TR of the Aruny Looal Plan
20112031 (Publication Varshan,

The proposad developmieni s inosied oulside of the defined built up wea
boundary and it an unsusiainable locofion having ragand fo the disdance of
e site from bus stops, looal shope & e ok of footpath sccess o such and
theratore, the socupiors of the aibe would be refinnt o the private sar. The
propoan! is therefore considerad to be condrary o policles SENZ, GEN3 &
GENT of the Anun Distriat Local Plan, policles © 8P1, T DY & 80 &F2 of
e A Loont Plan 2011-2031 (Publicstion Version) and paragraphs 17 &
34 of e Nationa! Flanning Policy Framewark,

53

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

by Andrew Steen BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI
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Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

APPEAL DISMISSED

Main Issuss

4. The main fssues in this appeal are:
« the sffect of the proposed development on the character and appeavance of
the ares;
» whether the proposal would constitute sustainable development.
Reasons

Character and appearance

5.

“ud

52
.

The proposad developmant comprises a single bullding to contain six livefwark
usnéts ina tes race a@p"ac*ng 8 tamis cmrt B *1': :a*‘ thss «:‘t@ that would form the
! e e in focabed within the

i\@st&r Cm‘;re; fat m Ars,a.

The conservation area comprises the historic development of the saitferment of
Norton, detached dwellings along Norton Lane in an informal layvout, with space
D&w«mn bulidings, Some of the larger houses are lncated further back in
axtensive grounds, the smaller houses further forward. There are cutbulidings
gr formner agricultural bulldings to the rear of the houses, including West Bamn
that is currantly being converted to commsrgial use and the bulldings
corverted to tourdst accommodation adiacent to the site.

The proposed vefwork units would reflect the layout and design of West Barn,
te provide g similar large buliding in modern stvle, divided from the bam by &
landscaped courtyard thet would provide parking for the proposad uniiz. T%*iis
differs from the traditional des ign of development along Morton Lane within the
conservation area, but given the relationship with West Barn & woul d ba i
keaping with the character and appearance of the ares and preserve tha

character and appearance of the conservation ares and its satting.

@k‘:@*ﬁﬁ t§
the open o i hﬁx m‘ﬁ %ha. moursion mm t'm &5 srmuﬂdmg grazmg land
would cause harm to the character and appearance of this rural area. Whilsty
additional landscaping could help to screen the parking, no details have been
proposed and I am not satisfied on the basis of svidence befors me that
effective landscaping could be securast through g condition.

svsloprasnt would have & harmful
,mpact £y th@ chasactea and a:agma;am:&g of the srea, contrary o the
Frameawnrk and Polioy GENT of the Arun District Local Blan {LP). This policy
seeks to ensure development is of a high standand of design that responds
positively to the character of the site and surrounding area.

50f40



Mr John J. Spence
Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

Sustainafie develogment

10, The Framework sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable devaloprment,
defined a3 development in accordance with the Framework as 3 whale,
Sustainaide development has thres dimensions that must be considered

together, being economiic, social and envimamental,

fontt
et

. The Councll have confirmast that there is ot & ﬁv& year supply of deliveratile
housing sites within the districk and, as such relevant policies for the supply of
housing should not be considerad up I date it sccordance with paragraph 49
of the Framework. Policies GENZ and GENI of the LP gre such policies. The
Councif alse ag @g}t thay are put of date as they relate to a time period that has
slapsed. As such, ¥ have considered the appeal in the light of the presumption
i1 favour of sustainable development set out in paragraph 14 of the
Framewark.

12,

Whilst the site s not within a defined settlemant boundary v either an adopted
development plan ar 8 made Neighhourhood Blan, I s oot in an isclated
tocation, being wall related to other dwallings and built development,

“imwmwr it is ae}ma distance from hasic services and fagilities and poorly

refated fo public transport links, such that it would increass reliancs on the
g}riva?e Car.

130§ accept that g the proposals are intended to be livefwork units the nesd for
rasidents I rave! is Himited and the development will ingorporate moedemn

technolagy o enable working from home and facilitating internet shopping. In
addition, oycle parking & proposed to grovide an alternative 1o the private car.
Huwever gman ‘eh@ iauk :af {ac:ﬁ serviat@s am’" t‘asi’i:it*es Es* tiﬁ* sestt"esm@ ‘s*’:r sthsa

mrqﬁ _,Qmm,kmet.a.es. Ag nates: ab&m, i. ﬁiaﬁ‘ x:e:masfier t%“zat o vm {i wa £y ihe
character and appegrance of the area.

et
o

Bt this case, thers would be fimited soonomie ﬁﬂﬁaﬁts during the construction
af the development and the work glement of the dwallings will ensure
employment is brought to the village. The provision of dwellings would have a
gmw*zwa seoial impact o meet the neads of current and fulure residents, who
re fikely to be ivolved in the local community 28 this i both where they ive
and wiork,

[
L

In pverall terms, I consider that the anvironmental harm resulting from the
poor location in terms of access to neal services and facilities including public
tmnsp@r{ g:*'t}xf:sim ai g Wl tm \.ha harm ta thm charac ter mr: qpmamfsw of

et considerad
asgasm* g;aﬁius,;s in the Frar‘mwark *akw a» 3wk c»& 2, ;t mmiii alse conflict with
Policy GENT of the LP that seeks to promote sustainablea development.

Conclusion

17, For the above reasons angd takmg into account gl other msiters raiged, 1
conclude that the sppesi should be dismissed,
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AL/59/16/PL
NON DET APPEAL (APPEALED)

Case Officer: Mr 8 Davis
Regceived 20-05-16
Validated 20-05-16

Mews of 6 No.2 siorey 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 Norion Lane, Norton Conservalion Area

West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norton PO20 3AF

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

SUMBMARY:

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that in cosse where relevant policies in the developmient plan arg
out of date, hen permisaion should be grantad in accordancs with the prasumption in favour of
susiginable development wdess ~ “any adverse impacts of doing 80 would significantly and
deronstrably sutweigh the benefite, when assessed against the policizs in this Framsswork taken
3% § whole: or apeciic policias In this Framawork indicate development shauld be restricted”.

i is considered that the adopted Looal Plan is out of doate and that gl the 5§ yesr hausing land
supply issue, the emarging Local Plan has only very Bmited weight, The Neighbowrhood Plan hag
not yet besn formally 'mads’ bt s ot & very advanced stage and as such should be afforded g
significant amount of waight. Policy EHY i refevant to this application and siates that devsiopment
will oly be pormitted outside the built up ares boundary whers i banefl the economy. The
applicard has not submitted any detall a3 to the liksly benefits of the scheme arnd as such s not
possibls to determine whather the praposat is in ascordanos with RHY,

I any case, # s not sonsidersd that this is 2 susiainaliz site and that as such, residents will be
car reliavd. Along with the harm $o the character of this rurs! area arlsing from the extension of the
car park into the apen land wast of the baw (and the formalisation of the sdiscant open grassed
aren), i is considered that the proposal falls the smvironmenial aspect of sustainable devalopment
aved that these advarse impacts culweigh and benedits that the scheme will bring.

Fegard should afso be had to the diamissal of the previous appeal applicetion - and the fact that
s scheme i not significantly different to that. | i therefore reonmmended that permission be
refused in acxomdancs with the following o rsasms.
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Objection to Planning Application — AL/70/20/PL

RECOMMENDATION | 5
REFUSE
1 The proposed sxtension of the existing parking arsa bayond the wastam shevation of West

Barny, into the adiscent and and the formalisation of the adjacent grassed ansa will cause
harm o the character and appearance of this rural aves contrary o paragraphs 7, 14 8 17
of the National Planmdng Policy Framework, Policy GENT of the Arun Dislrict Local Plan
and Policy EMT of the Aldingbourne Neighbowrhood Plan.

2 By rsason of fhe sife's weusiainable location outeide of the defined built up ares
bourdary, its distance from bus stops § local shops and the lack of foolpath acoess to
suh; the proposal will be car reliant and this will resull in envirenmental harm condrary to
policy GENT of the &run District Local Plan, poficies GAY and EHY of the Aldingbourne
Meighbourhood Plan and pamagraphs 7, 14, 17 & 34 of the Naliong! Planning Paolicy
Framewiwk.

The Planning Inspectorate - Appeal Decision 0%/02/17

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

Q.  The mal issues are:

« whether the development's boation would provide accegtable access ty
averyday beal faciiities by a2 range of modes of transport and, § oot
woild any dependency on private motorvehicle usage, In particidar, be
harmfud to the environmaent; ang

o

«  the offect of the development on the character and appsarance of the
area, with particular regard to the car park extension.

Heasons
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Whather g switalie location for the development

17,

The site fes behingd Norton Lang, & shreet that & characteriged by ribbon
e al gevelopment. As the develbpmeant would be i quite close
groximity o some other dweallings and the commercial units at West Bamy, &
would not be physically solted. Howeverthere would be mited accessto
gvery day boal faclities, with the shops and other commerdial pramises,
schools and other community faciities in Westargats being between 1.9 and
3.2 ¥m away’. I recognise that there would be same access o public
transport with bus stops belng between 0.8 and 2.0 Km from the sibe angd
Bambam rafway station being arcund 3.9 Km away, abelt that the bus

services are not particulary Seauent”. However accessing those public
travsport faclties would invobre walking or oyoling along Nortonlane, & road
with no pavements ar street lighting, aiwes%: thatit s mb;e{:\“ to a 20 mph
spead int and & classified as & ‘quiet ae’. T consider that the development
would not be particulerly accessible o public trarsport.

Having regard o the imted accessibity thers would b to avery day ooat
faciities within Norton, Westergate or the other settiements in the ares, I find
& Bkely that there would be 8 high level of private vehicle dependency
amongstoocupiers of the development. Accordingly In accassihility terms |
find that the accommodation would be In an solbted beation., & conseguence
of this heing an Bolted ooaton for residential accommuodation would be the
making of unduly long and frequent motorvehicle trips by the oocuplers of or
visitors to the units, The making of thoss trips would be consistent with
gmtegtmg the arvrpnment by minknsing the noed to travel Iy motor vehichs,

I am mindful of the fact that esch of the units would have space within them
from which thel cccuplers could sither run thelr own husinesses orwork from
home as employaes of another business or organkation. However, the
‘afficestudie’ {workspace) shown mwach unit would oocupy a comparatively
small aves, perhags comparabde with studies fouw houses not clhssed dS
fve work units. 1 therefore cons ¥ fkely that the primary accupation o
thase unis would be as houses with the potantial for thilr o cupiars to
astablish %ﬁgme workspace for regular or occasional use. I find some Bug‘smr‘t
for my fngding & this regand B the etter from Hobdens Estate Agents, which
refers to pu rrhasers of properties in vlages working from homeona m*’t
time baslk. EBven though sach property would have accessin the nter
which would assist with the undertaking of work related activities, 1 stﬁﬁ
consider that these properties would be kkely to generate motorvehicle frip
rates that would be comparable with non-lve work unks,
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Pt

o]

P
Lok

24,

A3 part of the Goversmnent's promotionof sustainable developmeant
Paragraph 5hof t%*e Framework advises that housing I rural areas shoold be
located where & wil enhance or maintaly the vitalty of rursl communities,
with develbpmernt in one village It some hstances having the potential o
support services in others nearby. Parageaph 55 further advises that solated
homes in the countryside should be avoided unless special croumstances
apply. such as providing accommodation for rural workers, making use of
herftage assels, re~using redundant or disused bulldings or a schems would
be of an exceptional or nnevative design. The psw;s;anc of paragraph %5 are
underpinned by the socdial e of sustainabiity referred to in paragraph 7

the Framework, Paragraph 7 states, amongst other things, that new hsu&m;
should be provided snastobe a coessible to local services that raflect the
comrimity’s neads gnd supparts e haalth, socihl amd cultural weallsbsing.

Wikh respect to the appicabiity of paragraph 55 of the Frameawork D this
case, [ am mindfdd of the comments recelvad from the appeliant and the
Councll, However, given the amount of Bving space that would be avalisble n
gach property and thelr rural location I am of the view that paragraph 55 &8 of
relgvancg. Given the provisions of paragraph 551 consider the aim of
Policy ENY ofthe ANDP to direct new development towands Weqt@*\ga e ig be
consistent with the Framework, That & becauss Westargate © the birgest of

the settiements coversd by the ANDP and b the one that B most accesside to
gveryday bosl faclities.

As 1 have ndicated above this scheme would not be phvsically olated from
other deveippment in Norton However, I congider that the comparstively
wmodest amount of housing that would be provided would mean that this
would do Bitle o enhance @* maintaky the vitality of Nortonor any of the
ather settlements in the ares, i terms of supporting local sernvices and
buginesses, In coming o fﬁr wigw I e that there wotdd be ps:s*e*stsai
for some & activily to he axzoc e aorupatinn of th
devalnpm t angd *%zat might ghve rise 1o somearmploymesnt opport

' v i the ares. However, as T have i
ansider that t*’w w;}*ﬁm;“af' & woull he no more ikely o he oo
residents running thelr own buisinessas front home than by ¢ o1 who
right be smployvess of another business ar organsation, wikh man places of
work elsswhere,

nce has been provided quantifving the scale of the dirsct baeal

A0 erefits that might arse from the workspace'sugs. On the
avaaiahia wﬁ@z’ew { am thersfore unalle to conclide that the workspace's
ity of Norton or

pocupation would make a significant contribution to the vils
the other settlements in the arsa.

aph 55 ofthe
'i W @*kwm{ noe

-_-:cmrai 3&35@*‘1‘ of thsg devem psm:nt W{}L.

that & would be netther of an exceptions! gualty nor partd ju&&.ﬁy m'i@v«::twe‘
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P
i

28.

25,

& markeling exercise has been yndertaken on the appelant’s behalY, with the
purpose of sstablishing what interest there might be for live workunits In
Narton., The submitted marketing report advises that the internet based
marketing campalgn vielded 26,393 views of the advertisement that was
placed, with seven people goig as far as making direct anguirles of the
rriarketing agent.

I accept that ?:he ‘mafkeﬁwg ex-ewége shows that there b some interast for ve
Work units § 6 Hsement only refers to Bve
work units iﬂm} g*u\a écd 0 Nmtms and had the quehtmr‘s raked in the
atvertisemeant not bean beatian specific, then ex:pmsmmg of ntarest might
have been received f.. om pem:&éie aemm ve wao S it beatibns other than
Morton, I am the v i keting sxwarcke offers
campeling evidence S:& a* N& m:an ;mm:i %3«; r@?» or most suitable beation

for mesting an urquartified demand m?'iwe W {_}rk unts i the Councif's area.

Having regard 1o the abovemeantioned factors T consider that oo special
circumstances weaighing in favouwr of this devebpment under paragraph 55 of
the Framewaork have been demonstnated,

&

I note that the Inspector, who determinad the very recent appeal” fora
wirtually dentical developmaent at this site, also concluded that whie thers
would be an absence of physical isolation, there would be pooraccessibity to

averyday locasl facilities.  He alko found that the {‘iev‘-eig‘mmem wouldd do ttle fo
grhance ormaintain the vitalty of rural communities in the area.

Forthe reasons given above tmmme that th& eation of the devealy psmmzt
: CCRSS vy oal faciltlas by a range of

srdenc % On prvate motor

wnent. As such there would be

modes of transport and ¢ res :
vehicle ussge w f}di& b«&_ E‘ar“\“‘fui t t%“af;. mw;m
corflict with Policy GENT of the Local Plan and Polioy GAL of the ANDP i that
the need to travel would not be reduced and there would be poorace ity
to public and community transpart. Asthe development would iy padd nvoblve
the provision of solsted homes within the countryside, with poor accessihility
o svery day looal faclities angd an undus relainge on private motorvehick
usage, there would also be confiict with paragraphs 7, 17 {the sleventh core
planning principle .. actively manage patterns of growth to make the fiflest
pussible use of public transport, waking and cycling .7} and 55 of the
Framewark.,

'ﬁ' EL‘ ‘§t R0 53
st Plan and Westergates BUAB migans the
rﬁ g:sedma% ¢ el Pod GENZ and GENG of tb
the ANDP. However, as 1 have cutiined abiove, the abisence ¢
that §mited weight can be attached o Policles GENZ, GENT and
sccordingly the conflict with those policies & not ﬁ&i@mmaim&

cpment’s beation outside the settlement boundary defined by the
i also some \_mzﬁm

e Locat Plan and Policy EHE of
T HLS means
EH1 and

I’"'

Conclusion

45, Forthe reasons given above ] conclude that the appeal should be dismbsed.
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There is significant precedent here including two Planning Inspector’s refusals to
confirm that a development of six mews properties in this location is unacceptable.

I also note that in a letter from the Arun District Council Chief Executive (Mr. N. Lynn)
to the Rt Hon Nick Herbert MP of 26™ January 2015 regarding the 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’.

I wholeheartedly concur with this view.

3) The current Application

AL/T0/20/PL

Case Officer - Ms M Tomalova
Heceived 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 setling of a listed building, is
a Departure from the Development Plan & is in CIL Zone 3 & is ClL Liable.

West Barn Old Dairy Lane Norlon PO20 3AF

There are several issues o consider within the Application (AL/70/20/PL)

3.1} Repeat Application

Application AL/70/20/PL essentially repeals the applications made in 2014 and 2016
which on appeal by the developer were refused by the Planning Inspeciorate. This
repeat nature is evidenced by the fact thal application AL/70/20/PL uses the same
floor plans and photomontages that were used in the previous applications.
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Plate 1~ Photomontage as used in AL/70/20/PL and previous applications.

| PRANSERT SESIMEHTIAL FEWE - WEN . ARRIRL WIEW SRGHN HEETH WY

LS
RENE RARN, WIRTERN LARE, RS 38 3

3.2} Restricted entrance to Old Dairy Lane

The Application states that Old Dairy Lane has ‘an average width of 5.5 metres’ (Ref:
TRANSPORT STATEMENT) but this ignores the fact that the enlrance between two
brick gate pillars is only 3.44m in width. This is certainly insufficient to permit two
vehicles (o pass simultaneously and creates a current access issue even without the
additional traffic movements associated with this proposed development. ltis also
important to note that the Applicant does not own the brick pillars of the gateway.

Furthermore the entrance 1o the proposed West Barn development site is
immediately opposite a listed building (Letterbox Cottage) and increased fraffic flow
including the difficulty of maneuvering long vehicles will have a potentially
detrimental efiect on this listed building.
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Flate 2 — Photographs highlighting the restricted access 1o the proposed West Barn
development owing o narrow gateway and private parking spaces.

-

3 3
RS o N N ‘:"\‘%\\\&\ N\\\
R \\: 3 ¥ R §\S‘\E\\\\\ \\
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This restricted access will cause issues of traffic ‘'backing up’ into Nortfon Lane and
potentially hamper the access of emergency vehicles.

3.3} Narrow width of Norton Lane

it is also important to consider the narrow width of Norion Lane which does not
benefit from either street lighting or pavements. This of course adds {o the rural
characier 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 iimit. The

photograph below highlights the constraints on vehicle passage in the lane.

Plate 3 - pholograph highlighting the narrow width of Norton Lane.

3.4) Overall nature of the sile

The current Application AL/70/20/PL contains an aerial pholograph of the sile (Ref:
PROPOSAL OVERLAY PHOTOGRAPHS AND PHOTOMONTAGES) dated 2004:
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Plate 4 — Aerial photograph contained within AL/70/20/PL dated 2004

However, it is more appropriaie {o consider a more recent aerial photograph which
clearly shows the existing tennis court and neighbouring gardens and residences;
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Plate 5 — More recent aerial photograph showing tennis courl and neighbouring
gardens and residences.

The Applicant contends that an historic barn which preceded the tennis court is
reason to permil 8 new building on this sile but the granting of a previous Application
AL/92/08/ essentially removed this former barn structure and replaced it with the
tennis court.
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Plate 6 — Exiract from Application AL/G2/08/ which replaces a former barn with a
tennis court (NB the barn burned down in the mid 2000's ).
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3.4} Inconsistencies in Application

The Application contains information claiming that the site is in a sustainable
location:

For example:-
Distance to shops — 1 km. Distance to Bus Stop - 500 m

These figures are markedly under estimates. As shown in the quotes above from
the Planning Inspector's report where he uses more realistic distances;

Shops - 1.9 10 3.2 km. Bus Stop - 0.8 and 2 km
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My own measurements are;

Shops

2.07 km (Pelrol Station shop, MFG Wastergate, Nyton Road, PO20 3UN)

2.36 kim (Eastergate Post Office, Nyton Road, Eastergate, PO20 3UP)

3.52 km {(Hirange Supermarket, Westergate Street, Westergate, PO20 3Q2)).

Bus Stop — over 0.8 km (NB the service is very infrequent}

These distances 1o local facilities and the distance to infrequent public transport
indicate that the sile will be heavily reliant on private vehicle use and hence is not a
sustainabile site.

The shops need to be accessed by private car as there are no pavements on Nyion
Hoad and walking along this road is most dangerous.

4) Grounds for objection

4.1} The negative impact on the characier and appearance of the Norton Lane,
Morion, Conservation Area

Norton Lane, Norton is a rural community consisting of circa 30 residential properties

and a farm. A substantial area of Norion is designated as a Conservation Area and
there are a number of listed properties.
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Flate 7 - Photographs highlighting the rural nature, character and appearance of the
Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area and Norton Lane in general.
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Plate 8 (overleal) reveals the proximity of the development to the Norion Lane,
Norton Conservation Area and note in particular that the vehicular access to the site
crosses the Conservation Area and emerges onio 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.

it is also important to nole that the rear gardens of the proposed development lie
within the boundary of the Conservation Area but no account of this is addressed
within the Application. The Conservation Area extends into the eastern boundary of
the site by circa 5.0 m which is clearly visible in Plate 8.
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Plate 8 - Arun DC Map of Norton Lane, Norion Conservation Area. The current tennis court
is actually fisted in the key to the map and the marked boundary clearly shows that part of
the proposed development which lies within the Conservation Area.

RV,
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Plate g — Description of the Norton Conservation Area

viral sethemes §

faniding

I remain most disappointed there has been a complete failure to implement or indeed
enforce the landscaping requirements of a former approved Application (AL/S2/08/)

thus leaving neighbouring properties, to the Eastern boundary of the West Barn site,
unscreened from the existing development of converted former agriculiural buildings.

The SuDs balancing attenuation pond / lake is also absent.
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Plate 10— Extract from Flanning Application AL/82/08/ showing proposed planted
screening lo the rear of ‘Harvests’ and SuDs balancing attenuation pond. All
unenforced to date
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4.2} A departure from the Development Plan

This proposal is a radical and unaccepiable departure from the Development Plan.

Areas suitable for development are appropriately identified in the Local Plan planning
process (E.¢. the Barnham / BEastergate / Westergate strategic site aliocation). The
Norton Conservation Area and its environs should not be considered for such
development.

The Arun Local Plan (2011 - 2031) was adopted on the 18th of July 2018.

Application AL/70/20/PL does not accord with the principles and policies of the Local
Plan.
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15.1.1 The West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026 identifies key transport issues in the
District including;
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Flate 11 - the Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate strategic site allocation
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4.3} A departure from the Neighbourhood Plan

The Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan was adopted as planning policy by Arun
District Council in 2016 following a Referendum of residents. Following the adoption
of the Arun District Council Local Plan in 2018 amendments are required {o the
Neighborhood Plan which are currently oul to Regulation 14 consulation running
from the 15 September 2020 and ending on the 30" October 2020.

Application AL/70/20/PL does not accord with the principles and policies of the
Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan.

Application AL/70/20/PL is at variance with the following extracts from the Local
Plan;

- Poticy H1 2019 Provide housing to meet District Councll siocation

| Fermission will be granted, within the Plan period, for housing on fand ideniified on the
- Praposals Map as follows:

1 a8t Winns Mursery, Lidsey Road - 55 dwaiings
3 Land narth of Less Yard, Lidesy Road - 37 dwelings

Proposals will be supected fo conform {o e other polivies i this Plan and also i provide
- {hwough ‘iﬁfi or CHLY funding to deliver improvemsnts o the Aldingbowrne Spods and

b

: ; ADG Polioy N 8P1 has ghvan the Pansh an alfocation of atlsast
| wiiel t?@e Parish &itﬁﬁ*ui}y will rsed W be defiversd trough the NP procsss. 25

- e grantsd plansing peanission iy 2008 at Nylon Nursery and can be counted § m»am‘a the
. affocation. Therefore, with the hwo addiional siles sliccated by this polioy the Parnsh will have
| exreeded {5 aliocalion by €7 unils an increass of 7%,

¥ iﬂm,sm

- HLZ M & pergerdags of housing delivered by both sies will e expedisd o b
- dethverad through the Aldingboume, Bamtham and Bastergale Communily Land Trust,

‘close to a shop' ...

Policy H2  Housing Mix - SAVED

Froposals for new housing must deliver & range of house types, sizes and tenures,
Applrants should demonstrate how the proposal will meet local needs, Proposals where
st joast 8% of dwellings mest Lifethne Home Mandards, or fis equivalent, will b
supparted,

HLY  Sifss hat ave close to 3 shop will be particulardy
smatier households of pider oF youngey people withauwt aaréma 1:} g:mat@ ismg;m_ mcﬁuﬁisng
oider peopis wishing fo downsize.
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Folloy H3 Housing density -~ SAVED

The density of new development shall be sppropriste to its location by virtue of size,
siting and relstionship o existing properties.

HI To ensure hal ¥ dovs natham the eslablished characler and appesrancs of the locyl
arsa by the over devedopmaent of siles ghving dse to cramped and out uf cmmc*mr
devaloprents,

Justification: Ubpotive 1y RENBPF S

Poticy EHY  Buillt Up Area Boundary (BUAB) - SAVED

Proposals for development within the bulltap ares boundary of Westorgate, defined on
- Map E {as amondod 2018) will generally be permitted, subject o mesting the ?
- requirements of other policies set out by the Plan.

?mm&ais %‘m- dwﬁhgmem uut&i‘{ie af tm &mi § aup sres bwnéaxy, ihat a:ia mf ascaﬁi

s far ﬁ&&éﬁh&i umﬁg mfrasimmure whm’e me benefits nu‘zw\mgh any harm ami it can
- be demonsivated that no reasonable alternative siles are availsble.

ERTY The boundany sets the dislinelion betwesn Hhe bol foorm of Aldingboume and the
- surroiincing counfryside and wall protect e coundrpsicle from unvsesssany development.

EH1.Z The communily wish o retain the visual separation and imporiant views behween
- different setome s within and adjacent to the Parish and o and from the South Bowns
- hational Park.

Justification: Qljsctive 2a, 2b; RNPEF 15
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Folicy EHS  Conservalion Areas - SAVED

Development proposals affecting the two Conservation Areas {Evidence Base 18.17)
within the Parish will ondy be supporied whers they praserve and onhanes their
- character, setting and appearance, and in particular where proposals:

-+ protect the distinctive opon and rural character of the Conservation Sress and

- their setling

-+ confribute 1o sustaining or enhancing the visual connections botwean the thres
- principsl settiements and thelr rurst hintedand, including longer views to the

- South Downs: and

-+ protect the key view Soes into and out of the Conservalion Areas.

L EH®T The seltemenis of Nonon, Aldinghourne, Myton, \\‘@““@mm arvd W ;g{jssim st in
| open countrys © with visws lowands and oo e Dowrs, The VIS Gver im O srrys

- particulanly unintem e ﬁmmh am o and tma
- Aveas and oftwer sk ; €8 o fraes
- poopie. Views o *mm tmm *snm%«; ;sms useﬂ -:ar r&m, &mmi ;:aus”puﬁams mch 3% hm\
- Lane, &aﬁh 1
- Rifes, woodiands *-w:i Lm%es %m alss in
- the parish,

W‘E ‘;{}wa {tﬁa

:.fn;;swmi ts:s f&%&iﬁ"?’ﬂi’% ami *}m ?*55%@“w§ r"mimt s::s*

BH22  Avun DU has sccepled a proposal to consider the designation of an wrea af the

- vowihiern snd of Mook Lane 33 3 Conservation Arsa under the Planning (Listed Bulidings &
- Consen ' : rehfectural chavacter, which remaing

- mrgely b raef H . The aved conlaing an anciend monused and
& raanber of Ssted ﬁ}mﬁm*”‘& {See Byidence Base 18 for mag and detallsl

- EHBY Ao arse in Sack Lans, an arsa 2t the northem end of Hook Lane and s amas in
- Weslergate Sirset {ass By idence Base 27A) should be considesed for inclusion as Arsas
o Speoial Character, The aregs proposed mest e oriteria faid down in saved policy Avea
- of the ARG Local %’ia“* 203 am:i d$ such, merll consideration foy inclusion. In the case

- of the Mook Lane area iz will provide prodection while consideration of the O&

- designation is considered.

Justification: Didsclive 1 RNPPE 1§ ADC Policy HER i3
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Plate 12 — Housing allocations at
i} Land at Wings Nursery, Lidsey Road - 55 dwellings
i} Land north of Lees Yard, Lidsey Road — 37 dwellings

Map F - Housing Sites - Policy H1 2019

“ ParshWnfme
l‘ AR Hmesém}.ﬁiﬁm

N

1 Rk

RO

Nt

MNote Norton Lane ...

fualet Lanes

Proposals which snprove the charsoler and s 'r’aqw%im of e follouwdng lanss srd the safely
of nos-roiorised ysers of hess angs wilt be supputad:

Leve! Mare Lang, Denmans Lane, Blackmill Lane, Novton Lane, Halnaker Bam Lane, Hook
Lane, Litisheath Road, Chursh Lans, Noohfislds Lase

Thas above Mnes have beon identified Braugh referancs 1o the appropriale quidanos angd
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syidencs ag sulable for designation as Gulst Lanes” under the The Duisd Lanes and Nome
Zones {England) Regulations 2008, Any proposals which svolve the reinforcament of the
character and anguility of these lanes of which mprove user safely and widsr son-
molorised access choloes will be supportad.

The Parish Lounclt proposes o work iy parinership with WELO and SUNPA to pramote the
etk of Gulel Lanes within the Parish wil formally propose that the Looa! Higheeay
Authorily designates S above lares s Quiet Lanes under the spproprials legisiation.

Justification : NPPF 8.8 Obipctive 3a ) The Quist Lanss and Mome Joves (Eongdand)
“ 3 ! > ! ;
Repdations 2006,

4.4) Does not constitute sustainable development

When considering whether this is a sustainable site it is worth reflecting on the Arun
DC’s Planning Officers’ remarks and the Planning Inspectors’ remarks in relation to
the two previous applications in 2014 and 2016 (see Section 2 above)

‘unsustainable location’

‘reliance on private car’

‘not constitute sustainable development’

‘unsustainable location’

‘| consider that the development would not be particularly accessible to public
fransport’

‘high level of private vehicle dependency’

This proposal, in the form of its third repeat Application is far from sustainable;

On economic grounds.

As the Planning Inspector remarks in his Appeal Decision report
(APP/C3810/W/16/3154760) (see Section 2 above) — ‘However, | consider that the
comparatively modest amount of housing that would be provided would mean that
this would do little to enhance or maintain the vitality of Norton or any of the other
setifements in the area, in terms of supporting local services and businesses’.

On social grounds there is no demonstrable need for the proposal within the rural
hamiet of Norton and there is much local opposition to the overdevelopment of the
site that this proposal represenis. There is also insufficient weight given in the
Application to the need to conserve heritage assets i.e. the listed buildings within the
Norton Lane, Norton Conservation Area.

The proposed development lies within the hamiet of Norton. Within the hamiet there
are no public transport services and no shopping facilities both of which lead to the
need for transport in the form of private vehicles. To truly create g sustainable
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development both regular public transport and shopping facilities should be within
walking distance. There are several such locations locally with identified future
housing allocations (see Sections 4.2 and 4.3 above)

On environmental grounds the proposal does nothing in terms of ‘contributing to
protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment’. In fact, the
contrary is the case. Whether it be the impact of vehicle movements, the
inappropriateness of this overdevelopment in aesthelic terms or the impact on local
wildlife this proposal cannot be considered environmentally sustainable.

As mentioned in Seclion 3.4 above the site will be heavily reliant on private vehicle
use owing 1o the lack of local shops and services and a very infrequent local bus
service.

‘Shops

2.07 km {Peltrol Slation shop, MFG Waeslergate, Nyvton Road, PO20 3UN)
2.36 kmm (Eastergate Fost Office, Nyton Road, Eastergate, PO20 3UP)
3.52 km (Hirange Supermarket, Westergate Street, Westergate, PO20 3Q2)).

Bus Stop — over 0.8 km (NB the service is very infrequent)

These distances to local facilifies and the distance fo infrequent public transport
indicate that the site will be heavily reliant on private vehicle use and hence is not a
sustainable sile.

The shops need to be accessed by privale car as there are no pavements on Nyton
Road and walking along this road is most dangerous.”

There is no proposal for biodiversity gain within the proposal.

The ‘Environmental Design Statement’ submitted with the Application attempts to
‘sell’ the development’s environmental credentials but two statements in particular
are troublesome;

The heal roguirernents for the dwallings will be kapt 1o a minimum, ang the low haating requivement wil
Be mat with & small, highly ensegy sfficiant gas fired bofler, Utlising a small gas boiler will rosull i Jowar
carbor smissions and lower fuel bills than an slectriosdly supplisd heal purp system,

There is no mains gas supply to Norton Lane and the Application shows no provision
for LPG storage.
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Dresllings will haves art energy efficlent urdertloos baating systern with coned temperature contral and
weathey compensation. Ensegy sfficlent lghting shall be instalied throughout and photovolaics will he
insialied to provids renswable slecticlly o sach dwelling. The oocupisrs will bavefit om the usa of the
rernowalds sleciricily 1o tusl the dw } and potentinlly o receive an incomes from the Rerewsble Mest
mentive (BRI schome {zohems mdendad b 31 March 20232}

‘shotovoltaics will be installed’ — but no PV panels are shown on the plans within the
Application.

it would appear that whilst ‘selling’ environmental credentials, there is no plan for
delivery.

4.5} 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 construction of & properties of terraced formis
uncharacteristic and a gross overdevelopment of the site.

The Applicant’s own 'Photographic Study Sheets’ 1 1o 3 clearly demonstrate the
scale of 6 terraced properties will be completely out of character with the existing
property portfolio and would constitute a significant overdevelopment of the site.

4.6} Harmful impact on a ‘quiet lane’

Norton Lane is a ‘quiel fane’” with no streel lighling or pavemenis. it is the subject of
a 20 mph speed limit (see Plates 3 and 7 above). Also see Section 4.3 above which
outlines the Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan policy on ‘quiet lanes’ where Norfon

Lane is specifically mentioned.

4.7) Quiside the built up area boundary

See Sections 4.2 above.

5) Conclusions

in conclusion, this Application (AL/70/20/PL) contains no material change to the
former Applications (AL/79/14/PL and AL/59/16/PL) which were not approved by
Arun Bistrict Council and on Appeal refused by the Planning Inspectorate. All
previous reasons for refusal remain valid including:-

a} A significant depariure from the Development Plan
b} Does not accord with the principles and policies of the Local Plan
¢} Qutside of the built up area boundary
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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 ingappropriate in terms of location, form and scale

g} Overdevelopment of the site

h) Harmiul impact on g ‘quiat lane’

iy Does not constitute sustainable development

i} The etfect on the character and appearance of the area

K Is non-compliant with several planning policies

6) Recommendations

That the Application (AL/70/20/PL) is refused on similar grounds as the Arun District
Council refusal of AL/79/14/PL and in alignment with the Planning Inspectorate’s
Appeal refusals of AL/79/14/PL and AL/S9/16/PL.

if | can provide any further information, or if you wish me to clarity any aspect of the
contents of this representation, please do not hesitate to contact me at the above
address or on the above {elephone number.

Mr John J. Spence
CBiol MRSB C.WEM MCIWEM
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