
DC/22/0080 (T/22/03) Land South of Furze Common Road Thakeham West Sussex 
Outline application for up to 30 dwellings with all matters reserved except access from Storrington Road.  
 
STRONG OBJECTION 

Council notes that this proposal seeks outline permission only for all aspects except those relating to access from 
the B2139.  Representations from the applicant’s agent were heard and taken into consideration. Although the 
proposal was accepted as meeting minimal expectations with regard to the affordable housing component and 
indicative house designs, in all other respects Council agrees with the large number of local resident objections 
already lodged, that the proposal is subject to a range of serious objections, as detailed below. 
  
1. Planning policy conflicts  
 
The key applicable planning policy documents in this case are the HDPF 2015 and the 2017 Thakeham 
Neighbourhood Plan (TNP). As the site is outside the BUAB, Policy 4 of the HDPF applies, and the first criterion of 
that policy for allowing settlement expansion is that the site should be allocated in either Local Plan or 
Neighbourhood Plan. Notwithstanding current issues relating to HDC’s 5 year land supply status, it remains the 
case that this site not currently allocated in either HDC plans or the local neighbourhood plan.  
 
The fact that there is no proposal for this site (SA513) in the most recent HDC draft revised Local Plan (July 2021) 
can be linked to the HDC map of suitable areas for housing development (Zone 5a Storrington and West 
Chiltington, May 2021) which clearly identifies the land area containing this site as having 'No / Low capacity' for 
medium or large developments, due to harm to rural landscape character.  The same issue is also identified in the 
HDC Sustainability appraisal Feb 2020 small sites Appendix C Thakeham section.  
 
TNP Policy 1 (Spatial Plan) directly opposes major development at sites that are outside the BUAB and are subject 

to countryside protection policies. The policy is summarised thus: 4.12 The effect of the Policy is to confine 
housing and other development proposals to within the existing built up area boundaries, unless the 
Neighbourhood Plan has made specific provision for them or they are appropriate to a countryside location, 
i.e. their purpose is specifically related to a countryside use and is not conventional housing or economic 
development.  The proposal clearly conflicts with this policy.  
 
The site selection process for the TNP considered a materially different concept for this site that involved 20 (not 
30) units, with access via Furze Common Road, not directly from the B2139. Even with those features, the site 
was considered not to have met the selection threshold, and this new proposal is demonstrably inferior. 

 
Amongst the reasons that this site was not adopted in the TNP is that it is Grade 2 agricultural land that has 
hitherto been actively farmed.  TNP Policy 14 opposes development of such land unless there are no sites 
with poorer soil available. The site is also within a designated Mineral Safeguarding Area, and housing 
development would sterilise that option.   
 
2. Context of housing growth in Thakeham and the HDC Local Plan situation 
 
The context here is that Thakeham has already seen a volume of new housing consented in recent years that is 
hugely disproportionate to its starting population and facilities.  The main sites of Abingworth Meadows, 
Meadowbrook (Water Lane) and Thakeham Tiles were originally planned to total 274 units but after incremental 
creep now total 376 units. The addition of 27 further ‘windfall’ consents means that Thakeham is having to absorb 
around 400 extra houses in the period 2017 to ~2023 (~200 still to be delivered).  This represents a cumulative 
increase of nearly 50% on the 2016 baseline of just over 800 households in Thakeham. No other comparable 
parish in Horsham District has been subject to this level of proportionate housing growth.  
 
The central area of Thakeham (around Abingworth) where this site is located is subject to an ongoing serious over-
development threat.  HDC Local Plan drafts of 2020 and 2021 suggest that this area could accommodate ~65 
units in two sites. However, in practice there are now three sites being actively promoted, totalling ~110 units.  This 
is the same small area that is still due to absorb a further 75 units at Abingworth Meadows (phase 3). 
 
Council submits that a moratorium is needed on any further major site allocations in central Thakeham pending the 
options being given proper consideration via the process of revising the TNP in the light of the next HDC Local 
Plan. This process must not be pre-empted by piecemeal ad hoc consents.  Given that the process for approval of 
a new HDC Local Plan is well in train, and in the context of major local housing growth already in train within 
Thakeham, it clearly premature and prejudicial to good planning to approve further sites of this size at this time. 
 
 



 
3. Central Thakeham’s settlement hierarchy status and limited facilities 
Central Thakeham remains categorised as a ‘small village’ in the local settlement hierarchy, which carries with it 
the clear implication of limited scope for further housing growth.  Community assets recently gained via the 
Abingworth development have only raised central Thakeham from the position of having virtually zero facilities, to 
around the district average for existing ‘small village’ settlements.  Serious sustainability deficits include: 
 

 Retail facilities limited to a single small shop/café (with no scope/prospect for viable growth) – other shops 
and services are all at least 3km away in central Storrington; 

 Education facilities (beyond pre-school) are 1.8km distant in Storrington;  

 No medical facilities (other than a veterinary surgery) – nearest such facilities are all in Storrington; 

 Effectively zero employment – the Monaghans Mushrooms operation is the only substantial employer 
(mainly of skilled pickers from outside the area) but they have just announced closure; 

 Effectively zero public transport (the only return bus service to Storrington is on a Thursday) 

 Poor non-vehicle connections – the B2139 is narrow, fast and unsafe and intimidating for cyclists, 
especially over Jackets Hill adjacent to this site, and there is no safe access to the nearest footpath. 
 

Therefore central Thakeham residents are overwhelmingly reliant on distant facilities/services, mainly in the hub 
village of Storrington, and are also overwhelmingly reliant on private vehicles to get there.  Vehicle journeys from 
Thakeham residents add to the well-known problem of traffic bottlenecks and air pollution in central Storrington. 
There is also no evidence in recent years that contributions from local developments have expanded either 
educational or healthcare services in Storrington, which remain over-subscribed with no sign of improvement.  
 
The applicant’s Transport Strategy acknowledges the current vehicle-reliance of central Thakeham residents, yet 
suggests that it is unproblematic for a further 30 households to be placed in the same position going forward. It 
also suggests, quite wrongly, that cycling and walking links are adequate for residents of this site to access 
facilities in Storrington. Council considers these suggestions to be inaccurate and unacceptable.  
 
4. Site-specific concerns  
In addition to the policy conflicts set out in section 1, Council has particular concerns about these issues: 
 
4.1 Housing Density 
Although the application seeks only outline approval for the housing layout, Council considers the proposed 
density of 30 dwellings in just under 1 hectare to be unacceptable.  This would be around 50% more dense than 
the Abingworth and Meadowbrook schemes (~18 units/ha) and adjacent housing around the Furze Common Road 
area (~20 units/ha).   Council also notes that this high level of density leaves no open space at all for informal 
leisure use or visual amenity. 
 
4.2 Site Access 
Council submits that the site access proposals (where detailed consent is sought) are subject to large number of 
serious criticisms, which combine to create sufficient basis for refusal of the specifics proposed, which in turn 
makes the overall proposal non-viable. 
 
4.2.1 Width of access track and concerns re. safety of shared vehicle/pedestrian use 
Full detailed consent is sought for a ~70m dual-carriageway access link from the site, joining to the B2139 at the 
north end of Jackets Hill. In view of the narrowness of the strip under the applicants’ control, it is proposed to 
widen the track by culverting a 62.5m length of ditch along the south side, to a standard that will bear vehicle 
movements.  Despite this, the only way that a minimum road width of 4.8m can be delivered is to dispense with a 
pavement and the proposal envisages vehicles and pedestrians sharing the same asphalt track.  After careful 
study, Council considers this proposal to be unviable and unsafe.  The 30 new households, include presumably 
many young families, will generate many pedestrian movements to access school buses, the pre-school, the 
village shop, play and sports facilities, etc. These movements will involve both very young accompanied 
children/pushchairs and older unaccompanied children. Council strongly disagrees that it can be safe for all these 
groups to share the same road-space with vehicle traffic, particularly as this track will exit onto the busy B2139. 
 
4.2.2 Other safety concerns with the proposed site access 
Council notes that WSCC Highways’ initial report finds that the applicants need to do considerably more work on 
the access proposal.  Plans submitted to date fall well short of demonstrating that safe visibility splays can be 
delivered, and Council flags real doubts about the applicant’s ownership/control of sufficient land along the verge 
of the B2139 for this purpose.  For instance, this will clearly necessitate moving the existing bus shelter/stop on the 
west side of the B2139 adjacent to the proposed entrance. The shelter is owned by the PC and the location of the 
stop is subject to consultation with WSCC School Transport team and Compass Buses. The land they occupy is 



not under the applicant’s control.  The Highways report also specifies a need for further revision of the bell-mouth 
design (widening of radii), and reserves judgement regarding on the viability of the width of the access road, noting 
that it is subject to some very narrow pinch-points and there is no clarity regarding pedestrian routing. 
 
The initial Highways assessment, and dozens of resident comments, also highlight concerns about the speeds that 
northbound vehicles on the B2139 are actually travelling at down Jackets Hill, as they approach the proposed 
access junction.  The existing 30mph speed sign has to flash a majority of vehicles, and as Highways note, the 
applicant has not yet undertaken or submitted a proper vehicle movement/speed survey.  
 
This scenario is further complicated by an existing traffic calming build-out feature 55m to the north of the 
proposed access junction, which forces southbound traffic on the B2139 to detour into the northbound lane. The 
complex existing constraints around the location of this feature (which prevented it from being more intuitively 
located on the northbound side) did not consider the possibility of another access junction serving 30 homes.   
 
In addition, school buses (serving both Steyning Grammar School and The Weald) use the existing bus stops on 
both sides of the B2139 just north of the proposed access junction for both am pick-up and pm put-down, with all 
of the issues that creates in terms of reduced visibility for drivers, children crossing the road etc.  
 
In view of these multiple overlapping and interacting safety concerns, Council submits that a further in-
depth WSCC safety audit review would need to be repeated, and for this process to produce a high level of 
assurance, before this access proposal could be considered acceptable.  
 
4.2.3 Safety implications of the culverting element of the proposal  
Council flag firstly and generally that extended culverting is strongly deprecated by both the Environment Agency, 
and under the West Sussex LFFA Culvert Policy, which states (para 1):    
 
West Sussex Local Authorities are in general opposed to the culverting of watercourses because of the potential for adverse effect 
on flood risk and ecology. The Competent Authority will therefore adopt a precautionary principle and only approve an application 
to culvert an ordinary watercourse if there is no reasonably practicable alternative or if the potential negative impact of culverting 
would be so minor that they would not justify a more costly alternative. 
 
Amongst the key reasons for avoiding culverts is that they inevitably get blocked: the longer they are, the more 
certain and frequent this will be, and the harder it is to unblock them.   
 
At this location there is a very clear and strong ‘potential negative impact’, because the ditch that it is proposed to 
culvert serves as the overflow channel for the pond at Abingworth Hall on the east side of the B2139.  This 
overflow is already culverted under the B2139, which has regularly blocked in the past, and when that happens the 
surface water overflows and creates a standing pond at the lowest point of the B2139 (exactly where the proposed 
access road junction is). This creates an accident hazard spot with risk of both aquaplaning and a frozen surface in 
winter.  Council submits that a 60+m culvert at this location would inevitably and regularly block, which at times of 
excess rainfall will cause backup and repeated episodes of surface water ponding on the B2139. 
 
4.2.4 Threat to TPO-protected trees 
Several mature trees along the southern boundary of the proposed access route, growing out of the southern bank 
of the ditch proposed for culverting, are protected with TPOs (see Appendix for details).  The applicant does not 
propose their removal and suggests that they will be protected, but Council submits that these intentions cannot be 
delivered.  
 
It is firstly unclear how a substantial road-bearing culvert can be inserted in this ditch without causing substantial 
damage to the roots of these trees.  Even if this was achievable, once a culvert is in place it will cut these trees off 
from a main source of water.  Thirdly, these trees grow outwards (northerly) to overhang the proposed access 
road, and their lower main branches are low enough to be damaged by tall vehicles.  
 
Council therefore submits that the proposed culverting of this access track cannot be compatible with the 
protection of these TPO’d trees, and that it would be scandalous to allow these trees to be damaged in pursuit of 
an access scheme that is subject to the numerous safety concerns above.  
 
4.3 Street Lighting and biodiversity 
The proposal features column-based street lighting, which Council considers to be inappropriate given the largely 
dark-sky context of central Thakeham, including lack of street lighting in the Abingworth Meadows development. 
This policy position relates to consideration of wildlife and avoidance unnecessary power consumption/emissions. 
Council also considers that the proposal is very lacklustre in relation to providing any biodiversity enhancement. 
 



 
5. Water neutrality  
Council’s understanding of the Natural England Position Statement 9.21 relating to the Arun Valley and the Sussex 
North Supply Zone, and related HDC guidance to planning applicants, is that there is not only a target of 85 l/d/pp, 
but also (once that target is achieved) that there is need for a clear, permanent and robust offsetting arrangement 
to cover the residual water demand of the proposed development, such that “the use of water in the supply area 
before the development is the same or lower after the development is in place”. 
 
Council considers that the applicant’s Water Neutrality Strategy to be deficient both in terms of how it proposes to 
meet the 85 l/d/pp target, and also because it proposes no offsetting arrangement for the residual water demand. 
 
The proposal is extremely reliant on an ambitious rainwater harvesting concept to deliver ~36 l/d/pp of water 
savings in order to reach the 85 l/d/pp target.  Council considers that this reliance on rainwater harvesting is not a 
reliable mechanism or basis for forecasting given the very significant extra costs and responsibilities that it places 
on householders to maintain their system (mechanics, cleaning, testing).  There is clear evidence that such 
schemes often fail to deliver expected outcomes due to residents opting out of these duties, and it is not clear how 
the applicant could mitigate this risk. 
 
The proposal clearly contains no attempt to offer a full offsetting arrangement for the residual water 
demand of the scheme.   This creates grounds for refusal in itself. 
 
6. Conclusion  
For the many reasons set out above, Council strongly objects to this proposal, and would emphasise that the 
grounds for doing so are equally persuasive in relation to defects with the specifics of the proposal (including 
density and site access), as well as clear failure of the water neutrality test. 
 
Should officers be minded to recommend approval of this proposal, Council requests that it be considered by HDC 
Planning Committee (South), where it would expect to speak to oppose it. 
 
7. Potential S106 contributions  
In the seemingly unlikely event of this proposal securing HDC consent, Council submits that in addition to regular 
CIL contributions, the applicants should be required to provide the following S106 benefits: 
 
a) Creation of a safe footway along the west side of the B2139 southwards of the proposed access junction, to 

extend across the Champions Farm entrance to enable safe access the footpath 2463/1; 
b) Some provision for green space/play facilities within the development site, to avoid the need for resident 

children to always have to travel some distance and cross other roads, to access existing play facilities. 
  



Appendix: scale drawing of the western end of proposed access route 
 
This site-survey-based drawing shows several particularly narrow pinch-points in this route (which are not 
reflected in the site access drawings submitted).  It also shows the locations TPO’d trees relative to the line of 
proposed culverting. 
 

  
 



 


