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1 Introduction 

 This Consultation Statement sets out how the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
have engaged with the local community whilst preparing the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan.  

 Throughout the preparation of this plan the Steering Group and Parish Council have sought to 
include all parts of the community including, but not limited to: 

• Residents 

• Local businesses 

• Schools 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Neighbouring Parish Councils 

• Environment Agency 

• Infrastructure Providers 

• Churches 

• Historic England 

• Landowners 

 We have also sought to engage with the community via a variety of means, more recently the 
options available to us have been restricted due to COVID-19 but we are confident that the plan 
presented is firmly based and resulting from the community engagement undertaken to date. 

 Section 2 of this document details the consultation and engagement activities undertaken prior 
to the Regulation 14 consultation undertaken in 2020. It documents what the Steering Group did, 
how it was done, what was learnt and was done with what we learnt at each stage.  

 Section 3 of this document fulfils the legal obligations of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulations 2012 Regulation 15(1) which requires a Consultation Statement to accompany the 
submission of a plan. Regulation 12(2) of the above-mentioned regulations confirm that a 
‘Consultation Statement’ is a document which: 

a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 

b) explains how they were consulted; 

c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

 A number of Appendices are attached to this document which evidence the engagement that 
has taken place. It should be noted that these appendices are meant to provide a fuller picture of 
the activities taken place and should not be considered the definitive collection of all relevant 
material. 
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2 Consultation Activities up to Reg.14  

 The Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan has been in development since 2012 and since its 
inception there has been much engagement with the local community encompassing numerous 
events, consultation activities.  

 This section provides an overview of the consultation activities and engagement undertaken with 
the local community up to the Reg.14 Consultation help in 2020. 

Copthorne Magazine Survey & Early Engagement (March 2012) 

 In March 2012, a questionnaire (included at APPENDIX 1) was circulated to all households in 
the Copthorne ward via the village magazine to get initial indications of villagers’ view on matters 
effecting the future of the village and surrounding area. 

 During this consultation, on 22nd March 2012, a meeting of businesses, sports organisations and 
surrounding councils was held at the Jubilee Pavilion, Copthorne.  22 local groups attended and 
had group and whole meeting discussions on how they visualised the Plan area developing. 
Attendees were encouraged to indicate positive aspects of the village, negative aspects, and 
improvements they would like to see over the coming years. On 11th April 2012, a second 
meeting of different businesses, organisations and surrounding councils was held at the Jubilee 
Pavilion, Copthorne to ensure a wider group of organisations had an opportunity to influence the 
direction of the Neighbourhood Plan. A list confirming some of the stakeholders invited, and the 
letter sent, is included at APPENDIX 2. 

 The responses received to the magazine survey (summary at APPENDIX 3) and the feedback 
received from stakeholders were used in the formulation of the plans vision and objectives and 
the direction of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Establishment of the Steering Group (April 2012) 

 On 11th April 2012, the Parish Council established a Steering Group of local residents and 
Parish councillors to work on and prepare the Neighbourhood Plan. To attract people to join, the 
Parish Council sought volunteers through the Parish Council magazine and from contacts we 
thought might be interested. This attracted a range of people who came forward to take part. 

Copthorne Carnival Display & Questionnaire (June 2012) 

 A gazebo was set up at the Copthorne Carnival with some pictures of key places around the 
plan area alongside some words on the neighbourhood plan and what it was setting out to 
achieve. 

 The display used at the Copthorne Carnival is included at APPENDIX 4 and the associated 
questionnaire is at APPENDIX 5. 

 The exercise was very informative and helped the Steering Group further understand aspirations 
for the local area. 
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Early Engagement Feedback (August 2012) 

 During August 2012, Worth Parish Council published a guide to the Neighbourhood Plan. This 
took account of the views expressed by consultation groups and residents to the extent that 
these could be accommodated within the law and remit of Neighbourhood Plans at this time. 
They were used by those working on the neighbourhood plan to inform work moving forward. 

Call for Sites & Sites Consultation (from February 2013) 

 In February 2013 developers and householders were invited to submit sites which might be 
suitable for future development. This was to identify sites of all sizes which might be suitable for 
development over the lifetime of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

 Criteria were drawn up against which the sites were considered for suitability for development.  
These criteria included whether they were in the existing built up area, whether they would 
impact on the countryside and their sustainability with reference to their location and the existing 
facilities available in the village.  

 It was agreed to hold a public exhibition and consultation on the sites that were submitted, and 
this was held at the Delmar Morgan Institute in Copthorne in April 2013.  A detailed map and 
plan of each proposed development was displayed and where the proposer chose, additional 
information was provided to support the sites.  The advert and consultation site map and 
response form used at this event can be found in APPENDIX 6. 75 people attended the 
exhibition and 57 responses were received. 

 Although the sites were then assessed for suitability, no decision was made as to whether 
proposed sites would be included in the Plan or whether the suitability of sites would be 
measured against the objectives laid out in the Plan. 

St. Modwens Plc Consultation (July 2013) 

 On 12th & 13th July 2013, St. Modwens Plc. held their own public consultations at the Delmar 
Morgan Institute on their plans for 500 plus houses at a site at Copthorne West.  

 Whilst this was not part of the neighbourhood plan process (it was part of their preparation for 
the submission of a formal planning application to Mid Sussex District Council), members of the 
steering group attended to see the presentation, observe and try and gauge resident’s views on 
the proposals. 

Hurst House landowners Consultation (November 2013) 

 On 4th November 2013, members of the steering group met with Hurst House landowners 
following a request from the landowners to have their sites included for housing and industrial 
development in the Neighbourhood Plan.   

 Members of the Steering Group agreed to assess the site in the same way as other sites 
submitted as a result of the ‘Call for sites’ process. 
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Consultation on Draft Plan (23 November 2013) 

 On 23rd November 2013, a public consultation on draft Neighbourhood Plan proposals at 
Delmar Morgan Institute.  Boards displaying the various sections of the Plan were on display 
setting out the objectives and proposed criteria. 

 70 residents attended and 30 questionnaires were completed.  Further questionnaires were 
completed subsequent to the open day. The responses received and analysis repot is included 
at APPENDIX 7.  

 The feedback received from this consultation was taken into account and the plan was updated 
in the following weeks.  

Steering Group Restructuring (28 November 2013) 

 On 28th November 2013, Worth Parish Council decided that the steering groups for the 2 
Neighbourhood Plans in Copthorne and Crawley Down should become formal sub committees 
reporting on to a Neighbourhood Plan Committee which would coordinate the work of the 2 
plans. 

Housing Needs Survey (February 2014) 

 During February 2014, all residents within the built area of Copthorne received a questionnaire 
to be completed anonymously. This was undertaken to better understand the local housing stock 
and deficiencies in it. 562 useable responses were received and used to inform the plan moving 
forward. 

 A report detailing the consultation and analysis of the results is included at APPENDIX 8 for 
reference. 

 Alongside information previously gathered, the results used to inform the preparation of the draft 
plan.  

Preparation of SA / SEA & First Reg.14 Plan (2014 – 2017) 

 Over the following three years, the plan was developed by the Steering Group in consultation 
with the public through a number of informal events such as the Copthorne Carnival and others 
as considered appropriate. Much work and time was invested in the Sustainability Appraisal / 
Strategic Environmental Assessment required at the time due to the scope of the plan. 
Alongside this, there was uncertainty in the planning system as Mid Sussex District Council 
progressed a new District Plan for the area. 
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First Regulation 14 Consultation (6 March - 28 April 2017) 

 The draft Plan was circulated to statutory bodies for Regulation 14 consultation during the period 
6th March to 28th April 2017. It was advertised in a range of places in accordance with the 
regulations – some of the relevant material is included in APPENDIX 9. 

 A number of responses were received to this consultation including a lengthy response from Mid 
Sussex District Council which raised concerns with the document and the policies within it.  

 Following an initial review of the responses, a planning consultant was appointed to review the 
responses and assist with the necessary revisions. Unfortunately, after an initial review the 
consultant advised the Sub-Committee that the changes required were significant and additional 
evidence was required to support the proposed policies.  

 Accordingly, the Sub-Committee set about preparing the necessary evidence and updating the 
plan. 

Copthorne Village Survey (July/August 2019) 

 In a bid to update the local evidence being relied upon (being some 7 years after the original 
survey) a new village survey was prepared which covered a range of topics. 2079 surveys were 
delivered to every house in Copthorne. 

 Of the 2079 surveys distributed, 614 surveys were returned representing approximately 30% 
return rate. The survey requested details of each residence as follows:- 

• The number of rooms and availability of parking. 

• The number of people residing in each house. 

• The working arrangements for residents of working age. 

• Details of schools that children attended.  

• Details of doctor’s surgeries attended. 

• Additional requirements for additional dwellings in the coming years. 

• An indication of residents likely to be looking to upsize of downsize in the coming years. 

• Details of facilities used and suggestions for additional facilities that would be used if they 
were available. 

 The results received were analysed by the Sub-Committee. A report which sets out how the 
consultation was conducted; the resulting analysis and copies of the consultation documentation 
is included at APPENDIX 10.  

 The responses received were used to refine the policies and their requirements in the plan. This 
was very helpful as it ensured that requirements being set reflected the needs and aspirations of 
the local community. 

Policy Options Consultation (9 March - 16 April 2020) 

 Whilst the above Housing Survey was being prepared, the Steering Group were also preparing 
evidence to inform and support the neighbourhood plan. The findings from the survey and this 
updated evidence resulted in the Sub-Committee having several areas where they were not sure 
on the best way to address the matter in the plan.  
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 Accordingly, a Policy Options Consultation was held to try and refine their thinking. This 
consultation consisted of a questionnaire being put out alongside the draft evidence base 
including the Copthorne Heritage and Character Assessment (May 2019), 2019 Copthorne 
Village Survey Results & Analysis (February 2020), Draft Local Heritage Assets (February 2020) 
and Draft Local Green Space (February 2020). 

 The consultation was advertised widely, and drop-in sessions were held in the Parish Hub on 
Monday 16th March between 10-12am or Thursday 2nd April between 6-8pm so that interested 
parties could discuss the plan and the policy options put forward. 

 A report regarding this consultation is included in APPENDIX 11 which provides further detail on 
the consultation, how it was conducted and analysis of the results. This report also highlights the 
recommendations that came out of the consultation which the Sub-Committee considered as 
they worded to finalise the new Regulation 14 plan. 
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3 Regulation 14 Consultation 

 This section provides the information required to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood 
Planning Regulations 2012. It specifies:  

(a) details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

Neighbourhood Plan; 

(b) explains how they were consulted; 

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan. 

 The first Regulation 14 consultation took place between 14 March 2017 and 28 April 2017. The 
second Regulation 14 consultation, and the one which is relevant in accordance with the 
regulations was undertaken between 18 Sept 2020 to 13 Nov 2020 and is the one referred to in 
this section.  

 The consultation commenced during the COVID-19 pandemic and great consideration was given 
as to the best way for the consultation to proceed whilst complying with the government 
restrictions. Consultees were encouraged to respond online but if this were not possible a hard 
copy could be accessed (whilst meeting COVID-19 rules and guidance) by contacting the Parish 
Council. 

Who was consulted? 

 Efforts were made to consult as many people that may have a stake in the parish as possible. 
The following bodies were sent emails (example at APPENDIX 13) notifying them of the 
consultation: 

• Adur and Worthing Councils • Horsted Keynes Parish Council 

• Albourne Parish Council • Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common 
Parish Council • Ansty and Staplefield Parish Council 

• Ardingly Parish Council • Lewes District Council 

• Arun District Council • Lindfield Parish Council 

• Ashurst Wood Village Council • Lindfield Rural Parish Council 

• Balcombe Parish Council • Mid Sussex District Council 

• Brighton and Hove City Council • Mobile Operators Association 

• BT Plc c/o RPS Planning • National Grid 

• Burgess Hill Town Council • Natural England 

• Burstow Parish Council • Network Rail (Kent, Sussex, Wessex) 

• Chailey Parish Council • Newtimber Parish Council 

• Colgate Parish Council • NHS West Sussex Clinical 
Commissioning Group • Cowfold Parish Council 

• Crawley Borough Council • Pyecombe Parish Council 

• Cuckfield Parish Council • Shermanbury Parish Council 

• Danehill Parish Council • Slaugham Parish Council 
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• Ditchling Parish Council • South Downs National Park Authority 

• Dormansland Parish Council • Southern Gas Network 

• East Grinstead Town Council • Southern Water 

• East Sussex County Council • Surrey County Council 

• EMF Enquiries - Vodafone and O2 • Sussex Police 

• Environment Agency • Sutton and East Surrey Water 

• Felbridge Parish Council • Tandridge District Council 

• Fletching Parish Council • Thames Water  

• Forest Row Parish Council • Twineham Parish Council 

• Fulking Parish Council • UK Power Networks 

• Hassocks Parish Council • Upper Beeding Parish Council 

• Haywards Heath Town Council • Wealden District Council 

• High Weald AONB Unit • West Hoathly Parish Council 

• Highways England • West Sussex County Council 

• Historic England • Wivelsfield Parish Council 

• Homes and Communities Agency • Woodmancote Parish Council 

• Horsham District Council • Worth Parish Council 

 In addition, 225 others were consulted. This included local developers and agents and those 
who had previously responded to the consultation were notified by email. Specific details of 
these cannot be published here for GDPR reasons. 

 It should be noted that landowners of proposed Local Green Space designations were also 
specifically notified of the consultation and included details of the proposed designation on their 
land (see APPENDIX 16 for a copy of the notification they received). 

How the consultation was conducted 

 The Parish Council published the following documents for scrutiny and comment: 

• Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan (August 2020) 

• Draft Consultation Statement (August 2020) 

• Copthorne SEA Screening (July 2020) 

• Assessment of Local Heritage Assets (August 2020) 

• Copthorne Heritage and Character Assessment (May 2019) 

• Local Green Space Assessment (August 2020) 

 These were available online on the Parish Council’s dedicated website http://www.worth-
pc.gov.uk/ 

 Efforts were made to consult with as many people as possible over the 8-week consultation 
period. Unfortunately, due to the ongoing restrictions relating to the Covid-19 pandemic, 
meetings, exhibitions, drop-in sessions, and letter drops were not possible. The main methods 
adopted to raise awareness of the consultation were therefore online and via email and are set 
out below: 

 Updates & posts on social media relating to the start of the consultation and follow up reminders 
to respond to the consultation (APPENDIX 12). Posts were published to the following locations: 

http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/
http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/
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• Facebook Group – Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan (200 followers on 26/11/20) 

• Facebook Group – Copthorne Village Association (934 followers on 26/11/20) 

 Direct emails were sent to everyone on the Parish Council’s database, the Mid Sussex District 
Council consultee database and those that have previously been involved with the preparation 
of the Neighbourhood Plan (who have asked to be notified and email details kept on file). Emails 
were sent at the start of the consultation on 23 October (APPENDIX 13), and 11 November, 2 
days before the end of the consultation (APPENDIX 14).  

 Landowners of proposed Local Green Space designations were specifically notified of the 
consultation and included details of the proposed designation on their land (see APPENDIX 16 
for a copy of the notification they received). 

 Details of the consultation were also published in the Oct/Nov 2020 edition of the Copthorne 
Village Magazine, and an article included in the Parish Council’s newsletter within it as well. This 
was published in late September and distributed to all households (APPENDIX 15). 

 Those interested were able to inspect the consultation documents and access the response form 
in the following ways: 

• Online on the Parish Council website. All consultation documents were available to view, 
download and/or print 24/7 for the duration of the consultation period. 

• For those unable to view documents/forms online, hard copies were available to be read 
by phoning the Parish Council who would ensure access to a hard copy, whilst meeting 
Covid-19 restrictions. 

 Responses were invited in writing within the consultation period and respondents were notified 
that all responses would be published verbatim in the Consultation Statement when the plan is 
submitted to Mid Sussex District Council. 

 Consultees were also notified that anonymous responses, responses that contain inappropriate 
language, defamation or are deemed to be offensive would not be accepted. 

 To assist with gathering responses to the consultation, we asked that responses were provided 
on the forms provided via the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan webpage. This not only made it 
easier for members of the Steering Group, saving valuable data input time, but also for people 
and organisations to submit their comments. Two versions of the ‘form’ were provided: 

• Digital Form. This was a word document which people could open and complete on a 
pc/laptop/phone etc and then email. 

• Paper Form. A PDF copy of the form which could be printed and sent by post (APPENDIX 
17). 

 Whilst efforts were made to ensure representations were submitted to us using the forms above, 
any response received in writing was accepted and subsequently considered by the steering 
group. 

Main issues raised and how they have been addressed.  

 This section considers the main issues and concerns raised in the responses to the Regulation 
14 Consultation. It sets out how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where 
relevant, addressed in the submission version of the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan. 

http://www.worth-pc.gov.uk/Copthorne_Neighbourhood_Plan_29487.aspx
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 For transparency, we include anonymised verbatim Regulation 14 Consultation representations 
in APPENDIX 18 of this document. Against each comment is a brief response from the Steering 
Group setting out how that comment has been taken into account. 

 The comments received covered a range of matters with the majority seeking clarifications of 
text of policy, correction of typographical errors or factual information or other small 
amendments. Following consideration of the comments received during the Regulation 14 
Consultation, the main issues/concerns raised, and how they have been addressed, are set out 
below: 

CNP1 – General Development Requirements 

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

• That CNP1.2 is too restrictive compared to MSDC Policy DP26. 

• That not every development can provide enhancements in line with CNP1.3 and that it 
may not be necessary, appropriate, or desirable to do so. 

• That the requirement for enhancement in CNP1.4 goes beyond the MSDC Local Plan 
policy DP22 and the requirement of such infrastructure is subject to the assessment of the 
relevant highway authority, and may not therefore be appropriate. 

• That CNP1.6a is too prescriptive and would prevent people from carrying out works that 
would normally be considered standard. 

 The wording of CNP1.2 has been amended to clarify the purpose of the policy. CNP1.3 and 
CNP1.4 have been amended to require enhancements where possible to reflect that it may not 
always be feasible to provide enhancement. Other minor amendments have been made to 
provide clarity and address the issues raised. 

CNP2 – Infill Development 

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

• Two responses took issue with the term “vacant parcel of land” and that this would 
undermine the aim of the policy to allow infill within the built-up area. 

• Three responses felt the policy should also apply to the redevelopment of sites to achieve 
the objectives of the Plan. 

 Amendments to the policy include adding “redevelopment” and removing the term “vacant 
parcels of land” to better reflect the overall aim of the plan in allowing infill subject to criteria 
preventing harmful impacts to the character of the streetscene, parking provision, and 
neighbours’ amenity. 

CNP3 – Homes for older people 

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

• That specific protection of bungalows could have the unintended consequence of retaining 
poor bungalows and could prevent the optimization of a site to provide more housing. 

• The policy should not exclude apartments/maisonettes which can also be accessible for 
older people. 

• The requirement for development to meet M4(2) criteria is likely to affect development 
viability. 
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 The policy (CNP3.1) has been amended to widen the possible accommodation that could be 
suitable for older people by removing specific reference to bungalows. This would allow, for 
example, ground floor apartments or maisonettes.  

 The requirement to meet M4(2) is minor and would not materially affect viability. This objective is 
supported by the recent MHCLG consultation “Raising accessibility standards for new homes” 
which suggests that all new homes should meet M4(2) as a minimum requirement. The 
estimated cost per dwelling would be approx. £1,400 for units that do not already meet the M4(2) 
standard. The benefits of this may potentially reduce the need for social care. 

CNP4 – Important Community Facilities  

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

• That the wording “no more difficult” is unclear 

• Including a list of community facilities would be useful. 

• That CNP4.3 should reflect wider infrastructure requirements.  

 To provide greater clarity CNP4.3 has been amended to require that the location of relocated 
facilities be easily and safely accessible by foot or cycle. The list of community facilities has 
been added to the policy. It is not felt wording of wider infrastructure requirements is necessary 
as they are covered elsewhere in the development plan.  

CNP5 – Conversion of public houses 

 There were no issues raised regarding this policy. 

CNP6 – Assets of Community Value 

 One comment was received asking for clarification on what “affecting assets of community 
value” means. The wording of this policy (CNP6.1) has been amended to provide greater clarity. 

CNP7 – Local Green Space 

 One response nominated a small pocket of land in Lashmere Crescent for designation as a 
Local Green Space.  

 This open space provides a link from the residential area to the south to footpaths out into the 
countryside to the north of Copthorne. It is felt that the space does not meet the criteria for 
consideration by the Local Green Space Assessment. The criteria which guides the area to be 
looked at is set out within the evidence document. On top of this, Policy CNP1.4 protects 
footpaths, cycle paths, bridleways and Rights of Way and it is felt this provides protection for this 
link. 

CNP8 – Parish Heritage Assets 

 One response queried whether referring to them as non-designated heritage assets may be 
more appropriate and in line with the NPPF.  

 It is felt that it is appropriate to give the designations a name such as “Parish Heritage Assets” 
as the policy does not intent to identify all non-designated heritage assets. If the neighbourhood 
plan sought to designate, non-designated heritage assets, not only would be it an oxymoron but 
also risks the designation being considered an exclusive list of the non-designated assets in the 
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Parish (which they are not). However, to provide clarity, the supporting text has been amended 
to state that they are non-designated assets.  

SECTION 7: Character Areas (Policies CNP9, CNP10, CNP11, CNP13) 

 There were several comments on this section generally and on each specific policy. The main 
issues raised were: 

• That the policies are descriptive. The response suggests focusing on design guidance 
rather than the characteristics of an area which would normally be in supporting text of 
background documents. 

• That the words “preserve and enhance” introduce a level of protection equivalent of, if not 
higher than that applied to AONB and is therefore not proportionate. 

• Request to include High Weald AONB Management Plan in the policy and require that 
proposals have regard to it. 

• The policy should acknowledge suitable locations for residential development or new 
housing in the area. 

• The policy should acknowledge the existence of the outline permission (St Modwens 
development) that will change the landscape character. 

 The wording has been amended to provide more proportionate protection of positive aspects 
that make up the character and distinctiveness of each character area. 

 The policy now includes a requirement to have regard to the High Weald AONB Management 
Plan.  

 The purpose of the policy is to protect and reinforce the character of the areas and does not 
cover the suitability of housing. The plan does not allocate housing sites which is not a 
requirement of Neighbourhood Plans. Assessment of new housing is covered by policy CNP1 
and CNP2 and the wider development plan. 

 The development to the west of Copthorne between the built-up area and the M23 motorway is 
yet to be completed. It is therefore appropriate to assess the character of the area as it stands 
now and review when neighbourhood plan is reviewed. 

CNP14 – Our Economy 

 One response requested a definition of “exceptional circumstances”. In response to this a 
footnote has been inserted which provides examples of what may constitute exceptional 
circumstances.  

CNP15 – Sustainable Transport 

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

• There were a number of responses requesting a cycle track/path/lane from Copthorne to 
Worth Way or Three Bridges. There is no safe way to make this journey now by bicycle, 
forcing people to use their cars. 

• Highlighting that development can only address its own impacts. 

• Highlighting that certain sizes of development may not require an assessment of traffic 
congestion making this criterion challenging to implement. 

• A request to clarify on what types of development CNP15.3 applies to. 

• Request to consider impacts of northern runway at Gatwick on the area, specifically 
regarding off airport parking. 
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 A cycle route between Copthorne and Worth Way is supported by Policy CNP15.2 and is now 
provided as an example including Crawley and East Grinstead which would benefit from 
improved cycle/walking links. 

 Policy CNP15.1(b) has been amended to clarify that the development should address its own 
impacts. 

 Policy CNP15.1(c) has been amended to require that only major development include a detailed 
assessment of its impacts on the highway network. 

 Policy CNP15.3 applies to new development which includes off road parking spaces. It is not felt 
that the policy needs to set out all the different types of development that policy applies to. 

 MSDC do not have a policy addressing the issue of new off airport parking sites whereas other 
authorities do such as Crawley, Horsham, and Tandridge. New or additional off airport parking 
withing the plan area would impact the character of the area and increase traffic/reduce air 
quality undermining the vision and objectives of the plan. An additional paragraph has therefore 
been added to CNP15 to prevent off airport parking as the airport is the most sustainable 
location for it. 

CNP16 – Car Parking 

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

• That households which already have provision over the standard will be required to 
maintain it which is considered unreasonable. 

• That 16.3(b) is it is too prescriptive, and the higher level of provision required (compared 
with WSCC guidance) is not based on evidence. 

• Suggestion to allow a lower parking provision where justified, for example, being in a 
sustainable location. 

• Suggestion to reference WSCC parking guidance which also outlines guidance for electric 
charging points as well as cycle storage provision. 

 Changes have been made to CNP16.1 to ensure that sufficient off-road parking is provided in 
line with the proposed standards which are set out in Policy CNP16.3. 

 The evidence to support the parking standards proposed is contained within the Copthorne 
Village Survey 2019. To provide greater clarity a note has been prepared that clearly sets out 
the justification for this policy requirement. This is included as part of the suite of submission 
documents. 

 The requirements of this policy are justified by the evidence supporting the Plan. Lower provision 
due to a sustainable location can be argued by other material considerations and justified as a 
departure from policy which can be considered by the decision maker.  

 A reference to the West Sussex County Council, Guidance on Parking at New Developments 
(September 2020) has been included.  

CNP17 – New Parking Areas 

 One response requested that the policy included a reference to WSCC parking standards. A 
reference to the West Sussex County Council, Guidance on Parking at New Developments 
(September 2020) has been included.  
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4 Post Regulation 14 Consultation 

 Following the Regulation 14 consultation the Neighbourhood Plan was updated to reflect the 
changes made in light of the consultation responses received. It was felt that prior to Regulation 
15 where the plan is sent to the local planning authority, it would be beneficial for the local 
planning authority to be consulted on the amended Neighbourhood Plan and associated Reg15 
documents prior to this including a meeting to discuss any outstanding concerns that the council 
may have. 

 A copy of the amended Neighbourhood Plan, Consultation Statement, Basic Conditions 
Statement and the evidence underpinning Plan were sent to Mid Sussex District Council. This 
included two new documents post reg 14, a report identifying the Important Community Facilities 
(Policy CNP4) and a note on Parking Requirements, setting out the justification for the parking 
standards within Policy CNP16. 

 A meeting took place on 17 December between members of the NP Steering Group and Mid 
Sussex District Council. At this meeting, the council raised outstanding concerns and a 
discussion took place been the steering group members and the council as to how these 
concerns could be resolved. A copy of the council’s outstanding concerns was received after this 
meeting on 6 January and is included in (APPENDIX 19). The meeting was constructive and 
resulted in a number of changes to the plan which were subsequently agreed at the 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meetings on 6 January and 20 January.  A summary of the 
changes made to the Neighbourhood Plan are set out below: 

CNP2 – Infill Development 

 MSDC felt that this policy conflicted with MSDP Policy DP6 Settlement Hierarchy and could 
impact the delivery of windfall sites as the policy solely allows for redevelopment/infill within the 
built-up area. 

 It was confirmed at the meeting that this is not the intention of the policy and it was agreed that 
the wording needed to be amended to clarify that the policy relates spatially to the built-up area 
and does not deal with development outside. Outside the BUAB other development plan policies 
apply such as Local plan Policy DP6 and proposed Neighbourhood Plan policies CNP9 and 
CNP10.  

 Whilst MSDC recommended deletion of the policy in the follow up note, the policy has been 
retained as it is specific to infill/redevelopment and sufficiently different in its requirements than 
MSDP Policy DP26 which covers general design and character:  

• Paragraph a) adds more detail to the development policies and related specifically to 
infill/redevelopment. 

• Paragraph b) provides slightly stronger protection of all pedestrian/cycle routes than DP22 
which applies to recreational routes/rights of way and DP26 which asks for a pedestrian 
friendly layout.  

• Paragraph c) is considered a more appropriate policy approach than DP26, requiring that 
development does not cause unreasonable harm rather than DP26 which is not to cause 
significant harm. DP26 is considered too low a standard to meet in order to achieve 
Neighbourhood Plan Objectives or the strong focus on high standard of amenity as set out 
in NPPF paragraphs 127(f) ‘create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and 
which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and 
future users’. 
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 In summary, the policy has been amended to clarify its intention to support sensitive infill and 
redevelopment with the built-up area of Copthorne. 

CNP3 – Homes for older people 

 MSDC raised a concern that CNP3.3 could impact viability and therefore housing delivery. 
MSDC recommend preparing a viability report to justify this policy.  

 The estimated cost per dwelling would be approx. £1,4001 for units that do not already meet the 
M4(2) standard. It is considered that viability is unlikely to be impacted but the policy wording 
has been amended to allow exceptions if the applicants can demonstrate that to meet the 
requirement would render the proposal unviable. 

 Additional wording has been added to the supporting text to confirm that permitted development 
rights exist that undermine the objective of retaining single storey residential floorspace. 

 In response to MSDC comments and following a review of the Housing Needs Survey, the 
Steering Group agreed to change the policy wording of CNP3.2 from ‘single storey’ to ‘smaller 
accessible homes’ as per the housing survey results which showed a significant demand for 
smaller homes for older people to downsize to as well as single storey dwellings which is 
addressed in CNP3.1. 

 The Village Survey showed that there is a significant demand for moving to a smaller home 
within the next 20 years (Q9). Only a handful gave moving to a bungalow as reason for moving 
in the next 20 years. A number of comments mentioned the need for smaller dwellings for older 
generations to downsize to but remain in the village. 

CNP14 – Our Economy 

 As requested by MSDC additional wording has been included to clarify that permitted 
development rights that allow changes of use from shops to offices for example without the need 
for planning permission undermine the policy. 

CNP15 – Sustainable Transport 

 MSDC recommended clarifying the type of supporting document be required under CNP15(c). 

 This policy has been amended to clarify that a Transport Assessment (as defined in the NPPF) 
is not required but than an assessment of highways impacts is required for major developments. 
It is considered that this addresses a gap in the MSDC requirements whereby no assessment of 
highway impacts is required for development under 50 residential units or under 1500m2 
commercial floorspace. In Copthorne where there is an identified issue with traffic congestion it 
is considered that, for example, a residential proposal for 45 dwellings should provide an 
assessment of its impact on the highway due to its likely reliance on the car.  

 It is also noted that the Highways England response to the Reg 14 consultation states.  

“Due to the congestion issues identified in 9. Traffic and Travel, further developments in this 
area would need to be accompanied by a Transport Statement, or Assessment, and thus it is 
recommended that this is included under CNP1 – General Development Requirements”. 

 
1 2020 MHCLG consultation “Raising accessibility standards for new homes” 
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 Whilst duplication of the requirement by including it in CNP1 has not been accepted, the 
response from Highways England does support the requirement for an assessment of transport 
impacts as stated in Policy CNP15.1(c). 

 It is also noted that WSCC as the Highway Authority do not raise any concerns or objections to 
Policy CNP15. 

 The policy has also been amended to replace ‘negative’ with ‘harmful’ as the former would not 
be in general conformity with the development plan. 

 MSDC also noted that the insertion of a new paragraph in policy CNP15 post reg 14 consultation 
relating to airport related parking could trigger the requirement for a new Regulation 14 
consultation as it has not previously been consulted upon. 

 The reason for including this additional paragraph is covered in the previous section. Whilst the 
issue has been raised late on in the process, this is not a valid reason for ignoring the issue 
when the additional paragraph is fully in line with the Plan objectives and consultation responses 
received. Regulation 16 provides a minimum 6-week period for comments which allows all 
interested parties to put forward their view prior to consideration of the Plan by the appointed 
Examiner.  

CNP16 – Car Parking 

 MSDC view is that provision of additional spaces for new dwellings will not make up an existing 
shortfall. MSDC recommends further evidence to justify the introduction of local parking 
standards. 

 It should be noted that the purpose of the policy is not to make up existing shortfalls. Further 
evidence has been provided in the ‘Review of Parking Requirements’ note that pulls together 
existing evidence. This justifies a parking standard for the Plan area to help avoid new 
development exacerbating the existing parking problems or creating additional areas with 
parking problems.  

Other comments 

 Amendments have been made to the Plan addressing MSDC comments that ‘a good standard of 
amenity is vague’ this been amended to ‘…do not cause unreasonable harm’ which achieves the 
policy objective of maintaining amenity. This is no less open to interpretation than MSDP policy 
or the NPPF with regard to amenity. 
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APPENDIX 1 Copthorne Magazine Survey (2012) 
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APPENDIX 2 Initial list of stakeholders & letter to them 
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APPENDIX 3 Responses from the Copthorne Magazine Survey 2012 
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APPENDIX 4 Copthorne Carnival Display 
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APPENDIX 5 Copthorne Carnival Questionnaire  
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APPENDIX 6 Sites Consultation Documentation (April 2012) 
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APPENDIX 7 Results & Analysis of November 2013 Consultation 
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APPENDIX 8 Housing Needs Survey 2014 
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APPENDIX 9 First Regulation 14 Consultation Material 
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APPENDIX 10  Copthorne Village Survey Report 
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APPENDIX 11 Policy Options Consultation Report 
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APPENDIX 12 Regulation 14 Online Notices and Advertising 
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APPENDIX 13 Example Regulation 14 notification email 
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APPENDIX 14 Example Regulation 14 reminder emails 
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APPENDIX 15 Notices in Copthorne Village Magazine 



Page | 165  

 
 
 
 
  



Page | 166  



Page | 167  

  



Page | 168  

 



Page | 169  

APPENDIX 16 Regulation 14 notification to Local Green Space owners 
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APPENDIX 17 Regulation 14 Response Form (front page) 
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APPENDIX 18 Verbatim Regulation 14 representations 

DOCUMENT: REG.14 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

7/4 7 para 
1.10 

correctly states policies within the CNP are a “key 
material consideration” but goes onto imply 
permission will only be granted if “all relevant 
policies” are “…. complied with”. Non-compliance or 
partial compliance with a particular policy (or policies) 
in the CNP may be outweighed when the 
Development Plan is read as a whole, in accordance 
with planning legislation. It may be better to consider 
wording such as “Planning applications are more 
likely to be successful if all relevant policies within 
this plan are considered and complied with”. 

The suggestion is noted. It is 
considered that the current 
wording is appropriate. 

15/9 10 
 

General comments. If we look at the Vision it is to 
retain Copthorne as a Village, a theme that runs 
through the whole document and is entirely 
appropriate. The document does not however define 
or demonstrate what it regards as A Village or The 
Village. The Glossary will benefit from such 
clarification. There may be benefit in developing the 
thinking behind the Green Ring, which seems 
anyway inconsistent as it includes the already under 
development West of Copthorne and Newlands Park. 
Maybe the concept of an established Village and a 
Village Envelope including the West of Copthorne 
would define geographically the area. As to 
Newlands Park… Needs to be clearer regarding 
intentions, I think. I thought the document to be well 
constructed, concise, generally precise and helpful 
but think page 10 .12 should not say “to be hoped”. 
By definition that is not a plan. Better to state 
“Intends.” 

Noted. The defined village 
boundary is shown on the 
MSDC District Plan Policy Map 
for Copthorne. 
 
The existing wording is 
considered suitable as the 
Neighbourhood Plan is part of a 
wider development plan. 

40/2
6 

10 para 
3.10 

Paragraph 3.10 highlights the impact created as a 
result of development, stating: 
“These developments will put a strain on the existing 
overstretched resources of the village, and it is to be 
expected that there will be some expansion of the 
schools, doctor’s surgery and sport and recreation 
facilities to cope with the increased population”. 
The NP sub-committee will be aware of the range of 
new facilities being delivered through the 
development of land west of Copthorne. The 
development provides a site for a new primary 
school, contributions to secondary school and sixth 
form provision, site for a GP surgery, and 
contributions to bus services and improved sports 
provision for the village. It should also be 
acknowledged that the development will also provide 
highway improvements, new allotments, a community 
park, and accessible open spaces, that will benefit 
existing as well as new residents, for the duration of 
the Neighbourhood Plan and beyond. 
SMD welcomes further clarification and adjustment to 

Noted. 
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UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

this section of the Plan to reflect the positive 
contributions this development is making towards the 
local community. 

41/2
6 

10 para 
3.10-
3.12 

Compliance with Development Plan 
The NP refers to the aspiration for development in 
the future to comprise of small scale sites within the 
existing built-up area (BUA) of Copthorne (paragraph 
3.10-3.12). 
However, to ensure that the Plan is consistent with 
basic conditions 1 and 5, SMD suggests that the 
description of the future for Copthorne includes the 
ongoing development of land west of Copthorne and 
the sites allocated as part of the Mid Sussex District 
Council’s (MSDC) emerging Site Allocations DPD, 
namely site reference SA4. This will ensure the clear 
consistency with the Development Plan, in line with 
condition 5 of the basic conditions. 

Noted. It has been agreed with 
the Local Planning Authority 
that the neighbourhood plan 
would not allocate sites. There 
is no need to duplicate policies 
elsewhere in the development 
plan. 

53/3
0 

10 
 

Typos: Borers Arms Roan... and (A220) should be 
A2220? 

Changes made. 

8/4 11 CNP1.3 creates a requirement for proposals to result in 
“enhancements to countryside features such as 
shaws, hedgerows, ponds and brooks”. It is not clear 
whether this applies to “countryside features” such as 
hedgerows which exist within the built-up area. 
Further, it is not reasonable or feasible for every 
proposal to result in such enhancements. For 
example, a householder applying for a small 
extension may not have any of these features at their 
property to enhance, or space within their curtilage in 
which to provide them. Wording such as “Proposals 
should protect and enhance features such as shaws, 
hedgerows, ponds and brooks wherever possible” 
would protect such features wherever they exist and 
provide leverage for enhancement where the 
opportunity exists. 

Changes have been made to 
the policy to address these 
points. 

48/3
0 

11 CNP1 CNP1 - General Development Requirements and 
associated Policy Maps. It is disappointing not to see 
any map showing local flood plains. In recent years, 
these may have shifted due to development, but they 
continue to exist and certain areas are susceptible to 
flooding. This is despite extensive works to provide 
relief for particular locations. 

Noted. The Environment 
Agency is the best place for 
applicants to view flood maps 
as they show the latest version. 
This is signposted in the MSDC 
District Plan and List of 
Validation Requirements. 

69/4
1 

11 CNP1 Due to the congestion issues identified in 9. Traffic 
and Travel, further developments in this area would 
need to be accompanied by a Transport Statement, 
or Assessment, and thus it is recommended that this 
is included under CNP1 – General Development 
Requirements. 

Changes to CNP15 have been 
made to address this issue. It is 
noted however that policies 
should not duplicate each other. 

78/4
6 

11 CNP1 1.2 – this criterion is considered too restrictive 
compared to the criteria included within the Mid 
Sussex District Plan under policy DP26 which 
required no ‘significant harm’. 
1.3 – the systematic requirement for ‘enhancement to 

Changes have been made to 
address these concerns. 
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UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

countryside features’ does not reflect policy DP12 of 
the Mid Sussex District Plan which ensures a neutral 
impact on the countryside and where possible 
enhancement. Moreover, enhancement may not 
always be necessary, appropriate and desirable 
especially within the High Weald AONB. 
1.4 – the intention is supported however the 
requirement for enhancement goes beyond policy 
DP22 of the Mid Sussex District Plan. More 
importantly, the requirement for improvement of such 
infrastructure is subject to the assessment of the 
relevant highway authority and therefore may not 
always be appropriate. 
1.6 – this policy seems to refer to household 
extensions rather than residential extensions which 
could be understood as extension to the village – 
clarification would be welcomed here. 
Criteria a) is likely to prevent people from carrying out 
a number of works to their properties which would 
normally be considered standard and therefore is too 
prescriptive. 
It is unclear from criteria b) where the design 
guidance can be found. 

9/4 12 CNP2.1
a 

CNP2.1(a) (Page 12) supports infill development 
“located on a vacant parcel of land within the built-up 
area”. This excludes infill development on sites which 
are contiguous with the built up boundary which is 
supported by the District Plan. Within the built up 
area, it is difficult to identify “a vacant parcel of land” 
which is not already developed in some form. This 
policy would not support appropriate redevelopment 
of previously developed land and optimizing sites 
within the built up boundary, which are by their 
nature the most sustainably located. Para 3.12 (Page 
10) expresses the hope “future development will be 
on a small scale within the existing built area” which 
will not be realised if CNP policy only supports 
development on vacant land. 
 
Alfred Budgen Limited have in recent years carried 
out development or obtained planning permission at 
Whitegate Close, Brookhill Road (loss 2, build 14, net 
gain 12), Orchard Cottage, Church Road (loss 1, 
build 2, net gain 1), Glencree, Copthorne Bank (loss 
1, build 2, net gain 1) and none of these 
developments were on vacant parcels of land. A 
further development at Oak Close (loss 0, build 4, 
gain 4) was arguably on vacant land but over half the 
site comprised of land from within the curtilages of 
two existing dwellings and was occupied by conifer 
trees, sheds and a greenhouse. The policy could be 
worded to say “Development will be permitted on 
sites within, or contiguous with the boundary of the 
built up area that meet the following criteria” and then 
list the points currently numbered (b) to (d). 

Vacant parcel of land has been 
removed to further achieve the 
policy objective. 
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UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

10/4 12 CNP3.1 states failure to comply with the policy should result 
in refusal of an application which 
fetters the discretion of the decision maker to attach 
appropriate weight to overriding material 
considerations in the planning balance. This policy 
would have weighed against the recent 
redevelopment of a one bedroom bungalow at 
Orchard Cottage, Church Road with two three-
bedroom dwellings, which was arguably an 
appropriate optimisation of the site. CNP3.1 refers to 
“adding a second floor” which within the context of 
the policy is assumed to mean a first floor? 
 
The definition of bungalow as “a single storey 
residential dwelling” in the CNP Glossary is 
problematic as it is at odds with any dictionary 
definitions which typically describe a bungalow as “a 
house that usually has only one storey” or as having 
“in some cases, upper rooms set in the roof”. It would 
theoretically be possible to overcome the policy 
objective by converting the loft, or merely part of a 
loft of a bungalow using Permitted Development 
rights (meaning it would no longer be a “bungalow” 
as defined in the CNP Glossary) before applying for 
planning permission. Policy CNP3.1 could set out 
that “Proposals to convert the loft of a single storey 
dwelling should not involve raising the overall height 
of the existing ridge. A minimum of one main 
bedroom as defined by National Floor Space 
Standards and bathroom should be retained on the 
ground floor”. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP3.1 to address concerns. 

11/4 12 CNP3.2 could then read “Major development incorporating 
residential dwellings should not result in a net loss of 
existing single storey dwellings” which would 
maintain current stock but it is difficult to see how the 
rest of the policy wording is workable. How many 
bungalows should a developer provide in order to 
comply with the policy and what site constraints 
would be accepted as preventing delivery? And how 
many bedrooms should any bungalows provided 
have? Could they be studios, one bed, two bed, 
three bed etc? Larger bungalows may meet the 
requirement of CNP3.2 but not necessarily be 
suitable for older people either due to cost or level of 
upkeep required. 
It would seem appropriate if a scheme such as 
Lampson Court or Kitsbridge House were to be 
brought forward in the future that the policy wording 
should allow accessible ground floor apartments to 
meet the objective of providing homes fold older 
people. As bungalows require more land than 
traditional houses the greatest opportunity to provide 
homes for older people within the village may be in 
the form of ground floor maisonettes within 2 or 2.5 
storey units that have the external appearance of 
surrounding houses. The developments carried out 

Changes have been made to 
CNP3.1 to address concerns. 
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UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

by Alfred Budgen Limited at Whitegate Close and 
Oak Close could both have included ground floor 
maisonettes. 

16/9 12 CNP3.1 The wording appears too loose to achieve its’ stated 
intent. A net retention of a poor bungalow may be 
satisfying the policy in numerical terms, but defeating 
the real intent to retain the quality and type of 
bungalow currently evident in the village. A clever 
developer could design a plan satisfying the policy 
but worsening the status quo. An unforeseen 
consequence of the current policy . 

Changes have been made to 
CNP3.1 to address concerns. 

31/2
0 

12 CNP3 Agree ruling re bungalows but one bedroom freehold 
houses are also needed 

Changes have been made to 
CNP3.1 to address concerns. 

79/4
6 

12 CNP2 Further work is required to consolidate this policy. 
The lead-in to the policy attempts to define ‘infill 
development’ but does not clearly specify where such 
development can occur (i.e. within the built-up area) 
although it is included within criterion a) of the policy. 
Should such proposals fall outside the built-up area, 
it would conflict with policy DP15 of the Mid Sussex 
District Plan. It would be most useful to show the 
built-up area on a map to show exactly where this 
policy applies. 
We also note the use of the term vacant which 
suggest that redevelopment of a site may be 
excluded. 
Criteria c) and d) introduce new test for footpath and 
amenities compared to policy CNP1.4 and 1.2 
respectively. We would encourage you ensure that 
policies within the Neighbourhood Plan are 
consistent to ensure its appropriate implementation. 

Changes have been made to 
address concerns. The defined 
built up area is shown in the 
MSDC District Plan Mapping 
and is not duplicated here. This 
is to avoid confusing should the 
District Plan boundaries be 
updated prior to a review of the 
neighbourhood Plan. 

80/4
6 

12 CNP3 Policy 3.1 is incompatible with permitted 
development rights. 
 
The Council does not agree that bungalows are the 
only appropriate solution to provide homes for older 
people, as noted in particular under policy 3.2. We 
suggest investigating further how this issue can be 
addressed. We would also encourage you to clearly 
evidence the issue by preparing a document such as 
a Housing Need Assessment to support this policy. 
 
Policy 3.3 introduces a lower threshold than policy 
DP28 of the Mid Sussex District Plan with regard to 
the achieving the M4(2) requirement under Building 
Regulations. Although the intention is supported, this 
is likely to have an impact on development viability 
and therefore needs to be supported by the 
appropriate evidence. 

The allowances under the 
General Permitted Development 
Order are separate from 
development plan policy.   
Changes have been made to 
widen the types homes suitable 
for older people.  
The requirement to meet M4(2) 
is minor and would not 
materially affect viability. This 
objective is supported by the 
recent MHCLG consultation 
“Raising accessibility standards 
for new homes” which suggests 
that all new homes should meet 
M4(2) as a minimum 
requirement. The estimated cost 
per dwelling would be approx. 
£1,400 for units that do not 
already meet the M4(2) 
standard. The benefits of this 
may potentially reduce the need 
for social care. 
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UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

65/4
0 

13 CNP4 CNP4.2 – There are a number of considerations 
when determining the location of infrastructure, which 
includes but is not limited to access. We request that 
this criterion is reworded to reflect the wider 
requirements for the suitable location of 
infrastructure. 

It is not felt wording of wider 
infrastructure requirements is 
necessary as they are covered 
elsewhere in the development 
plan.  

81/4
6 

13 CNP4 The identification of important community facilities is 
welcomed; however, it would be useful to include a 
list of those facilities within the policy as well as 
having them included on the policies map. 
4.2 – need for further clarification, if a proposal is 
acceptable in planning terms it would imply that 
access is suitable – what is meant by ‘no more 
difficult’? Is this to do with location? Suggest change 
to ‘suitable location’. Refer back to DP policy which is 
detailed and clear. 
Mention of access by foot and cycle, what about car? 

Changes have been to the 
policy to address these 
concerns. 

82/4
6 

14 CNP6 We would welcome some clarification on what 
‘affecting assets of community value’ means so that 
the aims of this policy can be appropriately achieved. 
Policy 6.2 does not read as a policy and could 
arguably be considered in contradiction with the 
NPPF. 

Changes have been made to 
the supporting text and policy. 

32/2
0 

15 CNP24 
(5.1) 

Our Shared spaces - Without the main Leisure facility 
of King Georges Field and The ‘historical’ Allotments 
site both being located in Surrey (identified on Page 
10 3.8 Copthorne Ward) there is no designated 
Sports field suitable for football or tennis etc. 

Noted. This may be considered 
for future reviews of the plan. 

33/2
0 

15 CNP7.1 
(d) 

The Green space Recreation Ground and Sports 
Park is not used to capacity. 

Noted. The space is 
nevertheless the main local 
resource for recreational value. 

83/4
6 

16 CNP8 The report backing policy CNP8 is clear and the 
methodology followed appears to be thorough and 
consistent. We would however query whether 
referring to them as non-designated heritage assets 
may not be more appropriate and in line with the 
NPPF. 
We noted that the Former Prizefighting Ring in 
Copthorne Common Woods (i) is not included within 
the supporting report. 

Changes have been made to 
address these concerns. 
The exact location of the former 
prize fighting ring is unknown 
and therefore cannot be 
designated at this time. 

43/2
6 

17 Section 
7 

The draft character areas for Copthorne are defined 
within section 7 and include: 
• CA1: High Weald AONB 
• CA2: Agricultural Belt 
• CA3: Copthorne Common and Woodland 
• CA4: Historic Core 
• CA5: Post War Copthorne. 
SMD notes that land west of Copthorne and site 
allocation SA4 are included as part of 
CA3: Copthorne Common and Woodland. As the 
names suggests, this character area includes 
primarily wooded landscape interspersed by irregular 
shaped 

The development to the west of 
Copthorne between the built-up 
area and the M23 motorway is 
yet to be completed. It is 
therefore appropriate to assess 
the character of the area as it 
stands now and review the 
situation when neighbourhood 
plan is reviewed. 
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agricultural fields and common land. SMD consider 
this to be an inaccurate 
representation of the land currently subject to 
ongoing construction works, 
which is currently included within this CA3. Neither 
the NP nor the Character 
Area Assessment by AECOM acknowledges the 
existence of the outline 
planning permission or the new development that will 
change the landscape 
character. 
 
SMD suggests that the on-going construction of the 
land west of Copthorne and the 
allocation of SA4 should be acknowledged within a 
sixth character area. SMD 
suggests that the extent of development defined by 
the outline planning consent 
(13/04127/OUTES), subsequent Reserved Matters 
and the site allocations DPD and 
reflected in the latest BUA boundary for Copthorne 
as recently published by MSDC 
will assist in creating a new character area for this 
part of Copthorne. To ensure 
consistency, amendments to the character areas will 
need to be made to the policy 
map at section 10, including inset 1. 
 
This will help provide an accurate representation of 
the BUA at Copthorne, over the 
Plan period 2020 – 2031. This will further assist in 
ensuring the NP complies with 
basic conditions 1 and 5 as set out in paragraph 8 of 
Schedule 4B to the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
 
Alternatively, as a minimum, the description of CA3 is 
revised to reflect and 
acknowledge the outline consent and development at 
land west of Copthorne and 
reference other allocations for development through 
the MSDC Site Allocations DPD. 
This updated description should also be reflected in 
the wording of draft policy CNP11 
as part of that character area. 
 
Further, it is clear that the wording at draft policy 
CNP11.2 directly conflicts with the 
site allocations DPD and the allocation of site SA4. 
This allocation comprises 
commercial uses and is considered to be a ‘sound’ 
allocation by MSDC, given its 
inclusion within the Regulation 19 draft of this Plan. 
Therefore, to ensure that the 
Copthorne NP is consistent with the adopted 
Development Plan, this section of draft 
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policy CNP11 should be amended in line with the 
allocations within the MSDC’s DPD 
or removed. 

5/6 18 CNP9 Thank you for consulting the High Weald AONB Unit 
on the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan. The High 
Weald AONB Unit responded to the original 
Regulation 14 Plan in March 2017 and provided 
maps and information about the part of the Plan area 
within the AONB. It is therefore disappointing that 
none of this information was utilised for Character 
Area 1 and that there is no mention of the High 
Weald AONB Management Plan, which is the 
statutory plan for the management of this area. I 
reattach the information and maps provided and 
request that they are referenced in the supporting 
text to CNP 9. I would also ask that the following 
amendments are made to the policy: “CNP9.1 
Development proposals must preserve conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty of the High Weald AONB 
and have regard to the objectives of the High Weald 
AONB Management Plan 2019-24. In particular, 
development must demonstrate that it meets relevant 
elements of these objectives for this nationally 
important landscape. It must also conserve and 
enhance the positive aspects of CA1. These are…” 

Reference to the AONB and 
that proposals must have regard 
to it has been added to Policy 
CNP9. 

71/4
1 

18 CNP9, 
CNP10, 
CNP11 

Please note that any development that borders the 
M23 in the CA1 High Weald AONB, 
CA2 Agricultural Belt and CA3 Copthorne Common 
and Woodland areas will need to 
consider impact on the border of Highways England’s 
land ownership, especially in relation to drainage and 
slope stability, and thus it is recommended that text is 
included to outline this. 

Noted. It is considered that this 
level of detail is not appropriate 
for the neighbourhood plan. It 
would be best dealt with through 
the preparation of a MSDC DPD 
and the policies within the Local 
Plan regarding flooding. 

70/4
1 

19 CNP11 We note that no reference is made to the St 
Modwen’s PLC Outline planning application for up to 
500 homes (13/04127/OUTES) which also includes 
employment floorspace (B1c light industrial/B8 
storage and distribution). As this is located in CA3: 
Copthorne Common and Woodland area, which is 
covered by CNP11, we would have expected 
reference to be made to it. 

Noted. 

2/1 20 CNP11 
& 
CNP15 

Note that the Copthorne Hotel Roundabout is 
mentioned in Policy CNP11, as it seeks to preserve 
and enhance the roundabout as a node and gateway 
to the settlement of Copthorne. CNP15 also seeks 
highway improvements to address any transport 
infrastructure inadequacies prior to new development 
being occupied. TDC are aware of the transport 
implications and support these policies. 

Noted. 

85/4
6 

23 CNP14 With regard to policy 14.1, a definition of ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ would be helpful to ensure that the 
policy is appropriately implemented. We would also 
strongly recommend exploring the potential 
implications of the new use class order on this policy 

A footnote has been added in 
response to this suggestion 
regarding 14.1. 
14.2 and 14.3 have been 



Page | 180  

UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

to ensure that the intention of the policy can be 
achieved. 
Policy 14.2 appears to be very restrictive by requiring 
alternative provision where and on-going use is 
unviable. 
The intention of policy 14.4 is fully supported as it will 
contribute to the future proofing of Copthorne 
although it will remain facultative. However, the 
second sentence is not supported by viability or 
feasibility evidence. 

changed to address the 
concerns raised. 

30/1
9 

24 
 

Copthorne bank Speeding - safety 
The current restrictions are not working and children 
en route to school or play groups are endangered 
every day by large lorries, delivery drivers and 
careless motorists. The next obvious step is an 
enforced 20mph restriction. 

Noted. Policy CNP15 seeks to 
address the impacts of new 
development on the highway. 
Existing highway safety is the 
responsibility of the Highways 
Authority (WSCC). 

72/4
1 

24 
 

The plan notes that Copthorne village ‘sits in a 
bottleneck of the commuter rush-hour congestion’ 
(Page 24), where the majority of traffic is the result of 
residents employed outside the area in Crawley, 
Gatwick and beyond. Thus any further developments 
in this area would need to be accompanied by a 
Transport Statement, or Assessment. 
Para 9.4 of the CNP states that the ‘timing of and 
routes of bus services means rail commuter journeys 
must start and finish with a car journey’. Highways 
England would encourage increases in sustainable 
travel throughout Copthorne via bus or rail services 
and notes that the CNP is taking steps to increase 
the provision and use of sustainable transport 
methods, including cycle schemes, within the Plan 
Area, as indicated in Para 9.5. 

Noted. Changes have been 
made to Policy CNP15 in 
response to this suggestion. 

13/7 25 
 

can find no mention of the intention to create a cycle.  
route between Copthorne and the Worth Way.  
The respondent highlghts the importance of creating 
a cycle link between Copthorne and The Worth Way 
and would like one to be included in the final plan. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2  in response to this 
suggestion. 

23/1
4 

25 CNP15.
2 

Please consider the cycle track/path/Lane from 
Copthorne to Worth Way or Three Bridges. There is 
no safe way to make this journey now by bicycle, 
forcing people to use their cars. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

24/1
5 

25 CNP15.
2 

I fully support the addition of a cycle lane to our 
Parish. It would create safer cycling and a wonderful 
promotion of a healthy lifestyle. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

25/1
6 

25 CNP15.
2 

An important step to keep Copthorne sustainable is 
to provide dedicated cycle paths or lanes to link 
Copthorne to the Worth Way. This is excellent for 
recreation, health benefits and for children getting to 
secondary school. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

26/1
7 

25 CNP15.
2 

I would like to see an excellent cycle link in/out of 
Copthorne. I would fully support the provision of a 
cycle path link to the Worth Way. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 
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27/1
8 

25 CNP15.
2 

Providing a safe cycle/footpath to Crawley is long 
overdue. Residents working in Crawley and wanting 
to travel by train would benefit greatly from such a 
path. This would help reduce travel by cars and 
promote a healthier lifestyle. Making a safe route to 
the Worth Way would provide good access to many 
other bridal ways and footpaths in the area. So 
whether its used for commuting or leisure it would be 
a great asset to Copthorne residents. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2  in response to this 
suggestion. 

28/1
9 

25 CNP15.
2 

The Worth Way is a valuable West Sussex asset but 
is difficult to access by bicycle from Copthorne. A 
statement of desire to construct a safe cycle path 
should be included in the Plan. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

34/2
1 

25 CNP15.
2 

I would like to see an off-road cycle path/lane 
connecting Copthorne to the Worth Way. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

35/2
2 

25 CNP15.
2 

I think this is needed having young children would be 
a safe and also more enjoyable way to go out as a 
family and staying clear of the roads. 
Also make the worth way and local business more 
accessible on foot. 
Very Good idea 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

36/2
3 

25 CNP15.
2 

I propose that an off-road cycle path/lane should be 
established between Copthorne and the Worth Way. 
I think it would be of great benefit to leisure cyclists 
and also to those wishing to access Three Bridges 
and East Grinstead railway stations for onward 
commuting. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

37/2
4 

25 15.2 Copthorne residents needs a safe way to get to the 
Worth Way for villagers to exercise on foot and by 
bike. The existing footpath down the side of the golf 
course is not fit for purpose meaning villagers cannot 
access the Worth Way easily. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

38/2
5 

25 15.2 Proper Cycle paths connecting Copthorne with the 
Worth Way would be a really valuable resource for 
the village. More and more are using bikes not just 
for recreation but as the basic way of getting to work. 
Might even encourage 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

45/2
7 

25 CNP15.
2 

As a keen cyclist I would like to see an off-road cycle 
path established between Copthorne and the Worth 
Way 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

46/2
8 

25 CNP15.
2 

As a keen cyclist I would like to see an off-road cycle 
path established between Copthorne and the Worth 
Way 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

47/2
9 

25 CNP15.
2 

A Cycle path or bridleway connecting the village of 
Copthorne to Worth Way would be a great benefit, 
enabling cyclists to access Worth Way without the 
hazards of negotiating Old 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

49/3
0 

25 CNP15.
1(b) 
and (c) 

CNP15 – Sustainable Transport CNP15.1(b) and (c): 
Brookhill Road was not 
constructed to support the current types and 

This is outside the scope of the 
neighbourhood plan. 
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numbers of vehicle movements. 
This is witnessed by the recent general state of the 
road, particularly turning 
South from Copthorne Bank, specifically partial road 
collapses resulting in 
dangerous deep holes often hidden from sight by 
rain. The 30mph speed limit 
is not observed by a vast number of vehicles, 
especially between the hours of 
05:30 and 07:30 when there is no monitoring or 
enforcement. Excess speed not 
only exacerbates damage but increases risks for 
other drivers trying to join 
Brookhill Road from adjoining roads or driveways. 
Suitable permanent 
enforcement must be considered. 

50/3
0 

25 CNP15.
1(d) 

CNP15 – Sustainable Transport CNP15.1(d): Many 
existing footpaths which 
are not tarmac or concrete, are not maintained 
resulting in overgrowth and 
inaccessibility, particularly for young children or older 
persons. Restoration of 
these existing footpaths would increase access and 
encourage use. 

CNP15.1 addresses this issue 
through new development. 
Maintenance of the existing 
highway is the responsibility of 
WSCC as the Highway 
Authority. 

51/3
0 

25 CNP15.
2 

CNP15 – Sustainable Transport CNP15.2: I would 
strongly support that an offroad 
cycle path is established between Copthorne and the 
Worth Way to allow 
safe cycling from Copthorne to East Grinstead/Three 
Bridges. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

58/3
5 

25 CNP15.
2 

Would like better access to Worth Way 
cycle/walkway. A direct safe passage for walkers and 
cyclists. 

Changes have been made to 
CNP15.2 in response to this 
suggestion. 

66/4
0 

25 CNP15, 
CNP16, 
CNP17 

It may be useful to provide reference to West Sussex 
Parking Guidance in these policies, which also 
outline guidance for electric charging points as well 
as cycle storage provision. 

Changes have been made to 
these policies referencing the 
WSCC guidance. 

86/4
6 

25 CNP15 Criterion b) is lacking clarity. If it seeks to require new 
development to address existing transport issues, we 
would like to draw to your attention that development 
can only address its own impacts and therefore this 
will not be implementable. If it aims at ensuring that 
measures are in place before occupation, we would 
suggest rewording the policy to avoid 
misunderstanding. However, the requirement for the 
measures to be in place prior to occupation may be 
too restrictive for larger schemes. We would 
recommend engaging with West Sussex County 
Council on this matter. 
Criterion c) relies on the assessment of traffic 
congestion which may not always exist or be required 
for certain size of development, therefore this policy 
is likely to be challenging to implement. Engagement 
with the highway authority, West Sussex County 

Changes have been made to 
address these issues. 
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Council would be useful to best design such policy. 
Policy CNP15.3 introduces a stricter requirement 
than policy DP21 of the Mid Sussex District Plan 
although no viability evidence is provided to support 
such requirement. However, it reflects the recent 
consultation to alter building regulations to require 
electric charging point on residential and non-
residential buildings. It would be useful to specify 
here which type of development would be required to 
provide such equipment. 

12/4 26 CNP16.
1 and 
CNP16.
2 

are unreasonable for a householder wishing to 
extend that currently has 
off street parking for a greater number of vehicles 
than required by CNP16.3 and would continue to if 
the proposed development went ahead. CNP16.1 
and CNP16.2 could be merged into a single policy 
requiring householder extensions not to result in the 
loss of parking spaces which would fail to meet the 
requirements of CNP16.3 on completion. 

Changes have been made to 
address these concerns. 

29/1
9 

26 CNP16 Copthorne Bank shopper’s car park. Opportunities 
have been missed in the past to allocate space for a 
car park which our neighbours, Crawley Down enjoy. 
The haphazard parking along the Bank is more and 
more of a safety issue. Please make a more positive 
statement to show a determination to achieve a 
result. 

Noted. Policy CNP15 seeks to 
address the impacts of new 
development on the highway. 
Existing highway safety is the 
responsibility of the Highways 
Authority. 

44/2
6 

26 CNP16 Draft policy CNP16 outlines the Plan’s aspirations for 
parking at new residential 
developments at 16.3, in which it requires a ‘quantum 
of off-street car parking in 
accordance with the greater of: 
(a) WSCC guidance at the time the application was 
submitted, OR 
(b) One on-plot / off-street car parking space per 
bedroom except a 1-bed 
dwellings which shall have a minimum of two parking 
spaces.’ 
 
Whilst SMD notes that the draft policy seeks to assist 
in mitigating high levels of onstreet parking currently 
experienced in Copthorne, in effect it requires a high 
level of 
on plot/off-street parking, over and above the 
guidance of the highway authority. The 
draft policy is considered to be inconsistent with key 
objectives of local, regional and 
national planning policy that seek to maximise 
sustainable transport and use of 
alternatives to the private car. 
 
However, in acknowledgment that there are current 
problems with on-street 
parking in the village, SMD suggests that the wording 
of this policy be revised 
to take account of locations such as the development 

The requirements of this policy 
are justified by the evidence 
supporting the Plan. Lower 
provision can be argued by 
other material considerations 
and justified as a departure from 
policy which will be considered 
by the decision maker. 
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of land west of Copthorne that are unlikely to exhibit 
the same problems. 
 
SMD suggests that the draft policy should allow 
scope to allow for a lower level of off street parking 
where it can be justified, with reference to 
sustainable transport 
opportunities and local conditions. This can include 
the completion of parking surveys 
in immediately adjacent streets, to indicate that 
adhering to WSCC guidance would be 
appropriate. 

87/4
6 

26 CNP16 Policy CNP 16.1 and 16.2 are too prescriptive. It fails 
to take into account the level of existing off-road 
parking available and may require additional 
provision where it is not needed. 
The proposed level of car parking under policy 
CNP16.3 b) appears to be disproportionate and is 
not based on evidence. Policy DP21 of the Mid 
Sussex District Plan states that ‘Neighbourhood 
Plans can set local standards for car parking 
provision provided that it is based upon evidence that 
provides clear and compelling justification for doing 
so’ 

Changes have been made to 
policies CNP16.1 and 16.2. 
The proposed standards are 
supported by evidence which 
demonstrates significant parking 
issues in the area.  

42/2
6 

29 Section 
10 - 
policy 
map 

Further and to ensure consistency throughout the NP 
itself, as well as with the 
emerging Site Allocations DPD and MSDC’s 
Development Plan, the policy map at 
section 10 of the NP should include the BUA 
boundary recently published by MSDC 
as part of the consultation on the Site Allocations 
DPD. This updates the Copthorne 
BUA to identify the development currently underway 
on land west of Copthorne and 
the proposed allocation of site SA4 in the Site 
Allocations DPD. 

The built up area boundary is 
shown on the MSDC plan maps. 
It is not duplicated here to avoid 
future inconsistency between 
plans should it be changed. 

60/3
7 

32 Policy 
Map 
and 
Inset 
Map 3 

There is a small pocket of land in Lashmere that is 
useful for dog walkers to stop and continue to access 
the walks along Thorne Copse Path towards CNP7.1 
(avoiding the A264) Should this also be classified as 
community green space? 

This open space provides a link 
from the residential area to the 
south to footpaths out into the 
countryside to the north of 
Copthorne. It is felt that the 
open space is unlikely to meet 
the criteria for inclusion within 
the Local Green Space 
Assessment. However, Policy 
CNP1.4 protects footpaths, 
cycle paths, bridleways and 
Rights of Way and it is felt this 
is the relevant policy for 
protecting this link. 

18/1
1 

11, 12 CNP2 Paragraph 4.3 of the policy amplification to Policy 
CNP2 refers to DP6 of the Mid Sussex District Plan. 
It is suggested that in order to keep the policy 
consistent with the District Plan, the policy heading 

Changes have been made to 
address these concerns. 
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should be retitled ‘Redevelopment and Infilling in the 
Built-up Area’. It is important that policy provides for 
some of the poorer quality built form to be 
redeveloped and hence allowing policy to be flexible 
is an important part of the development plan process 
and to ensure the plan is effective. 
In line with this the wording to policy CNP2.1 should 
be altered to reflect the above. Under part (a) it 
should acknowledge that development can take 
place not only in locations where there is a vacant 
parcel of land within the defined built up area, but 
also developed sites where redevelopment will not 
harm the character of the area and would also make 
more efficient use of a site in order to meet future 
housing need. 
It is suggested that infilling alone will not meet the 
development requirements for the village as not all 
infill locations are likely to come forward during the 
plan period. As such, it is suggested that the scope 
of the policy is broadened not only to be consistent 
with the District Plan as explained above, but also to 
ensure that where opportunities exist for sensitive 
redevelopment which might result in an improvement 
that these are provided for under this policy. 

84/4
6 

17-22 CNP9-
13 

Please refer to the accompanying letter (see ref 
88/46) 

N/A 

19/1
1 

19, 20 CNP11 At present what the policy does well is provide a 
description of the type of character and areas where 
local public infrastructure can be improved. However, 
it is suggested that Policy CNP11, which refers to 
character area CA3 (Copthorne Common and 
Woodland) does little to acknowledge any suitable 
locations where new residential development could 
be met. Nor does it identify a requirement for new 
housing in this area. 
Policy is often seen as an essential instrument to 
assist housing provision and Neighbourhood Plans 
should identify locations where development for 
meeting housing need is considered to be most 
appropriate, and can apply to broad locations rather 
than identifying specific sites. Moreover, placing 
future targets in the Neighbourhood Plan will avoid 
any uncertainty for developers and the District 
Council alike. It is also noted that CA3 has a lower 
density pattern of housing when compared with 
areas CA4 and CA5, thus making this the most 
appropriate location for meeting future housing need 
through infill and redevelopment, provided that it 
maintains the key characteristics of the area in line 
with policy, alongside the location’s good accessibility 
which is already recognised within the policy. 
It is quite common for policies to set parameters for 
housing provision and other services for an area if 
there is a clear scope for these, which in this case 
there is. In the case of housing need, there are a 

This is not the appropriate 
policy for addressing these 
issues and the neighborhood 
plan does not allocated sites as 
agreed with MSDC. This is done 
through The MSDC District 
Plan. 
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number of locations within CA3 that are deemed 
appropriate for either infill or redevelopment and so 
in line with wider aims of CNP2 and the 
interrelationship with other policies in the plan, we 
would ask that further clarification is given to this. 

61/3
7 

24-27 
 

The traffic calming feature along Copthorne Bank 
designed to slow traffic is an obstacle (alongside 
other parked vehicles) that creates longer journeys 
and more pollution. Could this be replaced with 
centrally placed speed humps like the ones in 
Smallfield or a pedestrian crossing or more 
restrictions on parking along the road. 

Existing traffic calming 
measures and changes to them 
are the responsibility of the 
Highway Authority. This is 
therefore outside the scope of 
the neighbourhood plan 
although policy CNP15 does 
seek to address this issue for 
new development and its 
impacts. 

73/4
1 

24-27 
 

No mention is made Gatwick Airport or the proposals 
for the Northern Runway within the CNP. In August 
2019, Gatwick published its long-term future plans for 
the Northern Runway, enabling Gatwick to deliver 
around 70 million passengers by 2032. Gatwick 
Airport aims to take this forward via a Development 
Consent Order. Being located close to Gatwick 
Airport, the CNP may wish to consider any future 
development at Gatwick within the neighbourhood 
plan or at least acknowledge that there are upcoming 
plans and what impact Gatwick Airport may have 
upon the area; specifically with regards to any off-
airport parking developments which are known to 
take place. 

Changes have been made to 
the policy in response to this 
issue. 

74/4
1 

Policie
s Map 

 
Highways England notes that the Inset Map 1 
(Heathy Ground), does not include detailed plans for 
the St Modwen’s PLC Outline planning application for 
up to 500 homes (13/04127/OUTES) which also 
includes employment floorspace (B1c light 
industrial/B8 storage and distribution). As this 
application is approved any further details as to the 
location of the Employment site or spine roads within 
the site would be useful references when considering 
likely future transport routes. 

It would be premature to include 
these suggestions as the exact 
locations have neither been 
confirmed or mapped on OS. 

1/1 
 

ALL No objections to the policies within this plan. Noted. 

3/2 
  

Southern Water do not provide water or wastewater 
services to the Parish of Worth.  We therefore have 
no comments to make on the Copthorne 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Noted. 

4/3 
  

Natural England does not have any specific 
comments on this draft neigbourhood plan. 

Noted. 

6/8 
  

Reviewed the various documents on the website and 
have no comments to make on their content.  

Noted. 

17/1
0 

  
An assessment has been carried out with respect to 
National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission 
assets which include high voltage electricity assets 
and high-pressure gas pipelines. 

Noted. 
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National Grid has identified that it has no record of 
such assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area. 
Please remember to consult National Grid on any 
Neighbourhood Plan Documents or site-specific 
proposals that could affect our assets. 

20/1
2 

  
We have no comments to make on this occasion but 
please keep us informed of any further consultations. 

Noted. 

21/1
3 

  
We consider that Neighbourhood Plan should include 
a policy relating to wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure. 
Wastewater/sewerage [and water supply] 
infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure 
to ensure that any required upgrades to the 
infrastructure network are delivered alongside 
development could result in adverse impacts in the 
form of internal and external sewer flooding and 
pollution of land and water courses and/or low water 
pressure. 
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a 
good working relationship with local planning 
authorities in its area and to provide the support they 
need with regards to the provision of 
sewerage/wastewater treatment [and water supply] 
infrastructure. 
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of 
Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should be for 
new development to be co-ordinated with the 
infrastructure it demands and to take into account the 
capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of 
the revised National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), February 2019, states: “Strategic policies 
should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, 
scale and quality of development, and make 
sufficient provision for… infrastructure for waste 
management, water supply, wastewater…” 
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and 
states: “Non-strategic policies should be used by 
local planning authorities and communities to set out 
more detailed policies for specific areas, 
neighbourhoods or types of development. This can 
include allocating sites, the provision of 
infrastructure…” Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF 
goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint 
working between strategic policy-making authorities 
and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a 
positively prepared and justified strategy. In 
particular, joint working should help to determine 
where additional infrastructure is necessary….” 
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply, 
wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local 
Plans should be the focus for ensuring that 
investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater 
companies align with development needs. The 
introduction to this section also sets out that 

This is already covered by 
MSDC District Plan Policy 
DP42: Water Infrastructure and 
the Water Environment. There 
is no need to duplicate existing 
policy and guidance. 
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“Adequate water and wastewater infrastructure is 
needed to support sustainable development” 
(Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-20140306). 
It is important to consider the net increase in 
wastewater [and water supply] demand to serve the 
development and also any impact that developments 
may have off site, further down the network. The 
Neighbourhood Plan should therefore seek to ensure 
that there is adequate wastewater [and water supply] 
infrastructure to serve all new developments. 
Thames Water will work with developers and local 
authorities to ensure that any necessary 
infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the 
occupation of development. Where there are 
infrastructure constraints, it is important not to under 
estimate the time required to deliver necessary 
infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades 
take around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & 
Water Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5 
years. 
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater 
treatment and water supply) is met by Thames 
Water’s asset plans and from the 1st April 2018 
network improvements will be from infrastructure 
charges per new dwelling. 
From 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all 
other water and wastewater companies charge for 
new connections has changed. The economic 
regulator Ofwat has published new rules, which set 
out that charges should reflect: fairness and 
affordability; environmental protection; stability and 
predictability; and transparency and customer-
focused service. 
The changes mean that more of Thames Water’s 
charges will be fixed and published, rather than 
provided on application, enabling you to estimate 
your costs without needing to contact us. The 
services affected include new water connections, 
lateral drain connections, water mains and sewers 
(requisitions), traffic management costs, income 
offsetting and infrastructure charges. 
Thames Water therefore recommends that 
developers engage with them at the earliest 
opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised 
NPPF) to establish the following: 
• The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater 
Treatment and network infrastructure both on and off 
site and can it be met; and 
• The surface water drainage requirements and flood 
risk of the development both on and off site and can 
it be met. 
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service 
which confirms if capacity exists to serve the 
development or if upgrades are required for potable 
water, waste water and surface water requirements. 
Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service 
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are available at: 
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning 
In light of the above comments and Government 
guidance we consider that the Neighbourhood Plan 
should include a specific reference to the key issue 
of the provision of wastewater/sewerage [and water 
supply] infrastructure to service development 
proposed in a policy. This is necessary because it will 
not be possible to identify all of the water/sewerage 
infrastructure required over the plan period due to the 
way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 
year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). 
We recommend the Neighbourhood Plan include the 
following policy/supporting text: 
PROPOSED NEW WATER/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT 
“Where appropriate, planning permission for 
developments which result in the need for off-site 
upgrades, will be subject to conditions to ensure the 
occupation is aligned with the delivery of necessary 
infrastructure upgrades.” 
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that 
there is adequate water and wastewater 
infrastructure to serve all new developments. 
Developers are encouraged to contact the 
water/waste water company as early as possible to 
discuss their development proposals and intended 
delivery programme to assist with identifying any 
potential water and wastewater network 
reinforcement requirements. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority will, 
where appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any 
approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure 
upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of 
the relevant phase of development.” 

22/1
3 

  
Comments in relation to Flood Risk and SUDS 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
states that a sequential approach should be used by 
local planning authorities in areas known to be at risk 
from forms of flooding other than from river and sea, 
which includes "Flooding from Sewers". 
When reviewing development and flood risk it is 
important to recognise that water and/or sewerage 
infrastructure may be required to be developed in 
flood risk areas. By their very nature water and 
sewage treatment works are located close or 
adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment and 
supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that 
these existing works will need to be upgraded or 
extended to provide the increase in treatment 
capacity required to service new development. Flood 
risk sustainability objectives should therefore accept 
that water and sewerage infrastructure development 
may be necessary in flood risk areas. 
Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make 
reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance that 

This is already covered by 
MSDC District Plan Policies 
DP42: Water Infrastructure and 
the Water Environment and 
DP41: Flood Risk and Drainage. 
There is no need to duplicate 
existing policy and guidance. 
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flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a 
result of development where off site sewerage 
infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of 
development. 
With regard to surface water drainage it is the 
responsibility of the developer to make proper 
provision for drainage to ground, watercourses or 
surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the 
quantity of surface water entering the sewerage 
system in order to maximise the capacity for foul 
sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. 
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the 
foul and combined sewer networks is of critical 
importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have 
advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as 
possible the volume of and rate at which surface 
water enters the public sewer system. By doing this, 
SuDS have the potential to play an important role in 
helping to ensure the sewerage network has the 
capacity to cater for population growth and the 
effects of climate change.  
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can 
also help to: improve water quality; provide 
opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced 
landscape and visual features; support wildlife; and 
provide amenity and recreational benefits. 
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames 
Water request that the following paragraph should be 
included in the Neighbourhood Plan: “Surface water 
drainage - It is the responsibility of a developer to 
follow the sequential approach to the disposal of 
surface waters with proper provision for surface 
water draining to ground, water course or surface 
water sewers being given. The discharging of surface 
waters to the foul sewer can be a major contributor to 
sewer flooding and should therefore be avoided.” 

39/2
6 

  
It is acknowledged that, unlike a Development Plan 
document, the examination of a 
NP does not include any requirement to consider 
whether the Plan is ‘sound’ and so 
the requirement of soundness in paragraph 35 of the 
National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) 2019, does not apply. However, 
prior to the NP referendum, the 
draft Plan will need to meet all seven basic 
conditions, as required by paragraph 37 of 
the NPPF and as set out in paragraph 8(2) of 
Schedule 4B of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
 
As the NP progresses, SMD consider it to be helpful 
if the Copthorne Neighbourhood 
Plan sub-Committee were to set out how the basic 
conditions have been taken into 
consideration and demonstrate how the Plan 
complies with the relevant legislation. 

Noted. The Basic Conditions 
Statement is a requirement of 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
Regulations and will be 
submitted at the next stage. 
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54/3
1 

  
Felbridge Parish councillors discussed the Copthorne 
Neighbourhood Plan at their meeting on 5th 
November and took the decision that no response 
was necessary. 

Noted. 

55/3
2 

  
I have consulted my churchwardens about the 
Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan and we are content 
to support the proposals. For interest, I attach copies 
of correspondence from the early 1990s relating to 
the Green 

Noted. 

56/3
3 

  
My only comment would be that I sincerely hope that 
the restrictions on new build and parking along with 
the maintaining a "village environment" succeed. 
However, with the eventual loss of our protest over 
the Modwen site increasing the size of the village by 
1/3, I feel it is highly possible that that may not be 
possible. 

Noted. 

62/3
8 

  
I moved to Copthorne from Hanworth Pk Middx 22 
yrs ago because nearly all green areas were being 
built on. It appears that Copthorne will become 
another village that will disappear along with green 
areas and wildlife. The council should stop places 
like Heathy Wood building warehouses and houses 
etc, Hawthornes more crowded houses. From my 
house I see fields, trees, and wildlife like deer, 
badgers, foxes, snakes, lizards, and all types of 
birds, it will all disappear if no one stops larhge scale 
building projects on all brown/green field areas.   

Noted. 

63/3
9 

  
Based on the environmental constraints within the 
area, we therefore have no detailed comments to 
make in relation to your Plan at this stage. However 
please find attached a copy of a Neighbourhood Plan 
checklist we have developed to help provide 
Environment Agency advice at the earlier stages of 
Neighbourhood Plan preparation. 

Noted. 

64/4
0 

  
The focus of the County Council's engagement with 
the development planning process in West Sussex is 
the new Local Plans that the Districts and Boroughs 
are preparing as replacements for existing Core 
Strategies. Whilst welcoming the decisions of so 
many parishes to prepare Neighbourhood Plans, the 
County Council does not have sufficient resources 
available to respond in detail to Neighbourhood Plan 
consultations unless there are potentially significant 
impacts on its services that we are not already aware 
of, or conflicts are identified with its emerging or 
adopted policies. 
In general, the County Council looks for 
Neighbourhood Plans to be in conformity with the 
District and Borough Councils' latest draft or adopted 
development plans. The County Council supports the 
District and Borough Councils in preparing the 
evidence base for these plans and aligns its own 
infrastructure plans with them. The County Council 
encourages Parish Councils to make use of this 

Noted. 



Page | 192  

UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

information which includes transport studies 
examining the impacts of proposed development 
allocations. Where available this information will be 
published on its website or that of the relevant Local 
Planning Authority. 
In relation to its own statutory functions, the County 
Council expects all Neighbourhood Plans to take due 
account of its policy documents and their supporting 
Sustainability Appraisals, where applicable. These 
documents include the West Sussex Waste Local 
Plan, Joint Minerals Local Plan, West Sussex 
Transport Plan and the West Sussex Lead Local 
Flood Authority Policy for the Management of 
Surface Water. It is also recommended that 
published County Council service plans, for example 
Planning School Places and West Sussex Rights of 
Way Improvement Plan, are also taken into account. 

67/4
1 

  
In the case of the Copthorne Neighbourhood plan, 
Highways England is interested in the potential 
impact that any development might have on the SRN, 
in particular on the M23 in the vicinity of Junction 10 
and Junction 10A. 

Noted.  

68/4
1 

  
We note that the MSDC Local Plan 2014-2031 
identifies the Minimum Residual requirement from 
2017 onwards (accounting for commitments and 
completions) for Copthorne to be 49 dwellings, 
although no sites are identified to meet this 
requirement within the document. 

Noted. The Neighbourhood Plan 
does not allocate sites but does 
include a policy that applies to 
infill and redevelopment within 
the built up area.. 

75/4
2 

  
No comments Noted. 

77/4
5 

  
The plan is extensive and detailed and we have no 
specific comments we wish to make. 

Noted. 

88/4
6 

  
The Council supports the presentation of the plan 
and in particular the concise format which allows a 
focus on the proposed policies. 
However, the Council provided informal comments 
on the draft Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan early 
August 2020 to ensure that it would be in general 
conformity with the District Plan. It is therefore, 
disappointing to note that a number of the Council’s 
comments have not been addressed, in particular 
those outlining contradictions with national policies 
and the Mid Sussex District Plan. 
As a consequence, the Council’s comments remain 
unchanged. The Council advises that further work is 
required for the plan to be successful at Examination 
and to ensure that it is well understood and 
implemented in line with the aspirations of the local 
community. This later point was discussed in detail 
by experts at the recent Royal Town Planning 
Institute (RTPI) event on Neighbourhood Planning. A 
recording of this webinar is available on the RTPI 
YouTube channel and can be accessed here. 
Detailed comments on the policies have been 

The policies do not describe the 
characteristics, they state the 
“positive aspects” of each area 
that should be sustained or 
reinforced in order retain the 
overall distinct character of that 
area. These important aspects 
would be lost if set out in a 
background document and 
would carry limited weight 
therefore undermining the policy 
objective. 
 
Changes have been made to 
the policy addressing the 
comments regarding the level of 
protection the policy provides. 



Page | 193  

UI. Page Policy Comment Response 

provided in the attached. The Council would 
recommend that you refer to the Toolkit for 
neighbourhood planners prepared by Locality and in 
particular the ‘Writing Planning Policies’ paper which 
provides helpful advice. 
In particular, the Council would like to draw attention 
to the proposed policies on character areas. The 
Council fully supports the initiative to provide detailed 
design guidance as part of Neighbourhood Plans to 
include a fine grain level of detail and draw out the 
specificities of areas. However, the proposed policies 
are descriptive as opposed to providing clarity about 
what your local community would like to see. It would 
be more useful if the policies focused on the specific 
design guidance, rather than the characteristic of the 
area which would normally be included in the 
supporting text or background documents. 
In this respect, we would invite you to review some of 
the good practice examples such as the Ascot, 
Sunningdale and Sunninghill Neighbourhood Plan. 
Finally, the Council notes the character area policies 
require development proposals to ‘preserve and 
enhance’ the positive aspect(s) of the character area. 
This would introduce a level of protection equivalent 
to, if not higher than, that applied to Areas of 
Outstanding Beauty, which benefit from some of the 
highest levels of protection. We would therefore 
suggest this such approach is not proportionate. 
Mid Sussex District Council trusts these comments 
are helpful in progressing the Neighbourhood Plan. 
Officers would welcome further detailed discussions, 
ahead of the next stage, to ensure the Plan meets 
the Basic Conditions test, in order to ensure it is 
successful at Examination. 

DOCUMENT: ASSESSMENT OF LOCAL HERITAGE ASSETS (AUGUST 2020) 

UI. Page. Policy Comment Response 

59/36 5 
 

I am surprised that the Prize Fighting Ring (note your 
spelling mistake) opposite the old Abergavenny Arms 
pub site has been excluded from the assessment. It is 
not easy to find as it is overgrown but it is of huge 
historical importance to Copthorne as recorded in the 
book ‘Copthorne, the story so far’ pages 51-54. 
Excerpt attached. 
 
I am surprised that Rose Cottage, Copthorne Bank 
(behind Bloomsbury Kitchens) has been excluded 
from the assessment. A timber framed building and 
recorded in the book mentioned in the section above, 
it is considered to be one of the oldest houses in 
Copthorne. Excerpt from the book attached. 

It is not clear exactly where the 
Prize Fighting Ring is located 
and therefore it cannot be 
assessed. Rose Cottage could 
not be assessed due to issues 
with access. These assets will 
be reviewed again when the 
Neighbourhood Plan is 
reviewed. 
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30/19 24 
 

Copthorne bank Speeding - safety 
The current restrictions are not working and children 
en route to school or play groups are endangered 
every day by large lorries, delivery drivers and 
careless motorists. The next obvious step is an 
enforced 20mph restriction. 

Noted. Policy CNP15 seeks to 
address the impacts of new 
development on the highway. 
Existing highway safety is the 
responsibility of the Highways 
Authority. 

52/30 25 
 

A number of the consultation documents included are 
7 years old or more. A lot has changed in the village 
and surrounding area in that time. To use some 
of the statements as a basis for planning to 2031 
seems anachronistic; although I appreciate there are 
other more contemporary documents. 

The evidence to support the 
policies within the plan are 
considered up-to-date. 

57/34 34 
 

In many places throughout the documents many 
responses refer to heavy traffic through the village and 
especially HGV. In the plan not much attention has 
been paid to this problem. Vehicles “rat running” 
through the village is a daily problem and the HGVs 
transit far too fast and are breaking up the roads and 
are dangerous. (I have even seen them running along 
Church Lane, which is a school caution area) Can we 
please make the village an access only area for HGVs 
and take other actions to reduce rat running traffic. 

Policy CNP15 seeks to address 
these issues through new 
development. It should be noted 
that West Sussex County 
Council are responsible for 
highway safety. 

DOCUMENT: LOCAL GREEN SPACE ASSESSMENT 

UI. Page. Policy  Comment Response 

76/43 12 
 

The area of hatched land on the plan Space Ref. 3 is 
not occupied by the golf course. Copthorne Golf Club 
have no title or ownership of this land 

Noted. Wording amended to 
clarify. 
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