
DC/18/2095 Thakeham Tiles Ltd Rock Road Storrington West 

Sussex 

Outline planning application for the demolition of all existing buildings, the

erection of 90 dwellings with associated works and the formation of a new 

access onto Rock Road. All matters to be reserved, except for means of 

access.

NO OBJECTION SUBECT TO PROPOSED CONDITIONS

Members noted that the general context of this proposal is that the 

Thakeham Tiles site is specifically identified in the Thakeham 

Neighbourhood Plan as developable for further housing (TNP Policy 2), and

is the only site so identified.  The current proposal for 90 units follows 

extended pre-app engagement with HDC and an informal community 

consultation process in spring 2018, when 105 units had been indicated.  

The site location in the eastern suburbs of Storrington is considered 

relatively ‘sustainable’.  Of the three key criteria in TNP Policy 2, the 

proposal appears broadly to meet those relating to protecting the footpath

route, and retaining woodland around the edge of the site.  The key issue 

is whether the proposal gels with the third TNP Policy 2 criterion that it 

should deliver 'an appropriate number and type/size of dwellings which 

reflects the character and housing density of the local residential area'.   

In practice, assessing the answer to this has to involve considering and 

balancing the aspect of local residential density/character with ensuring 

that the proposal is viable in terms of enabling the business to move to a 

more appropriate location in the area (as the whole logic of TNP Policy 2 

requires), while also bearing in mind the realities of the current housing 

planning framework.

In terms of housing density and character, members’ attention was drawn 

to the low densities and generous plots of the immediately adjacent areas 

of Heath Common (east of site) and Hillside Walk (west of site), and the 

point that drawing a line from those levels of density would imply 

something close to the 'approximately 50' units mentioned in TNP Policy 2 

(which would equate to ~11 units/Ha).  There is clearly a non-trivial gap 

between the low level of density of immediately adjacent areas and the 90

units (19 units/Ha) of this application.  However, the following points were 



noted as being in tension with Council seeking to insist that this site 

should match the low densities of immediately adjacent areas:

a) The ‘approximately 50’ figure in TNP Policy 2 occurs in a subsidiary 

paragraph and is not itself a policy commitment but an indicative number 

that had been embedded many years previously in the HDC SHELAA 

document, for which neither HDC nor the TNP site assessment process 

had provided any specific rationale referencing local housing density. Also,

the TNP External Examiner’s report of 2016 specifically cast doubt on the 

status of this figure: para 3.43 accepts the likely reality that ‘..the 

eventual number of dwellings proposed may be significantly higher than 

50.’

b) If one considers housing densities in the ‘local residential area' more 

broadly, they are very variable and include areas within 500m with much 

higher (20+/Ha) densities. Also, in terms of recent new build in the area, 

the 19 units/Ha density in this proposal is the same as the permitted 

Meadowbrook and Abingworth phase 2 developments;

c) In terms of viability the applicants have provided credible reasons to 

think that a proposal of the current general scale is necessary to enable 

moving the operation to a new local site, giving the business an 

opportunity to thrive in a very competitive business environment.  A 

proposal for this site that was more directly developer-led would inevitably

be seeking a higher density/quantum of housing than the current 

application;

d) HDC planners have indicated that, in the current planning environment,

a refusal based on seeking to insist on a very low density level would be 

vulnerable to being overturned on appeal - especially given the specific 

topography and tree screening features of this site, which mean that in 

practice a change of housing density will not have a significant visual 

impact on the adjoining residential areas;

The Committee was therefore persuaded, overall and broadly, not to 

object to this proposal on the grounds that its scale is 'appropriate' and 

will not have undue negative impact the local residential character.  

However, that general conclusion is subject to the following important 

proposed conditions:



1  Relationship between total quantum of units and housing mix.  

The PC’s support for a total unit number of around (and not more than) 90

is subject to achieving the following material amendments:

i) Housing mix: the proposed housing mix is considered significantly 

imbalanced towards 4-bedroom units (27/30%), which conflicts with HDC's

housing needs assessment that such houses comprise only 5% of the area

need. It is therefore proposed to replace at least 10 of the 4-bed units with

smaller units, particularly 1 & 2-bed units, without increasing the overall 

total;

ii) Affordable provision: the proposal does not contain a specific 

commitment and it is essential that a minimum proportion is set - 

probably HDC’s standard new-build requirement of 35%;

iii) Firm numbers ceiling: any total quantum approved by HDC at this 

outline stage must not exceed 90 and should be clearly framed as a fixed 

and non-negotiable ceiling, strongly dissuading attempts to use future 

s.73 applications to add additional units.

2. Other proposed conditions

Although the application documentation is fairly thorough in relation to 

ecological, transport and related matters, the following concerns remain:

2.1   Environmental remediation: the report on site contamination 

includes worrying reference to asbestos-bearing materials in the southern 

site area. Although some containment proposals are included, HDC 

officers are asked to obtain further independent validation of whether 

those proposals are adequate;

2.2   Increased vehicle movements: although the applicants make the 

valid point that moving their business will also remove a significant 

volume of HGV and other works traffic from Rock Road it nevertheless 

seems likely and regrettable that net individual vehicle movements will 

increase, exacerbating Storrington's already poor air quality situation.  To 

mitigate this, the proposal should be required to make provision for 

suitable electric vehicle charging points at, or accessible to, every 

residence.  (In addition, although not a condition per se, Thakeham PC 



offers to commit part of any parish CIL funds arising from this 

development to invest in its developing partnership with the West Sussex 

Community Minibus Association to further improve service to this area, 

and to assist with the transition to electric vehicles.)

2.3   Tree retention: although the proposal involves retaining the mature

tree belt around the sides of the site, it nevertheless currently involves 

loss of >50% of the woodland in the southern half of the site.  These trees 

are covered by an existing group TPO (as is another group at the north of 

the site, less affected by the proposal).  HDC officers are asked to closely 

review the proposal with a view to retaining as many trees as possible, for 

both landscape amenity and ecological reasons.  There is a specific 

concern that the tree line at the western boundary of the site may be 

inadequate and in need of thickening.

2.4   Drainage arrangements: members agree with HDC drainage 

officers that the proposals would benefit from further work to address 

WSCC Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) expectations for betterment 

of surface water systems, in terms of retention at source through green 

roofs, permeable paving, swales and other landscaping to improve the 

local green infrastructure provision and biodiversity impact.


