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1 Introduction

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

1.2 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

S I I I B R

1.3 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.

1.4 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.

1.5 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
6Consultation Statementd 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.

1.6 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 Activitiesp to Reg.14

2.1 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.

2.2 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)

2.3 In March 2012, a questionnaire (included at APPENDIX 1) was circulated to all households in
the Copthornewardviat he vi |l |l age magazine to get iniersi al [
effecting the future of the village and surrounding area.

2.4 During this consultation, on 22" 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.

2.5 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)

2.6 On 11™ 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)

2.7 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.

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

2.9 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)

2.10 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)

2.11 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.

2.12 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.

2.13 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.

2.14 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)

2.15 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.

2.16 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 seethepr esent ati on, observe and try anc
the proposals.

Hurst House landowners Consultation (November 2013)

2.17 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.

2.18 Members of the Steering Group agreed to assess the site in the same way as other sites
submitted as a result of the 6Call for sitesd pr
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219

2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

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 1 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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2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

2.31

2.32

2.33

2.34

2.35

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 1 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 doctod6és surgeries attende
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.

E R N

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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2.36 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).

2.37 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.

2.38 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

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

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:

9 Adur and Worthing Councils 1 Horsted Keynes Parish Council

1 Albourne Parish Council 9 Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common
1 Ansty and Staplefield Parish Council Parish Council

1 Ardingly Parish Council 1 Lewes District Council

9 Arun District Council 9 Lindfield Parish Council

1 Ashurst Wood Village Council 9 Lindfield Rural Parish Council

91 Balcombe Parish Council I Mid Sussex District Council

1 Brighton and Hove City Council 1 Mobile Operators Association

1 BT Plc c/o RPS Planning 1 National Grid

1 Burgess Hill Town Council 1 Natural England

i Burstow Parish Council 1 Network Rail (Kent, Sussex, Wessex)
1 Chailey Parish Council 1 Newtimber Parish Council

1 Colgate Parish Council T NHS West Sussex Clinical

1 Cowfold Parish Council Commissioning Group

1 Crawley Borough Council 1 Pyecombe Parish Council

1 Cuckfield Parish Council 1 Shermanbury Parish Council

1 Danehill Parish Council 1 Slaugham Parish Council
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3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

9 Ditchling Parish Council 1 South Downs National Park Authority
9 Dormansland Parish Council I Southern Gas Network

i East Grinstead Town Council 1 Southern Water

1 East Sussex County Council 1 Surrey County Council

1 EMF Enquiries - Vodafone and O2 I Sussex Police

1 Environment Agency 1 Sutton and East Surrey Water
9 Felbridge Parish Council 9 Tandridge District Council

1 Fletching Parish Council 1 Thames Water

i Forest Row Parish Council 9 Twineham Parish Council

1 Fulking Parish Council 1 UK Power Networks

9 Hassocks Parish Council 1 Upper Beeding Parish Council
1 Haywards Heath Town Council 1 Wealden District Council

1 High Weald AONB Unit 1 West Hoathly Parish Council
1 Highways England T West Sussex County Council
9 Historic England 1 Wivelsfield Parish Council

1 Homes and Communities Agency 1  Woodmancote Parish Council
9 Horsham District Council 1 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 natification they received).

How the consultation was conducted
The Parish Council published the following documents for scrutiny and comment:

9 Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan (August 2020)

9 Draft Consultation Statement (August 2020)

9 Copthorne SEA Screening (July 2020)

1 Assessment of Local Heritage Assets (August 2020)

1 Copthorne Heritage and Character Assessment (May 2019)
9 Local Green Space Assessment (August 2020)

Thesewereavaill abl e online on the Par i &tip/vO.warte-i | 6 s
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:
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9 Facebook Group i Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan (200 followers on 26/11/20)
9 Facebook Group i Copthorne Village Association (934 followers on 26/11/20)

3.11 Directemailsweresentt o everyone on the Par iMdisusser Districti | 6 s d
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).

3.12 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).

3.13 Details of the consultation were also published in the Oct/Nov 2020 edition of the Copthorne
Village Magazine, and an articl e i ncl oeddetterwithinitabwell. Prasr i s h
was published in late September and distributed to all households (APPENDIX 15).

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

9 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.

9 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.

3.15 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.

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

3.17 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. Twover si ons of the O6for mdéd wer

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

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

3.18 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.

3.19 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.
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3.20 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.

3.21 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:

CNP1i General Development Requirements
3.22 The issues raised in relation to this policy included:

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

1 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.

9 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.

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

3.23 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.

CNP2i Infill Development
3.24 The issues raised in relation to this policy included:

1 Tworesponsest ook i ssue wiathntheatreemi thifwolldando and -
undermine the aim of the policy to allow infill within the built-up area.

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

3.25 Amendments to the policy include adding fredevelopmentband r emovi ng the term
par cel s ®dtter teteat thé overadl aim of the plan in allowing infill subject to criteria
preventing harmful impacts to the character of the streetscene, parking provision, and
nei ghboursd amenity.

CNP31 Homes for older people
3.26 The issues raised in relation to this policy included:

1 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.

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

1 The requirement for development to meet M4(2) criteria is likely to affect development
viability.
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3.27

3.28

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

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 fRaising accessibility standards for new homeso
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 i Important Community Facilities
The issues raised in relation to this policy included:

T That t henowvwnedifficatg fis uncl ear
9 Including a list of community facilities would be useful.
9 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 1 Conversion of public houses

There were no issues raised regarding this policy.

CNP6 1 Assets of Community Value

One comment was received asking for clarification on what faffecting assets of community
valued me.dhesvording of this policy (CNP6.1) has been amended to provide greater clarity.

CNP7 1 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 1 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 fParish Heritage Assetso

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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3.37

3.38

3.39

3.40

3.41

3.42

3.43

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:

9 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.

T That t h eresergeraddsenhénced i nt r o d wfpmtecton egeivalent of, if not
higher than that applied to AONB and is therefore not proportionate.

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

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

9 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 i Our Economy

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

CNP15171 Sustainable Transport
The issues raised in relation to this policy included:

1 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.

=a =

=a =
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3.44 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.

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

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

3.47 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.

3.48 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
guality 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 1 Car Parking
3.49 The issues raised in relation to this policy included:

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

9 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.

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

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

3.50 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.

3.51 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.

3.52 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.

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

CNP17 i New Parking Areas

3.54 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

4.1 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 Regl5
documents prior to this including a meeting to discuss any outstanding concerns that the council
may have.

4.2 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.

4.3 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 beresolved. A copy of the council és outstanding
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:

CNP27i Infill Development

4.4 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.

4.5 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.

46 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:

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

1 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.

9 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) @reate places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and
which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and
future usersbo.
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4.7 In summary, the policy has been amended to clarify its intention to support sensitive infill and
redevelopment with the built-up area of Copthorne.

CNP31 Homes for older people

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

4.9 The estimated cost per dwelling would be approx. £1,400! 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.

410 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.

4.11 In response to MSDC comments and following a review of the Housing Needs Survey, the
Steering Group agreed to change the policy wording of CNP3.2f r om &ési ngl e storeybd
accessible homesdé as per the housing survey resu
smaller homes for older people to downsize to as well as single storey dwellings which is
addressed in CNP3.1.

4.12 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 71 Our Economy

413 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.

CNP1571 Sustainable Transport
4.14 MSDC recommended clarifying the type of supporting document be required under CNP15(c).

4.15 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.

4.16 Itis also noted that the Highways England response to the Reg 14 consultation states.

AfDue to the congestion issues i devaldapindntsiethisi n 9. T
area would need to be accompanied by a Transport Statement, or Assessment, and thus it is
recommended that this is included under CNP17 Ge ner al Devel opment Requir

12020MHCL G c o n s Rdisingpatcessilmility 8tandards for new homeso
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417

418

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

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 amendedtor e pl ace O0negat i vtedrmeriwbudnat h ar mf u

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 1 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 Requirementsodnote 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 MSDCc o mme nt s

amenity is vagueobt ®dibbsnbéecaasmendadeasonabl e

t hat ook

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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APPENDIX1  Copthorne Magazine Survey (2012)

Copthorne Magazine March 2012

Worth Parish Council — Neighbourhood Plans

Name: Address:

Post code:

The Neighbourhood Plan to which my answers below refer is for:

Copthorne / Crawley Down
(delete which is inapplicable)

Please tick the relevant answer box Strongly Agree Do not No opinion
Agree Agree

It is important that the Plan undertakes to protect
the village's distinctive characteristics and sepa-
ration from adjacent communities.

The Plan needs to identify what improved and/or
new services and facilities are needed in the vil-
lage.

To provide those new services and facilities, | am
willing to accept new homes built in suitable loca-
tions in the neighbourhood to fund them.

The Plan must ensure any new developments do
not reduce the amount of green spaces / com-
mon land in the village. ‘

All new developments must integrate well into
the village to prevent the creation of separate
communities.

The Plan should support the development of lo-
cal businesses to provide more local employ-
ment.

The most important issue which | would like to see reflected in the Neighbourhood Plan is:

Return to: The Parish Clerk, Worth Parish Council Offices, Village Hall Bungalow, Turners Hill Road,
Crawley Down, West Sussex, RH10 4HE, by March 8™,

Page 11
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APPENDIX 2

Initial list of stakeholders & letter to them

1;

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

COPTHORNE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
STAKEHOLDERS / CONSULTEES REGISTER

Statutory Consultees:

Mid Sussex District Council — Claire Tester, Head of Economic Promotion and Planning
claire.tester@midsussex. gov.uk

Crawley Borough Council — 01293 43800

Tandridge District Council — Piers Mason, Chief Planning Officer — TDC, Station Road
East, Oxted, Surrey RH8 0BT

Burstow Parish Council — Mrs J Crosby, Clerk, burstowpc@btconnect.com

Turners Hill Parish Council — Mrs Christine Marsh, Clerk, turnershillpc@btconnect.com

West Sussex County Council Highways Dept — Diane Ashby, Director of Service
Operations, highways@westsussex.gov.uk 01243 642105

Surrey County Council Highways Dept — Highways Service — Jason Russell, Asst Director

Highways Agency — Mr Garry Frostrick, Network Planning Manager

garry. frostrick@highways. gsi. gov.uk

Environment Agency — Ms Laura Bourke, Principal Planning Advisor

laura.bourke@environment-agency. gov.uk
Natural England — Lead Advisor consultation@naturalengland.org uk
Utilities Companies (BT, British Gas, Electricity Suppliers)

Thames Water (sewerage) — Thames Water Utilities Limited, PO Box 286, Swindon, SN38
2RA Tel: 0845 9200 888

South East Water (water) — communications@southeastwater.co.uk
Lee Dance, Head of Water Resources lee.dance@southeastwater.co.uk

Primary Care Trust

Stakeholders:
Copthorne Junior School — Head, Mrs Ann MacGregor 01342 712372

Fairway School — Head, Mrs B Davison 01342 713691

Sussex Police — Local Policing Team, PC Nicki Follett, PCSO Tim Wainwright

nicki.follett@sussex.pnn.police.uk

Pound Hill Medical Group — Perry Anderson, Practice Manager

Local Businesses

Page | 21



Q

QUALITY
PARISH
COUNCIL
WORTH Parish Council Village Hall Bungalow
Turners Hill Road
Crawley Down
West Sussex
Clerk to the Council Keith L. Wall RH10 4HE

Phone and Fax. 01342 713407
E-mail. Worthparish@btconnect.com

January 31, 2012
Dear Stakeholder,
Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan

Under the Government's Localism legislation, if we wish to have a say in how we want our
Neighbourhood to be shaped over the next 25 years, we need to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan.

A Neighbourhood may be the same as a Parish or Town area but Worth Parish Council has decided
it is more equitable for a Plan to be produced for each of the wards in the Parish, so that there will
be one for Copthorne and one for Crawley Down.

As an organisation / business being a key stakeholder in Copthorne, you are invited to send a
representative to the initial stakeholder meeting for the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan, to be held
on Thursday, March 22™ at 7:30 p.m. at the new Copthorne Pavilion, King George's field, Copthorne
Bank (opposite the Hunters Moon allotments).

The meeting will provide a brief introduction as to what can, and cannot, be included in
Neighbourhood Plans and then, by working in groups, hopefully produce as comprehensive a list as
possible of wants, needs and objectives for the future development of the village. The mesting will
end at 9:45 p.m.

Please ensure your representative is briefed to reflect the views of your organisation so that we can
gather as wide a range of inputs as possible. This will enable us to draft a vision and form
objectives. In order to assist you in providing your representative with relevant information, we
enclose a copy of the Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire which is in the Council's Newsletter in the
February / March edition of the Copthorne Magazine. Also enclosed is an indication of what a vision
statement and objectives should try to achieve.

In order to help us organise the meeting, please let us know by March 8th if you will be sending a
representative and, if so, their name. It is vital you do this by letter or e-mail so we have written
confirmation. Regretfully, nominations received after that date cannot be accommodated.

We look forward to meeting our key stakeholder representatives and getting their ideas for the
future of Copthorne.

Kind regards,

Mike Livesey
Worth Parish Council, Neighbourhood Plan Co-ordinator
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APPENDIX 3  Responses from the Copthorne Magazine Survey 2012

Worth Parish Council = Neighbourhood Plans

Z|

ame: Address:

Post code:

The Neighbourhood Pian to which my answers below refer is for:

Copthorne

(delete which is inapplicable)

Please tick the relevant answer box Strongly Agree Do not No opinion
Agree Agree

It is important that the Plan undertakes to
protect the village's distinctive characteristics
and separation from adjacent communities. 23 2 1

The Plan needs to identify what improved
and/or new services and facilities are needed
in the village. 16 8 3

To provide those new services and facilities, |
am willing to accept new homes built in
suitable locations in the neighbourhood to 1 7 16 2
fund them.

The Plan must ensure any new developments
do not reduce the amount of green spaces /
common land in the village. 26

All new developments must integrate well into
the village to prevent the creation of separate
communities. 14 7 5.

The Plan should support the development of
local businesses to provide more local
employment. 8 6 8 4

The most important issue which | would like to see reflected in the Neighbourhood Plan is:

Protect gap / surrounding countryside 10

Traffic management in the village 8; Adequate parking to reduce on-street parking 3
Wallage lane too industrial and too many signs 1

More rubbish bins 1; more policing 1

Develop-only on brownfield sites 1; affordable housing for young people 1
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APPENDIX 4  Copthorne Carnival Display

Copthorne Village Millennium Group
Copthorne Village Association

COPTHORNE-

it’s YOUR VILLAGE so be sure that you’ve had your say!

The Copthorne Village Millennium Group and the Copthorne Village Association have simple aims; to
support the community and protect its heritage. During the next twelve to eighteen months some of the
most important decisions to affect our village will be made. These decisions will affect the shape and
size of Copthorne and, if this is a village you feel part of and care about, they will affect you. They hinge
around the term ‘NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN’

What’s a NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN?

A NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN is a document to be agreed by the community; that sets out the level of
development - residential, commercial or leisure - that the community needs or can sustain in the next
20 years. It has to be a positive document that identifies what can happen and it has to comply with the
Mid Sussex District Council's Local Development Plan. Once produced it will be vetted to ensure
compliance and will be subject to a community referendum which must achieve 50% agreement to be
approved. If approved it will be an effective planning control document for the next 20 years.

So what if we don’t produce a NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN or the plan is not agreed?

We must, and we must agree. If the Copthorne community cannot produce an effective
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN on which the majority of residents who vote agree there will be no control and
the community will have no say in the level of development that could be, and probably will be, forced
upon us. We live in an area sought after by developers and changes to planning policy will enable their
plans to be enacted much more easily than we have ever known before.

Can we just say "No" to development?

No. If we do this they will build the houses anyway.

The Government has decreed that there must be more development in the South East. Mid Sussex
District Council has identified the number of houses it can sustain in the District. The District requires
that Worth Parish provides a proportion of this development and Copthorne must take its share.

Is it just more houses?

No. More housing affects our schools, our infrastructure, our community facilities and our roads. All of
these issues must be considered in deciding what the community can sustain. Due consideration in the
production of the NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN is the only way each these can be fully appraised.

How can the whole community of Copthorne agree a plan?

It won’t, and for this reason it is essential that the whole community is aware of the implications of
failure to produce and agree the NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN. The Worth Parish Council has taken the first
important step of separating the Parish (Copthorne and Crawley Down) and identifying Copthorne as a
community which should shape its own destiny and has sought the support of the community in
producing the NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN.
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It will be essential for those working on the plan to be objective, to listen and give fair consideration to
all views. They must be open and honest with the community throughout its production and
communicate the progress in clear understandable terms. They must consider all options open to them
and only then will the residents be able to vote on the plan in the knowledge that it is the very best that
the community can achieve. In this way it has a chance of success.

If we just agree to let the developers take the lead and build won’t the community
benefit financially?

Probably. However it is vitally important, and the Copthorne Village Millennium Group hopes you will
concur, that due consideration should be given to the longer term and social implications of accepting
short term cash rewards. The village has a strong community atmosphere and a heritage measured
more by its people than its buildings. This could all be lost if the development is wrong, no matter how
big the reward. The Copthorne Village Millennium Group accepts that change is probably inevitable but
seeks that it is formulated on the basis of careful consideration of the long term effect on the
community.

What do the residents need to do?

e Getinvolved.

e Offer help to the Parish Council maybe as part of the NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Group
Communicate with your ward councillors.

e Express your views either direct to the PARISH COUNCIL or use the COPTHORNE VILLAGE
ASSOCIATION as a vehicle to represent your views.

e Nominate people to the Steering Group who you feel can be objective, and have both your trust
and perhaps the skills to make this work.

e At the very least watch how the NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN evolves, think how it will affect your
children, the schools, your clubs or organisations and the people around you and state your
support or otherwise.

o Please speak up now; it will be too late afterwards.

We live on the edge of nearly every possible boundary and over the years have been pushed from one
authority to another. The village has often been so far from the controlling body that it seems its voice
has hardly been heard. The NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN can, and should, traverse all boundaries and
encompass the whole community. We can either look at this as a disaster for the village or turn it into
an opportunity. An opportunity to take every morsel of power that the NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN offers
to shape the destiny of the future of the village and make it our own decision.

Copthorne must have an effective NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN that safeguards the whole community for
the future. No plan is not an option.

The Copthorne Village Millennium Group and the Copthorne Village Association supports the production
of a NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN that has given due consideration to all the views expressed.

Gwyn Cheesmur (Chairman)
On behalf of the Copthorne Village Millennium Group

Joy Day (Vice Chairman)
On behalf of the Copthorne Village Association

Have your say, leave your comments at www.copthornevillage.org
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Copthorne Carnival Questionnaire

APPENDIX 5
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APPENDIX 6  Sites Consultation Documentation (April 2012)
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YOUR VILLAGE
YOUR PLAN

YOUR VOICE

PUBLIC CONSULTATION
APRIL 21* from 2p.m.-5p.m.

at the

DELMAR-MORGAN CENTRE

YOUR CHANCE

to see possible sites and tell us which

you prefer for new housing, employment
and facilities development over the next

20 years
To include in the Copthorne
Neighbourhood Plan

Published by the Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group for Worth Parish Council 2013
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Proposed Sites in Worth Parish for Alternative Sites Comparison

June 2014
Re | Description 30. | Friday Farm, Turners Hill Road
No
31. | Woodmans Farm, Copthorne
1 Crawley Down Garage, Snow Hill Common Road (90 dwellings, 27
affordable)
2. | West of West Way, Copthorne
32. | Glencree, Copthorne Bank,
4. Opposite old Post Office, Copthorne Copthorne
33. | Border Oak, Shipley Bridge Road,
74 Burleigh Lane, Crawley Down Copthorne Ipley BridgeiRoad
8. Palmers Autos Site‘ Turners Hill 34. | West of Copthorne, (450 dwellings,
Road, Crawley Down 135 affordable)
11. | South of Hazel Way, Crawley Down 35. | Hurst House & South Place
] . Copthorne Common Rd (60
15. | On Site of old Crawley Down Florists dwellings, 18 affordable)
16. | Old rail track next to Turners Hill 36. | Florans Farm, Hophurst Lane,
Road, Crawley Down Crawley Down
17. | Next to Golf Course Copthorne 37. | Redcourt Barn, Cuttinglye Lane,
Crawley Down
18. | Oid Sewerage Works, Copthorne
- 38. | Land North of Shepherds Farm,
22. | West of Erica Way, Copthorne Turners Hill Road, Crawley Down
23, | Pasture Wood, Crawley Down 39. | Winch Well, Turners Hill Road,
Crawley Down
24. | Hophurst Lane, Crawley Down
40, | Wychwood, Turners Hill Road,
25. | West of Turners Hill Road, opposite Crawley Down
Hazelwood Close
41. | Land South East of Shepherds Farm,
26. | Courthouse Farm, Copthorne Turners Hill Road, Crawley Down
Common Road (120 dwellings, 60
affordable) 42. | Southern Tree Surgeons/Shepherds
Lea, Turners Hill Road, Crawley
27. | Bramble Close, Copthorne Down
@l awelingsal atercame) 43. | Crawley Down Group, Woodpeckers,
28. | Firs Farm, Copthorne Common Road S Hil
29. | Barns Court, Turners Hill Road 44. | Crawley Down Garage, Snow Hill
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Worth Parish Council = Copthorne Neighbourhood Plan

Public Consultation on possible development sites — April 215 2013
Please complete after viewing the presentations, to give us your feedback. Thank you.

This information is optional
Name:

e-mail:

This information is optional

Address:

Post code:

Your choices will help to determine what is included in the Neighbourhood Plan. Without a Plan, our village will be open to
uncontrolled development. With a Plan, which must include proposals for new housing, we can gain control and obtain
significant infrastructure and financial benefits for the village.

Please tick the relevant answer box.
Site numbers do NOT indicate any
preference

Very | Accept
accept -able
-able

No
opinion

Unaccept| Very
_able |unaccept

-able

If you find unacceptable, how
many dwellings do you
suggest for this site

Site 1 — Courthouse Farm - could
provide up to 200 dwellings, of which 60
would be affordable

‘2 2 — Bramble Close - could provide
«U maisonette type dwellings — all
affordable

Site 3 — Barns Court, Friday Farm and
Firs Farm, Turners Hill Road — could
provide up to 150 dwellings, of which 45
affordable, plus business units

Site 4 — St John's Church Hall — could
provide 1 - 3 dwellings

Site 6 — East of Copthorne Hotel — could
provide up to 90 dwellings, of which 27
would be affordable

Site 7 — Land at end of Westway — could
ride up to 10 dwellings

Site 8 - “Glencree”, Copthorne Bank —
could provide up to 14 dwellings

Site 9 — Shipley Bridge Lane — could
provide up to 14 dwellings

Site 10 — Shipley Bridge Lane — could
provide 10-14 dwellings

Site 11 — Oak Close — could provide 4
dwellings

Site 12 — West of village — could provide up
to 450 dwellings, of which 135 affordable,
plus allotments, leisure space, new school
site & business units

Site 13 — Hurst House & South Place,
Copthorne Common Road — could provide up
to 60 dwellings, of which 18 would be
affordable

Please record any comments or observations you may have on the reverse of this feedback form
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APPENDIX 7  Results & Analysis of November 2013 Consultation

Copthorne Neighbourhood Planning Group
Analysis of data from the Public Consultation 23rd November 2013

Introduction

Data about the respondents

66 responses were received. No data was recorded as to gender. 4 responses were submitted anonymously
with no corroborative data to confirm their entitlement to contribute to the discussion. However these
anonymous replies declared themselves to be residents of Copthorne, and the forms are included in the
statistics below.

Occupation
Accountant 2%
Administrator 5%
Aviation Technician 2%
Business Consultant 2%
Carer 3%
Company Director 5%
Driver 2%
Educator 5%
Electrical Contractor 2%
Electrical Engineer 2%
G A Specialist, Tokyo Electron Europe Ltd 2%
Housewife 3%
Housing Manager 2%
Independent Distributer 2%
Marketing 2%
Office Manager 2%
Pharmacist 2%
Planning Consultant & Property Manager 2%
Podiatrist 2%
Project Manager 2%
Purchasing Manager 2%
Retail 7%
Retired 43%

Please note that all statistics have been rounded to the nearest 0.1%. Al statistics that follow are rounded to
the nearest 1%

Stakeholder Status
83

% of respondents are residents in the village of Copthorne, 16% have a business in Copthorne and 1% were
developers.

Age Profile

Page 1 of 35
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All but 1 respondent submitted their age group.

18-24

25-34

35-54

55-64

65-74

75-84

[Text in square brackets has been inserted by the data collator. The intent is to aid clarity and not change the

1.47%
2.94%
22.06%
36.76%
26.47%

10.29%82% of the respondents are late middle age or elderly, with only 6% below the age of 35.

meaning of comments made by respondents]

Please note that all statistics are displayed rounded to the nearest whole decimal point, this can cause an

apparent error when two such values are added, giving the impression that an extra 1% has been added

Page 2 of 35
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The Areas of Consultation were:

W)
1. k "} Social and Cultural
2. W ; Equity and Prosperity
3. £ Economy
4. N Housing and the Built Environment
- .
5. &% Transport & Connectivity
6. ] Services
7. Environmental
=
8. m Governance
9. - Village Assets

Page 3 of 35
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. 4

Social and Cultural

Question

Strongly Agree

Agree Somewhat

Disgree Somewhat

Strongly Disagree

Agree-
Disagree-
Strong Disagree

Agree

Disagree

Decision

1. |feelthat
Copthorne has a
strong sense of
community and
belonging.

63

26

E— Strong Agree-

89% agree

2. |feelthat
Copthorne has
opportunities for
cultural activities

24

52

24

76% agree

3. |feel that there are
opportunities for
community events
in Copthorne

61

33

94%agree

4. |feelthatthereisa
need for leisure
and recreation
facilities in
Copthorne

41

41

18

82% agree

5. |feel that there are
opportunities for
sport in Copthorne

46

49

94%agree

6. |feel that there are
opportunities for
activities for youth
and children in
Copthorne

37

60

97% agree

7. |feel that there is
effective policing in
Copthorne

24

38

35

74%disagree

8. |feel that there are
good life chances in
Copthorne

36

42

21

79% agree

9. |feel safe in
Copthorne and that
that crime levels
are low

31

51

17

83% agree

Page 4 of 35

Page | 40



10. | feel that we are a 15| 56| 29 0
safe community
where crime is
actively
discouraged (Mid
Sussex District
Plan)

71% agree

Social
and
Cultur

Additional Points

al
(Secti
on1)

Comments and additional points

General Point

There has to be a balance between what Copthorne itself needs and what might
encourage people from outside the village. For example tennis courts are not rare so
might suit the village, whereas a swimming pool would bring people from a large

165 radius.

We used to know our local police officer by sight and by name. | feel that this is now

314 sadly not the case.

There are opportunities, but too often there is a lack of support in attending events

321 oractivities.

Policing is much improved over the last 2 years, but opportunist crime is just as

340 prevalent.

The villagers could help themselves more. The more we do and participate, the more

436 activities that will be available.

Opportunities are there but we actively need younger parents to continue to
volunteer to continue the work older members of the village have done, our the

438 community will decline.

| feel that this is only with the older members of our community. There has been a

407 |would strongly agree except that we hardly ever see a police officer on patrol.

Q1
288 mainly with the older members of the community
289 distinct lack of attendance of the village’s younger generation.
Q10
355 Lack of visible policing in the village.
414 |feel safe but | never see a PC or PCSO.
Q4
165 Unfortunately Copthorne lacks an identifiable centre.
321 We need to fully use the facilities we already have.
413 This should be run by parish and district council, not by volunteers.
414 Village playing field is rather small.
430 Leisure for 15-25 year olds needed.
Q5

407 No tennis facilities, no bowls facilities, limited badminton facilities.

Page 5 of 35
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Q6

Q7

Q9

Page 6 of 35

413
414

165
288
289
2901
404

165
288
289
291
314
407
409
414
418

419
432
440

322
428

Should be developed by WPC and MSDC.
Could be improved.

Very strong Scout and Guide groups.

Need a youth club.

The village needs a youth club.

More opportunities needed for adolescents.
Opportunities for youth are lacking.

Seldom see a uniformed police officer.

Hardly ever see a policeman.

Police never seem to be around.

Policing is non-existent and ineffective in the village.
We no longer see police patrolling the village.
Hardly ever see a PC/PCSO patrolling the streets.
Certainly see a patrol car in the Meadow.

Never see any police or PCSO

Road safety suffers due to ineffective policing

It would be nice to see a policeman or PCSO more often, walking around the village
and talking to people.

No obvious police presence.
It was safer when we had a village policeman that everyone knew.

We need more proper policing.

Lots of break-ins, drug problems, plimsolls over telephone lines.
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Equity and Prosperity (Section 2)
Question Decision
- "-6 [0}
ey
o |E1512], ¢
o H @ @© ) 0
o Q £ kY ] o
< £ 3 [a) oy \ 2
=89z, g2 9
5185558858 &
e o (%) =1 S o2 = o ©
&G|l<|a|ad|a8<ad | < a
1. |feelthat the community in 0 [
Copthorne recognises =
individuals’ rights 13| 72| 13 3 85% agree
2. | feelthat individualsin B =
Copthorne recognise their ==
responsibilities 71 73| 17 3 80% agree
3. |feel that the community in =0_ ;.
Copthorne works to respect =
the rights of others 29| 52| 16 3 81% agree
4. |feel that Copthorne '|s ml=_ | .
committed to a sustainable
future 31| 44| 22 3 75% agree
5. | feel that Copthorne strives [ - N
to provide for the needs of
future generations in the
actions that we are taking
now 48 | 30| 21 0 78% agree
6. |feelthat Copthorne Bs B |
provides opportunities for -
those on income levels whch 77%
are below average 11| 11| 44| 33 Disagree
7. |feel that Copthorne offers OmE |
employment opportunities — 55%
for people of all ages 16| 29| 26| 29 Disagree
8. |feel that Copthorne is =08 |
served by a wide range of —
businesses which can offer 62%
employment 16 22| 31| 31 Disagree
Additional Points
Equity and Prosperity (Section 2)
Page 7 of 35
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Comments and additional points

General point

Q1

Q2

Q7

Q8

Page 8 of 35

10

193
288

321

407

321

407

165
288

Copthorne is a village and should stay a village.

We are a village and not a town. There should be a limited number of jobs. We do
not want to attract too many jobs due to traffic.

| can’t see the relevance of these questions really!

Other than shops, other businesses are not generally well known to most people.
There are many small businesses in small business parks.

We are subjected to speeding vehicles and inconsiderate parking, etc.

Some do, others don't care. Apathy!

This is not to be expected in a village. In a town, yes.

Most local businesses are not large enough to provide a career structure.

We are a village not a town.
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