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Hassocks Parish Council 

MSDC Representation re Policy MM3 

 

Hassocks Parish Council have concerns over some of the proposals set out in relation to the 
need for specialist accommodation for older people and 

care homes. The Parish Council does not have any evidence to question the need for these 
facilities but does have concerns that when these facilities are being considered that they 
are only built on suitable sites and locations. 
 

 Members expressed concerns over the proposed element d) Where the site is 
outside the Built-Up Area, it is contiguous with the Built-Up Area Boundary as 
defined on the Policies Map and the development is demonstrated to be 
sustainable, including by reference to the settlement hierarchy (policy DP4). 
 

o Concerns were raised that those developments that are contiguous with the 
Built-Up area would result in a further erosion of the Local Gaps and 
increased risk of coalescence between neighbouring settlements. 

 

 Additionally, regardless of whether the site is inside or outside the Built-Up area 
 

o Any development of this type should only be considered where the site is of a 
sufficient size to accommodate the scale of the development and ensuring 
that there is appropriate green infrastructure around the site and provision of 
appropriate living standards and space.  
 

o The policy should also ensure that sufficient steps are taken to mitigate the 
impact of this type /scale of development type on neighbouring properties. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 
 

Site Allocations Development Plan Document 
Main Modifications  
Consultation Form 

 
At the Inspector’s request the District Council is inviting comments (also known as representations) 
on the proposed Main Modifications (MM) to the Submission Draft Site Allocations Development 
Plan Document, which supports the strategic framework for development in Mid Sussex until 2031.  
 
What can I make comments on? 
 
The consultation is only about the proposed Main Modifications (and no other aspect of the plan), 
Sustainability Appraisal addendum and Habitats Regulations assessment addendum and are put 
forward without prejudice to the Inspector’s final conclusions. All representations made will be 
taken into account by the Inspector. The Main Modifications, and a track-change version of the 
Sites DPD can be found at:  
 
www.midsussex.gov.uk/SitesDPD  
 
N.B. this consultation is not an opportunity to raise matters which either were, or could have been 
included in earlier representations, or at the examination hearings; representations should not be 
repeating what has previously been submitted to the Inspector.  
 

 
Please return to Mid Sussex District Council by 23:59 on 24th January 2022 
 
How can I respond to this consultation? 
 
Online: A secure e-form is available online at:  
  www.midsussex.gov.uk/SitesDPD  
 
The online form has been prepared following the guidelines and standard model form provided by 
the Planning Inspectorate. To enable the consultation responses to be processed efficiently, it 
would be helpful to submit a response using the online form, however, it is not necessary to do so.  
 
Consultation responses can also be submitted by: 
 
Post:  Mid Sussex District Council  E-mail:  PolicyConsultation@midsussex.gov.uk  

 Planning Policy 
 Oaklands Road 
 Haywards Heath 
 West Sussex 
 RH16 1SS 

 
A guidance note accompanies this form and can be used to help fill this form in.  
  



Part A – Your Details (You only need to complete this once) 
 
1. Personal Details                                                            
 
Title 
 
First Name 
 
Last Name 
 
Job Title 
(where relevant) 
 
Organisation 
(where relevant) 
 
Respondent Ref. No. 
(if known) 
 
On behalf of 
(where relevant) 
 
Address Line 1 
 
Line 2 
 
 
Line 3 
 
 
Line 4 
 
Post Code 
 
Telephone Number 
 
 
E-mail Address 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
The information gathered from this form will only be used for the purposes described and any personal 
details given will not be used for any other purpose. 

Mr 

Jonathan   

Buckwell 

Director 

 

 

 

DHA Planning 

Option Two Development Ltd 

 

   

 

REP/657 

 



Part B – Your Comments 
 
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form 
out for each representation you make. 
 
Name or Organisation: 
 
 
3a. Does your comment relate to: 
 
Main 
Modification                                                                          

X Sustainability  
Appraisal  
Addendum 

          HRA                        
         Addendum 

 

 
3b. Which Main Modification does your comment relate to? 

 
           
 
 

4. Do you consider the Main Modifications to the Submission Draft of the Site Allocations 
DPD make it (pleas tick as appropriate): 
 
 
4a. Legally Compliant     Yes     No 
                  
  
 
4b. Sound                         Yes    No 
 
5a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Main Modifications to the Site 
Allocations DPD, please use this box to set out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part 
of question 4 please also complete question 5b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5b. Please give details of why you consider the Main Modifications to the Site Allocations DPD not 
to be legally compliant or unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 

 

X 

Whilst we fully SUPPORT the introduction of Policy SA39, and had requested such a policy, the 
current wording unnecessarily precludes good, sustainable sites from coming forward to meet the 
District’s specialist accommodation needs and is unsound in that respect. 
 
As has been clearly established through the Examination and at other appeals, there is a pressing 
need for additional specialist accommodation for older people in Mid Sussex. Given the extent of 
the need, it is essential that appropriate sites within these areas are not precluded from coming 
forward to help meet the need, simply because they are not contiguous with the built-up area 
boundary.  
 
There are significant areas of Mid Sussex which are clearly built-up in nature, accessible by non-
car travel modes and are sustainable locations for this form of development, but which are not 
located within or immediately adjacent to the Built Up Area Boundary. Indeed, to take the example 
of Copthorne, there is very little potential for such development within and immediately adjacent to 
the BUAB due to other constraints. Taking a broader view and allowing sustainable sites which 
are well related to existing development would increase the potential for provision. 

// Continued overleaf 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Option Two Development Ltd 

MM3 



  // 5b Continued 
 
In our submission to Action Point AP18, we stated that the criteria for suitable sites should include 
sites which are well-related to existing development, with appropriate access to, or provision of, 
services and facilities either on or off site. By contrast, the proposed wording in MM3 restricts sites 
outside the Built-Up Area to be contiguous with the Built Up Area Boundary as defined on the 
Policies Map. 
 
Whilst it is at an extremely early stage and, at the time of writing, has not yet been approved for 
consultation, we note that the equivalent policy in the emerging draft Policy DPH30 in the 2022 
Reg.18 consultation draft District Plan 2021-2038 does provide the greater flexibility that we say is 
needed here to make the plan sound. Criterion vi of that draft policy supports new older persons’ 
housing on sites which are outside the Built-Up Area Boundary where the scale of the 
development respects the setting, form and character of the settlement and surrounding 
landscape. The same form of wording would overcome our objection here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Submission Draft of the 
Site Allocations DPD legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you have identified at 
question 5 above where this relates to soundness.  
 
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be 
helpful, if you are able, to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please 
be as precise as possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
The second part of the policy should be amended to allow greater flexibility and therefore increase 
the supply of specialist older person’s accommodation so that the identified needs can be met. 
 
Our preferred wording would be along the lines we proposed in our response to AP18, i.e. to read 
as follows (amended section in bold): 
 

Proposals for specialist accommodation for older people and care homes will be 
supported where: 
a) It is allocated for such use within the District Plan, Site Allocations DPD or 
Neighbourhood Plan; or 
b) It forms part of a strategic allocation; or 
c) It is located within the Built-Up Area Boundary as defined on the Policies Map; or 
d) Where the site is outside the Built-Up Area, the site is well related to existing 
development, with appropriate access to, or provision of, services and facilities 
either on or off site, to meet the needs of residents/staff and which contribute to the 
wider economy; and the proposal seeks to reduce the reliance on the private car, 
having regard to the use proposed. 

 
Whilst the above is our preferred wording, we would also accept wording similar to that used in 
emerging Policy DPH30 of the draft District Plan 2021-2038: 
 

Proposals for specialist accommodation for older people and care homes will be 
supported where: 
a) It is allocated for such use within the District Plan, Site Allocations DPD or 
Neighbourhood Plan; or 
b) It forms part of a strategic allocation; or 
c) It is located within the Built-Up Area Boundary as defined on the Policies Map; or 
d) Where the site is outside the Built-Up Area, the scale of the development respects 
the setting, form and character of the settlement and surrounding landscape. 

 
Either form of wording above would make the plan sound by enabling sites to come forward to 
meet the identified pressing need. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further 
representations based on the original representation at later stages.  
 
7. Please notify me when: 
 
(i)  The Inspector’s Report is published 
 
 
(ii)  The Site Allocations DPD is adopted 
 
 
 
Signature:    Date:  

 
 
 
 

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation 

X 

20/1/2022 

X 
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The information contained 
in this message is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination or 
reproduction is strictly prohibited. Please contact the sender by return email and destroy all copies of the original message. 
 
Sharing your personal data In order for Burgess Hill Town Council to facilitate your request, personal information you have 
provided to us may be shared with our partner organisations who may contact you direct to help resolve your query. Burgess 
Hill Town Council will not use your data for any other purposes other than for the reasons you shared it with us and it will be 
deleted from our records when it is no longer required. Should you not require your information to be shared, please contact us 
immediately upon receipt of this email, but this may mean, however, we are unable to resolve fully your query. 
 
Freedom of Information The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee 
that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a third party making a request for information about the subject 
matter of this email. Should you wish to see the Town Council’s complete General Privacy Notice, please go to the Town 
Council's website at: www.burgesshill.gov.uk/privacy  
 
The views expressed within this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or policies of Burgess Hill Town 
Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software viruses but we advise you to carry out your 
own virus checks before accessing this email and any attachments. Except as required by law, we shall not be responsible for 
any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and any attachments or which may result from 
reliance upon the contents of this email and any attachments.  



























 
 

 
 
Sunday 23rd January 2022 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I should like to comment on the proposed Main Modifications to the Submission Draft Site 
Allocations Development Plan Document re East Grinstead. 
 
Specific modifications : 
 
MM2/3  : The plan that the housing for older people should be on the busy Imberhorne Lane, is 
unsuitable for their needs. There are no community facilities, shops, or services in this area and 
there would be a considerable walk to reach them, which would be beyond the capabilities of many  
elderly residents.  
 
                  Public transport facilities are limited, which would mean reliance on cars for older people 
to reach Doctor’s surgeries Hospitals and other facilities. Proposals should demonstrate how reliance 
on the private car will be reduced, as this is of vital importance in dealing with climate change. The 
traffic congestion in this area, in particular at the Felbridge junction with the A22 is considerable, as 
has been demonstrated by many traffic studies in the past. Local roads have been at capacity for 
many years and over the past few years many small developments in East Grinstead have 
contributed to a further increase in traffic.  
 
               The addition of the large development at Imberhorne Lane, would make this problem far 
worse and affect all the surrounding area, including the increase of ‘rat runs’, where speeding cars 
would be a danger to local residents, especially children.  
 
                  There are no firm plans by West Sussex or by Surrey Highways to provide improvements 
for local roads or junctions. Schemes put forward by developers to widen the A22 into East 
Grinstead have been shown to be undeliverable. The addition of such a large development and the 
extra traffic generated, will have a very detrimental effect on the whole of this area. 
     
                  Are the developer contributions sufficient for enough services eg schools, surgeries etc to 
be provided for the increase in population ? The lack of infrastructure is of considerable concern in 
this area and, indeed, in East Grinstead as a whole. 
 
SA20    : Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure  : There needs to be more emphasis on monitoring 
visitor numbers to assess the effect on the SANG and on the Ashdown Forest, as it is a site of 
national importance.  
 
I hope that in considering all the comments put forward, the good of the community will be 
prioritised. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Joan Roberts (Mrs)   
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IMPORTANT - this e-mail and the information that it contains may be confidential, legally privileged and protected by law. Access by the intended 
recipient only is authorised. Any liability (in negligence or otherwise) arising from any third party acting, or refraining from acting, on any information 
contained in this e-mail is hereby excluded. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and do not disclose the 
contents to any other person, use it for any purpose, or store or copy the information in any medium. Copyright in this e-mail and attachments 
created by us belongs to Nexus Planning Limited: the author also asserts the right to be identified as such and object to any misuse. Should you 
communicate with anyone at Nexus Planning Limited by e-mail, you consent to us monitoring and reading any such correspondence. Nexus 
Planning Limited Tel. +44 (0) 118 214 9340 E-Mail: Postmaster@nexusplanning.co.uk 
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Council that proposals for Class C2 Uses will be supported on appropriate sites is welcome, and fully complies 
with national planning policy and guidance. As set out above, the supporting text within the Main Modifications 

 

Site at Bydanda, Brighton Road, Hassocks 

Within our September 2020 representations, we also provided detailed justification with regard to the suitability 
, for the development of a Class C2 scheme. The Council is 

currently determining an application for the erection of a Class C2 scheme (reference DM/21/1653). 

The new Policy SA39, which specifically supports additional Class C2 developments in the authority area, also 
directly supports the proposed development at Brighton Road and adds further weight to a positive 
determination of that application.  

In this regard, Criteria (d) of Policy SA39 states that where applications are proposed outside of the Built Up 
Area, any development must be contiguous within the Built Up Area Boundary. The application site is 
contiguous with the existing built up area boundary of Hassocks, being located directly to the south of the 
boundary. The detailed justification provided within the Planning Statement supports this further, 
demonstrating that: 

 the Council has previously allowed the intensification of uses at the application site through granting 
permission for four large detached dwellings;   

 the site is within the built extent of Hassocks, being surrounded on all sides by development and 
forming a clear continuation of the urban form of the settlement; and 

 the site does not materially contribute to the setting of the countryside and the development of the 
 site does not 

function as part of the countryside, and is not a protected landscape.  

The Policy also states that all proposals must be accessible by foot or public transport to local shops, services, 
community facilities and the wider public transport network. Proposals must demonstrate how reliance on the 
private car will be reduced and be accompanied by a Travel Plan which sets out how the proposal would seek 
to limit the need to travel. 

The site is located approximately 650m south-west of Hassocks Village Centre where a number of amenities 
including grocery stores, a post office, and several eating and drinking establishments are located. Hassocks 
Health Centre is located less than 1km east of the site and is approximately five minutes away by car. The site 
is located 0.4 miles from Hassocks Train Station which provides two services every hour to Cambridge, Brighton, 
and London Victoria via Gatwick Airport. In addition, there are two bus stops within 200m of the site that 
provide access to Brighton, Kemp Town, Crawley, Haywards Heath and East Grinstead. 

The application is supported by a Transport Statement and Travel Plan, which demonstrate that safe and 
suitable access can be achieved by all modes.  

As such, it is clear that site is located within a sustainable area making this an entirely appropriate location to 
meet the need for additional accommodation for older residents.  The Byanda proposal will help to contribute 
to the pressing need for additional Class C2 units identified within Policy SA39. 
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We trust these representations will be taken into account during the review of the consultation during the 
examination of the Site Allocations DPD. Should you have any queries or require any additional information, 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yours faithfully 

Executive Director 
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Turley 
  

 
    
   

We are a CarbonNeutral® certified company. 
 
We support blended flexible working which means that co-owners will respond to you during their working hours and we appreciate that you will respond during
 
Our co-owners are contactable in the usual ways and we suggest using mobile numbers in the first instance. 
 

   

 

 

    

   

Think of he environment, please do not print unnecessarily  
This e-mail is intended for the above named only, is strictly confidential and may also be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient please do not read, print, re-transmit, s         
any attachments. Instead, please notify the sender and then immediately and permanently delete it. Turley bank account details will not change during the course of an instruction an       
bank account details via email. If you are in any doubt, please do not send funds to us electronically wi hout speaking to a member of our team first to verify our account details. We w    
payments into an incorrect bank account.Turley is a trading name of Turley Associates Ltd, registered in England and Wales Registered No 2235387 Registered Office 1 New York S     
Terms and Conditions 

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient 
and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution 
or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast, a leader in email 
security and cyber resilience. Mimecast integrates email defenses with brand protection, security awareness training, web 
security, compliance and other essential capabilities. Mimecast helps protect large and small organizations from malicious 
activity, human error and technology failure; and to lead the movement toward building a more resilient world. To find out 
more, visit our website. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 These representations have been submitted on behalf of our Client, Rainier 

consultation to the emerging Mid Sussex  

1.2 Rainier currently hold land interests Copthorne that has 
continued to be promoted for C2 accommodation through the SADPD process.  

1.3 The site is currently the subject of an on-going appeal (PINS Reference: 
APP/D3830/W/21/3281350) due to be heard at inquiry on 25th January 2022 for the 
following development: 

 

1.4 Rainier been actively involved within the SADPD Examination including through 
representations at the relevant Hearing Sessions, and subsequent discussions 

Point 18. 

1.5 Whilst a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been agreed on 20th September 
2021 (Local Plan Examination Document MSDC-15) and a draft policy has been 
included within the Main Modifications to the SADPD to address the needs for C2 
accommodation within the District to 2031, Turley continues to have significant 
concerns over the soundness of the draft policy which does not reflect the SoCG and, 
as we submit, will simply not facilitate available and developable sites to meet the 
needs for older persons accommodation in the District.    

1.6 Given the recent confirmation on (19th January 2022) from Mid Sussex District Council 
(MSDC) that the new District Plan is paused, it is fundamental to the soundness of the 
SADPD that any policy focussed on delivering specialist accommodation provides a 
clear and deliverable strategy for meeting the identified needs for specialist 
accommodation. This could either be through specific C2 site allocations or a flexible 
policy facilitating the delivery of such uses based upon the locational, accessibility and 
viability factors of C2 developments.  

Previous Involvement within the SADPD Examination  

1.7 As set out with our previous representations, there is a requirement through the 

eds for older 
 

1.8 In addition, Policy DP30 (Housing Mix) of the adopted Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-
 

homes falling within Use Class C2 to meet demand in the District, the Council 
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will consider allocating sites for such use through a Site Allocations Document, 
 

1.9 SOCG was agreed 
between Mid Sussex District Council, Turley and Barton Willmore in respect of 
elements of a draft policy for older persons accommodation, now included as Policy 
SA39 (Schedule of Main Modification: MM3).  

1.10 However, as set out in the SOCG, there continue to be a number of matters of 
disagreement over the soundness of the draft policy which these representations seek 
to clarify in more detail. For ease of reference, the matters of disagreement outlined 
within the SOCG are as follows: 

 Parts a) and c) of the adopted Local Plan (Policy DP6) replicates existing policy 
provisions and fails to support the delivery of specialist older persons 
accommodation. These parts of the policy fail to add anything in respect of 
positively supporting the delivery of specialist accommodation for the elderly. 

 Part d) of the policy precludes sites that are not contiguous with the built up 
area boundary coming forward and fails to recognise the sustainability 
credentials of specialist elderly accommodation; the requirement to ensure the 
needs of the urban and rural communities are met, whilst also recognising that 
specialist accommodation providers cannot compete with housebuilders on 

the market, stifling 
delivery. 

Scope of Representations  

1.11 These representations have been drafted to provide the context for assessing whether, 
policy SA39 as drafted, meets the tests of soundness identified at paragraph 35 of the 
NPPF. The representations are structured as follows: 

 Section 2: The legislative and national planning policy background to care 
provision;  

 Section 3: The role of the SADPD in addressing specialist accommodation in 
light of the national and local planning policy context; ;  

 Section 4: An assessment of the policy approach taken to Policy SA39; and 

 Section 5: An assessment of whether Policy SA39 satisfies the tests of 
soundness as set out within the NPPF. 
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2. Legislative and planning policy background to 
care provision 

The Care Act 2014 

2.1 The Care Act 2014 received Royal Assent An act to make 
provision to reform the law relating to care and support for adults and the law relating 
to support for carers; to make provision about safeguarding adults from abuse or 
neglect; to make provision about care standards; to establish and make provision about 
Health Education England; to establish and make provision about the Health Research 
Authority; to make provision about integrating care and support with health services; 
and f  

2.2 
details specific responsibilities falling upon each local authority in terms of facilitating 
the care market. Paragraphs 1  3 (as relevant are included below): 

(1) A local authority must promote the efficient and effective operation of a 
market in services for meeting care and support needs with a view to 
ensuring that any person in its area wishing to access services in the 
market  

(b) has a variety of high quality services to choose from; 

(2) In performing that duty, a local authority must have regard to the following 
matters in particular   

(b) the need to ensure that it is aware of current and likely future demand for 
such services and to consider how providers might meet that demand; 

(e) the importance of fostering continuous improvement in the quality of such 
services and the efficiency and effectiveness with which such services are 
provided and of encouraging innovation in their provision; 

(3) In having regard to the matters mentioned in subsection (2)(b), a local 
authority must also have regard to the need to ensure that sufficient services 
are available for meeting the needs for care and support of adults in its area 
and the needs for support of carers in its area. 

2.3 The Local Plan, or SADPD in this case, is one such way that MSDC can ensure adequate 
quantity and quality of care home provision within the District in line with the agreed 
and accepted demand to 2031 whilst satisfying such legal obligations.  
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that the identified need for all forms of specialist accommodation, including carehome 
accommodation, will be delivered where and when it is needed.  
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3. Addressing the need for Specialist 
Accommodation 

3.1 P
 to state that: 

If a shortfall is identified in the supply of specialist accommodation and care 
homes falling within Use Class C2 to meet demand in the District, the Council 
will consider allocating sites for such uses through a Site Allocations 
Document,  

3.2 The supporting text to Policy DP30 (housing mix) advises that 
provision of flexible general market housing and specialist accommodation or care 
appropriate for older persons through both public  

3.3 It goes on to state that 
Class C2 form a very specific part of the housing needs market. Supported 
accommodation such as this, falls within the definition of social infrastructure which 
also includes community facilities and local services including buildings. It is 
considered that Policy DP25: Community Facilities and Local Services therefore applies 
to the protection of existing specialist accommodation and care home facilities falling 

 

3.4 
accommodation and care homes are considered to fall within the definition of social 
infrastructure and thus covered by of MSDP Policy DP25 (community infrastructure and 
local services), paragraph 85 of the Framework is also relevant to how the SADPD 
should take forward and support proposals for such uses within policy. Paragraph 85 of 
the Framework states: 

ions should recognise that sites to meet local 
business and community needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent 
to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served 
by public transport. In these circumstances it will be important to ensure that 
development is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable 
impact on local roads and exploits any opportunities to make a location more 
sustainable (for example by improving the scope for access on foot, by cycling 
or by public transport). The use of previously developed land, and sites that are 
physically well-related to existing settlements, should be encouraged where 

 

3.5 The Framework further requires at paragraph 23 that: 

cies should provide a clear strategy for bringing sufficient land forward, 
and at a sufficient rate, to address objectively assessed needs over the plan period, in 
line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  This should include 
planning for and allocating sufficient sites to deliver the strategic priorities of the area 
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(except insofar as these needs can be demonstrated to be met more appropriately 
through other mechanisms, such as brownfield registers or non-  

3.6 Given the above, the SADPD should indeed include a policy on specialist 
accommodation given the identified shortfall, but also ensure that the policy identifies 
sufficient land to come forward, to meet both housing and community needs in line 
with paragraph 20 of the Framework.  

3.7 Therefore, the inclusion of emerging policy SA39 within the SADPD needs to consider 
and justify the potential supply of specialist accommodation to meet the identified 
needs to 2031. As required under paragraph 31 of the Framework, preparation 
and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. 
This should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and 

.   

3.8 In our view, emerging policy SA39 has two objectives to achieve: 

 Identify the level of unmet specialist accommodation need to 2031 that needs 
to be delivered; and 

 Identify sufficient and deliverable sites to meet the identified need based upon 
up-to-date evidence, allowing for development to come forward within 
locations which can maximise sustainable transport solutions, thus not limited 
to solely urban areas, reflective of the nature of specialist accommodation.  

 



 

8 

4. Emerging Policy SA39 (Main Modification 
MM3) 

The role and purpose of policy SA39 

4.1 Whilst the introduction of a policy to deliver specialist accommodation within the plan 
period is welcomed in principle, the policy fails to deliver a positive or effective 
strategy that will ensure that sufficient accommodation can or will come forward to 
meet the identified needs over the plan period.  

4.2 Emerging policy SA39 sets out that the Housing and Economic Need Assessment 
Addendum (2016) identifies a forecast demand for care homes (Use Class C2) at 2031 
of 2,442 bedspaces. This is a significant unmet need that needs to be accommodated 
up to 2031. The explicit acknowledgement of this need within the policy is supported. 

4.3 
accommodation will be delivered within the District and whether there is a sufficient 
supply of suitable, available and deliverable sites to meet this unmet demand over the 
plan period, 
base underpinning the SADPD Examination. 

4.4 The SoCG (MSDC-15
specialist housing for older people is set to increase significantly in Mid Sussex during 

  

4.5 This in itself highlights the need to not only allocate sites for C2 uses, specifically 
carehomes, but also provide flexibility within the policy to support new development 
coming forward in appropriate locations.  

4.6 Policy SA39 should have been drafted to comply not only with Policy DP30 mentioned 
at paragraph 3.1 above, but equally Policy DP25 (Community Facilities and Local 
Services) with acknowledgement within the Framework, at paragraph 85, that sites for 
community facilities (of which specialist accommodation is one as defined within DP25) 

are not well served by pu  

The function and operation of care accommodation  

4.7 The nature of care accommodation is focussed upon residents being unlikely to leave 
site unaccompanied, with those accessing such sites limited to visitors or employees. A 
position that is accepted at Page 81 of the MSLP which states 
within Use Class C2 are considered to usually have a lesser impact on existing 
communities, for instance through lower vehicle usage levels and reduced parking 

 

4.8 This is particularly important when considering how and where care accommodation 
can be delivered in comparison to other C2 and C3 uses, especially with regard to 
achieving sustainable development.  
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4.9 Paragraph 105 of the NPPF states that: 

ively manage patterns of growth in support of 
these objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations which 
are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and 
offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce 
congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, 
opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between 
urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both plan-
making and decision-  

4.10 It is important to be clear that the NPPF does not require that staff and visitors of the 
development undertake their trips by sustainable modes of transport; as with other 
forms of development it requires that there are opportunities for people to undertake 
trips by sustainable modes and that they have a choice of modes. 

4.11 SA39 should be drafted to reflect the specific locational opportunities for care home 
accommodation as an example, which give rise to a limited number of transport 
movement and where opportunities for employees/visitors to use sustainable modes 
of transport can be achieved. This approach would align with the NPPF and provide 
flexibility for such schemes to come forward and contribute towards meeting the 
identified needs within the policy. 

Whether there is a clear strategy through policy SA39 to bring forward sufficient land 
to meet the identified supply of specialist accommodation? 

4.12 The SADPD has previously, and continues to, only provide one allocation for C2 
development which forms part of a strategic proposed allocation SA20  Land south 
and west of Imberhorne Upper School, Imberhorne Lane, East Grinstead
consultation, MSDC has introduced a policy requirement within SA20 for a minimum of 
142 dwellings to come forward as part of the overall allocation (MM2), with the area 
now identified on the Proposals Map.  However, this is not sufficient to meet the C2 
needs outlined in Policy SA39.  

4.13 
position regarding the supply of C2 sites was (Paragraph 8.3): 

enable specialist accommodation to come forward. The rate of new 
development coming forward does not suggest any current significant unmet 
need or excess demand. Aside from SA 20, no other suitable sites have, to date, 

 

4.14 Given MSDC has now conceded there is in fact an unmet need for specialist 
accommodation by virtue of the introduction and wording of Policy SA39, there is a 
necessity to identify more sites for C2, care home uses, beyond SA20, within the 
SADPD.  

4.15 The SoCG (MSDC-15) sets out that with regard to Policy 
accessibility criteria, which effectively limit new specialist accommodation for older 
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people and care homes within Mid Sussex, is necessary to accord with national policy, 
as expressed in section 8 of the Framework, which promotes healthy and safe 
communities as well as with the national sustainability ethos which permeates the 

 

4.16 actively seeks to restrict C2 development 
coming forward. No consideration has been given to the specific nature and function of 
care accommodation, and overlooks the requirements of paragraphs 85 and 105 of the 
NPPF. Such an oversight ultimately casts significant doubt over the ability of SA39 to 
provide a clear strategy on how the identified needs will be met. This has resulted in a 
policy that is neither aspirational nor deliverable as required under paragraph 16 of the 
NPPF. 

4.17 To support these representations, we enclose a review of the site submissions included 
within the Housing for Older People Topic Paper (SA Examination Reference: TP4) that 

accommodation. Whilst the document sets out a number of sites that have achieved 
planning permission for C2 uses, these are not delivering a new source of supply to 
meet the identified needs within the policy and nor specifically addressing the 
significant unmet needs for carehome provision within the District. 

4.18 Within Appendix 2 of the Topic Paper, MSDC has provided an overview of all sites 
promoted to the SADPD and conclude at paragraph 1.62 

  

4.19 Appendix 2 identifies 8 sites that had been promoted and is the most up-to-date 
evidence supporting the SADPD of where potential C2 development could be delivered. 
It is accepted that C2 developments may come forward on windfall sites, 
notwithstanding our comments on viability below, although we would anticipate that 
these will make a limited contribution to the significant needs identified.   

4.20 Of the sites assessed within the Topic Paper, the location of these sites reflects our 
comments earlier in this Section with regard to the need to give consideration to the 
application of paragraph 85 of the NPPF.  

The application of criterion (d) of SA39  

4.21 The ability for a step-change in delivery of C2 accommodation to 2031, is reliant upon 
the flexibility included within point 4 of the policy. Other elements of policy SA39 
where C2 development could come forward are merely a duplication of other policies 
within the Development Plan, and in effect will not deliver a new source of supply that 
is needed.   

4.22 Criterion (d) states that such proposals will be supported where: 

d) Where the site is outside the Built-Up Area, it is contiguous with the Built-Up 
Area Boundary as defined on the Policies Map and the development is 
demonstrated to be sustainable, including by reference to the settlement 
hierarchy (policy DP4).  



 

11 

4.23 When applying criterion d) this policy, the Topic Paper only identified 1 single site that 
Byanda, Brighton Road, Hassocks, West Sussex, BN6 9LX

which was discounted by MSDC due to the capacity concerns for C2 development. No 
other sites have been promoted to the Examination for consideration, and there is no 
evidence before the Examination that there is any likelihood that such sites will come 
forward in these locations.  

4.24 On that basis, MSDC has failed to provide a clear strategy as to bring forward sufficient 
land to meet the requirement for 2,442 bedspaces of carehome accommodation to 
2031.  Only a single C2 allocation proposed within the SADPD, with no requirement for 
the other strategic allocations to contribute towards the supply of C2 accommodation. 

4.25 Equally, but no less importantly, MSDC has discounted all promoted sites for C2 
accommodation without demonstrating why such sites would not comply with 
paragraph 85 of the Framework. There is no scope for flexibility within the policy for 
circumstances where the operational and locational requirements for carehomes do 
not necessitate them being with in or directly adjacent to urban areas, but equally 
would not undermine the other sustainability policies within the NPPF or Development 
Plan when read as a whole.  

Viability considerations of care provision through the Local Plan  

4.26 The NPPF at paragraph 68 and the PPG on Viability sets out that local plan policies are 
subject to viability testing at, ideally, the plan making stage and/or the application 
stage. In this case two viability assessments have been undertaken by the Council; a 
Community Infrastructure Levy and District Plan Viability Study in July 2016 and a Site 
Allocations Document  Viability Review dated September 2019 undertaken by HDH 
Planning & Development Limited.  

4.27 In both cases developments of Homes for Older People/ specialist accommodation 
were not subject to viability testing at this current local plan making stage. 

4.28 In our view, the preparation of this evidence to support the Local Plan Examination is 
fundamental to understanding whether Policy SA39 will deliver sufficient supply to 
meet the identified needs for carehome accommodation to 2031. Rainier, who is 
actively pursuing a potential carehome development within the District, is acutely 
aware of the viability challenges facing housing for older people and the ability to 
competitively bid for such sites within the existing market. Such challenges include: 

 The build costs are greater than traditional housing due to larger schemes 
coming forward rather than individual dwellings;  

 The majority of Carehome schemes are delivered as bespoke products due to 
their size and required facilities, in contrast to mainstream housebuilders or 
delivery specific product types; 

 More inefficient layouts arising from carehome schemes than general housing 
due to larger areas for communal living and staff accommodation. Unlike 
general housing, only the occupants room thus a significantly lower amount of 
saleable/lettable areas;  and 
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 The above issues, impact upon the ability for carehomes developers 
particularly, to be able to pay the same price for land as those bringing forward 
traditional/general needs housing.  

4.29 It is unlikely, that developments of specialist accommodation will come forward in 
locations where there is general market housing needs, since general market housing 
schemes will generally always achieve a higher value. This is of particular concern given 
there is only one strategic allocation proposing the delivery of C2 dwellings, with no 
certainty, especially from a viability perspective, that C2 provision will come forward on 
any other strategic sites proposed.  

4.30 In our view, it is imperative that due to the introduction of the policy, that a Viability 
Assessment is undertaken by MSDC to support the Examination to fully test the ability 
of different sectors of the elderly housing market to deliver planning benefits and 
remain able to compete for sites to ensure planning need is met. This testing must be 
rigorous and with a full understanding of the economics which relate to this class of 
property and will require MSDC to be specifically allocate sites to meet the needs of 
specialist accommodation to provide certainty over delivery.  

4.31 Therefore, policy SA39 is not underpinned by relevant or up-to -date evidence with 
respect to a viability assessment or taken account of relevant market signals as 
required under the NPPF in the drafting of the policy. 
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5. Compliance of SA39 with the tests of 
soundness 

5.1 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF sets out the tests of soundness against which Local Plans are 
examined. The test of soundness are as follows: 

a) Positively prepared  providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to 
meet the are ; and is informed by agreements 
with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving 
sustainable development; 

b) Justified  an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective  deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy  enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in this Framework and other 
statements of national planning policy, where relevant.  

5.2 Policy SA39 recognises 
older people comprising at least 665 additional extra care units (Use Class C2) by 2030, 
of which at least 570 should be leasehold. The Housing and Economic Development 
Needs Assessment Addendum (August 2016) identified forecast demand for care homes 

 

5.3 This part of the policy has been positively prepared given it sets out the identified need 
for C2 accommodation over the plan period. However, our principle concern relates to 
the strategy proposed within SA 39 to meet these need. Paragraph 4.1 of the SADPD 

One of the key tests of an effective development plan is that it is deliverable. 
The Council has a range of mechanisms which it can use to ensure the Site Allocations 
DPD objectives and policies are effective , and it is within this context that SA39 should 
be assessed.  

5.4 The table below provides a response to each part of policy SA39 and concludes 
whether, in our view, it complies with the tests of soundness outlined above: 
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Emerging policy SA39: 
Proposals for specialist 
accommodation for older 
people and care homes will 
be supported where:  

Turley Comment Compliance with NPPF 

a) It is allocated for such use 
within the District Plan, Site 
Allocations DPD or 
Neighbourhood Plan; 

The District Plan does not 
allocate any sites for 
specialist accommodation for 
older people (albeit one is 
included within the Burgess 
Hill Northern Arc).  

The SA DPD only allocates 
one site within policy SA20 
for C2 accommodation.  

Whilst Neighbourhood Plans 
can deliver such provision, 
supply will be localised and 
will not be sufficient address 
the District wide need 
identified within the policy, 

 

Point a) replicates 
existing policy 
provision in the 
adopted Local Plan 
(Policy DP6 and site 
allocations policies) 

 

This element of the 
policy which is contrary 
to paragraph 16 (f) of 
the NPPF which states 
that Plans should serve 
a clear purpose, 
avoiding unnecessary 
duplication of policies 
that apply to a 
particular area 
(including policies in 
this Framework, where 
relevant).   

This element of the 
policy is not required, 
and not effective in 
contributing towards 
positively supporting 
the delivery of 
specialist 
accommodation.  

 

b) It forms part of a strategic 
allocation; or  

Only 1 site has been 
identified for C2 uses through 
a minimum of 142 units at 
proposed allocation SA20: 
Imberhorne, East Grinstead. 
There is no operator on-
board and its delivery is 
uncertain.   The allocation 
and quantum identified is 
supported albeit is not 
sufficient to meet the 

The PPG supports the 
allocation of sites for 
specialist 
accommodation as it 
provides and certainty 
over the provision of 
C2 accommodation. 
However, a single 
allocation is fails to 

 to provide 
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significant unmet needs 
identified within SA39. We 
question the requirement for 
this policy give it is already 
covered by Policy SA20.  

There is no evidence before 
the Examination that other 
strategic allocations within 
the SADPD will bring forward 
C2 development. There is no 
certainty that such sites will 
be any contributions towards 
meeting the identified needs 
within the policy. There is an 
overreliance on this part of 
the policy to deliver specialist 
accommodation.  

such certainty, with no 
evidence, as required 
under paragraph 31 of 
the Framework, to 
demonstrate that the 
remaining strategic 
allocations will make 
any contribution to 
positively addressing 
the unmet needs.   

c) It is located within the 
Built-Up Area Boundary 
(BUAB) as defined on the 
Policies Map;  

 

The principle of development 
within the BUAB is already 
supported elsewhere within 
the District Plan, with no 
requirement for it to be 
repeated within this policy.  

The SADPD includes the 
allocation of residential sites 
beyond existing built-up 
boundaries as there is 
insufficient previously 
developed land to meet 
objectively assessed needs. 
This position will be no 
different for specialist 
accommodation where 
developers will struggle in 
viability terms to compete for 
such sites and in any event, 
the reliance upon principally 
windfall sites through this 
policy provides a lack of 
certainty that the identified 
needs can be addressed. 

Point a) replicates 
existing policy 
provision in the 
adopted Local Plan 
(Policy DP6 and site 
allocations policies) 

 

This element of the 
policy which is contrary 
to paragraph 16 (f) of 
the NPPF which states 

serve 
a clear purpose, 
avoiding unnecessary 
duplication of policies 
that apply to a 
particular area 
(including policies in 
this Framework, where 

 

This element of the 
policy is not required, 
and not effective in 
contributing towards 
positively supporting 
the delivery of 
specialist 
accommodation.  
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d) Where the site is outside 
the Built-Up Area, it is 
contiguous with the Built-Up 
Area Boundary as defined on 
the Policies Map and the 
development is 
demonstrated to be 
sustainable, including by 
reference to the settlement 
hierarchy (policy DP4).  

 

Part d) fails to reflect or 
acknowledge that the 
locational, accessibility, 
viability or market 
considerations for specialist 
accommodation and 
specifically carehomes is very 
different from a C3 
development.  

MM3 states 
and accessibility criteria, 
which effectively limit new 
specialist accommodation for 
older people and care homes 
within Mid Sussex, is 
necessary to accord with 
national policy, as expressed 
in section 8 of the 

uch an 
approach is neither 

by unnecessarily restricting 
the delivery of specialist 
accommodation. The policy 
should not preclude other 
sites coming forward that are 
not contiguous to the existing 
built-up-area where they 
accord with relevant 
provisions within the 
Development Plan/ NPPF and 
can achieve sustainable 
development, particularly 
paragraphs 105 and 85. 

 

There is no evidence through 
Topic Paper 4 that this part of 
the policy will facilitate the 
delivery of C2 
accommodation to 2031.   

 

 

Point d) is contrary to 
paragraph 85 and 105 
of the NPPF and fails to 
consider opportunities 
to achieving 
sustainable 
development beyond 
the scope outlined 
within point d) of the 
policy.  

 

The approach to part 
d) is not justified given 
it has not been drafted 
based on viability or 
market evidence1 nor 
has a detailed review 
of the locational and 
accessibility 
considerations that 
offers opportunities for 
flexibility to facilitate 
the delivery of 
accommodation in 
locations that can 
achieve sustainable 
development2.  MSDC 
position fails to reflect 
the other requirements 
within the Framework 
when read as a whole, 
and is neither justified 
in its approach, nor will 
it be effective in 
meeting the needs set 
out within the policy.   

 

                                                           
1 As referenced within paragraph 68 of the NPPF 
2 As referenced within paragraph 85 and 105 of the NPPF 
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5.5 Overall, Policy SA39 fails to provide a clear strategy to facilitate and support the 
delivery of specialist accommodation, particularly care homes for the following 
reasons:  

 The quantum of C2 development now identified within SA20 will only make a 
minimal contribution to meeting unmet C2 needs; 

 The reliance on C2 development coming forward on brownfield sites within 
BUAB, or through the strategic residential allocations has not been tested 
through viability and nor is there evidence before the Examination that 
provides any certainty that C2 accommodation will come forward at a sufficient 
rate, if at all; 

 No sites have been promoted to the Examination that accord with part d) of the 
policy, thus providing no certainty the policy will positively facilitate the delivery 
of specialist accommodation;  

  The policy is not based upon market considerations or viability evidence to 
demonstrate that sites can and will come forward in line with the criteria within 
the policy; 

 The policy fails to recognise the needs of the urban and rural communities are 
met and fails the specific sustainability credentials of carehome 
accommodation; and 

 s own admittance limits the provision of specialist 
accommodation failing to reflect the sustainable credentials of carehome 
facilities in particular, thus failing to provide a clear strategy as to how such 
provision will come forward over the plan period.  

5.6 In the interest of continuing effective and joint working with MSDC, we consider the 
follow minor modifications should be included within policy SA39 which will resolve 
our outstanding soundness concerns that we have outlined within these 
representations:  

Suggested amendments to draft Policy SA39:  

There is an identified need for specialist accommodation for older people 
comprising at least 665 additional extra care units (Use Class C2) by 2030, of 
which at least 570 should be leasehold. The Housing and Economic Needs 
Assessment Addendum (August 2016) identified forecast demand for care 
homes (Use Class C2) at 2031 as 2,442 bedspaces. The Council will support 
proposals that will contribute to meeting these types of specialist 
accommodation.  
 
Proposals for specialist accommodation for older people and care homes will 
be supported where:  
 
 a) It is allocated for such use within the District Plan, Site Allocations  
 DPD or Neighbourhood Plan; or  
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 b) It forms part of a strategic allocation; or  
  
 c) It is located within the Built-Up Area Boundary as defined on the  
 Policies Map; or  
 

d) Where the site is outside the Built Up Area, it is contiguous with the 
Built Up Area Boundary as defined on the Policies Map and the 
development is demonstrated to be sustainable, including by 
reference to the settlement hierarchy (policy DP4).  
 

 d) the site is well related to existing development, with appropriate 
access to, or provision of, services and facilities either on or off site, 
to meet the needs of residents/staff and which contribute to the 
wider economy and the proposal seeks to reduce the reliance on the 
private car, having regard to the use proposed.  

 All proposals should be accompanied by a Travel Plan which sets out how the 
proposal would seek to limit the need to travel and how it offers a genuine 
choice of transport modes, recognising that opportunities to maximise 
sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas. 

In all circumstances, the site must be accessible by foot or public transport to 
local shops, services, community facilities and the wider public transport 
network. Proposals must demonstrate how reliance on the private car will be 
reduced and be accompanied by a Travel Plan which sets out how the 
proposal would seek to limit the need to travel and how it offers a genuine 
choice of transport modes, recognising that opportunities to maximise 
sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas.  
   

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix 1: Turley Assessment of Sites included 
within Topic Paper 4: Older Person 
Accommodation  
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