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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 
óConsultation Statementô 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 villagersô 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 residentôs 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 óCall for sitesô 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 ï 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 ï 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 doctorôs 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 Councilôs 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 ï Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan (200 followers on 26/11/20) 

¶ Facebook Group ï Copthorne Village Association (934 followers on 26/11/20) 

 Direct emails were sent to everyone on the Parish Councilôs 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 Councilôs 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 óformô 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 ï 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 ï Infill Development 

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

¶ Two responses took issue with the term ñvacant parcel of landò 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 ñredevelopmentò and removing the term ñvacant 
parcels of landò 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 
neighboursô amenity. 

CNP3 ï 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 ñRaising accessibility standards for new homesò 
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 ï Important Community Facilities  

 The issues raised in relation to this policy included: 

¶ That the wording ñno more difficultò 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 ï Conversion of public houses 

 There were no issues raised regarding this policy. 

CNP6 ï Assets of Community Value 

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

CNP7 ï 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 ï 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 ñParish Heritage Assetsò 
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 ñpreserve and enhanceò 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 ï Our Economy 

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

CNP15 ï 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 ï 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 ï 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 councilôs 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 ï 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) ócreate places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and 
which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and 
future usersô. 
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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 ï 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 ósingle storeyô to ósmaller 
accessible homesô 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 ï 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 ï 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.  

ñDue 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 ï General Development Requirementsò. 

 
1 2020 MHCLG consultation ñRaising accessibility standards for new homesò 
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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 ónegativeô with óharmfulô 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 ï 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 óReview of Parking Requirementsô 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 óa good standard of 
amenity is vagueô this been amended to óédo not cause unreasonable harmô 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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