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1. Consultation and community engagement

The PPNP Steering Group has consulted closely with the local community, landowners,
their agents, relevant statutory bodies and neighbouring parishes during the course of the
PPNP preparation process, through direct communication and consultation, regular open
Steering Group meetings, open consultation information events and community surveys.

The PPNP Steering Group organised several consultation events for the Parish community,
to inform the development of the Plan, which were well attended. These were:

First consultation drop-in 29 April 2014

Second consultation drop-in 16 September 2014

First landowners/sponsors meeting 6 January 2015

Second landowners/sponsors meeting 3 March 2015

The Steering Group also organised a number of open consultation and information events
where residents and interested parties could view and discuss the proposed sites,
including two Regulation 14 consultations:

e Preferred sites drop-in event 15 September 2015
e 2016 Regulation 14 consultation
e 2017 Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation.

In addition, minutes from meetings, with associated documents, were published on the
Parish Council website, together with all relevant documentation arising from the
development of the plan.

Regular artficles were also published in the Parish Magazine, which is delivered monthly to
every household in the parish.
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2. First consultation drop-in

The first consultation event was a drop-in on 29 April 2014 to launch the Neighbourhood
Plan process to residents and gauge their views on the implications of the minimum
housing numbers required by LDC.

The event was held in the village hall from 3.00pm to 7.30pm to allow as many people as
possible to visit. A number of displays were created around six main themes and residents
were invited to write comments on post-it notes and attach them to the displays. A total
of 168 comments were contributed by 108 residents.

The displays covered six main themes (numbers in brackets denote numbers of responses):

1. Village identity:

what makes Plumpton special? (15 responses)

why do we live here? (24)

how do we feel about living here? (23)

what would we like for the future of Plumpton? (71)
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2. Housing; (118)

3. Transport; (84)

4. Business; (28)

5. Leisure; (58)

6. Wildlife and public spaces. (31)

A further 85 comments related to other, associated matters.

Many people left responses to more than one question, so the numbers and percentages
should be interpreted as indicating a balance of opinion, rather than absolute numbers.

Results
The full data can be found at appendix 1 (page 32).
1: Village identity

Overall, of 172 comments relating to village identity (What makes Plumpton special? Why
do we live here?), 40% mentioned ‘quiet, peaceful green landscape; 3% said ‘safe’; 31%
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said ‘character/community’; 18% said ‘facilities/location’, and 8% said ‘dark skies'. Many
people used terms like ‘love’ and ‘belonging’ and ‘home’; one even talked about being
‘married’ to the village. Plumpton people clearly feel very strongly about the village and
its qualities, and the most important were countryside views and a strong sense of
community.

2: Housing

A total of 118 post-it notes were left on this topic. Overall, the majority (81%) said that some
development was acceptable, but with conditions; 19% were totally against any
development. The conditions can be summarised as follows: sites should be small and
spread evenly around the village (38%); brownfield sites should be used wherever possible
and open countryside, views and wildlife protected (25%), and affordable housing should
be incorporated (31%) to provide housing for young families and young people (33%) and
older residents (28%).

Some concerns were expressed about infrastructure. Of 44 post-it notes, the need for gas
and the cost of oil were the most common concerns (30%), followed by the lack of good
broadband provision (27%) (this has subsequently improved). Other concerns included
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water (20%), electricity (14%), facilities (11%), and 16% specified the need for eco-friendly
alternatives.

3: Transport

A wide range of concerns were raised about transport issues, some in direct conflict with
each other. Of 120 comments, the most common issue was the need for more parking
space (33%); a further 20% wanted more control over parking and 18% specifically
mentioned parking at the station; 19% wanted more speed limits, and 10% didn't; 19%
were concerned about accidents; 14% wanted greener transport; 13% wanted more
frains/bus services, and 11% mentioned the shop.

4: Business

There was a lot of support for local businesses and ideas for improving the economic
activity of the village through tourism (cafe and cycle hire) in order to capitalise on the
links to the South Downs National Park. Overall, of 28 responses, 64% were in favour of
some development and change, and 36% preferred to maintain the status quo.
Infrastructure again emerged as a concern, and space, broadband and utilities were all
mentioned. Some people said they didn't want Plumpton to become a ‘dormitory’
village, with only commuters living here.

5: Leisure activities

Of the 82 comments about maintaining and developing leisure activities, 17% wanted
better broadband access and utilities; 19% wanted more fitness activities; 16% wanted
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more facilities and activities for young people, and 17% for older people; 34% wanted
more access to green spaces; 12% wanted more support for clubs and societies, and 26%
said there should be better use of/improved village facilities (village hall green and the
sports pavilion) generally.

6: Natural spaces and wildlife

We asked people about what matters most to them in relation to natural spaces and
wildlife. An overwhelming 90% of responses favoured conservation in some form as a
village priority. The maijority (39%) said they wanted to preserve wildlife, and 39%
specifically expressed concerns about the effects of housing development; 29% wanted
to preserve natural spaces; 26% wanted to establish nature reserves; 16% were concerned
to preserve trees and hedges, and 6% specified that any developments should be carbon
neutral. Two responses in particular highlighted a need to avoid overly managed open
spaces, with an emphasis on natural, as opposed to ‘green’.

7: Other matters

We asked a final open question about matters other than housing that concerned people
in the village. Issues involving transport stood out as the most important (49%). with schools
second (18%). Other concerns included infrastructure (6%), families (8%), older people
(8%), businesses (4%), village GP (5%), and clubs and pubs (5%).
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Conclusion

Broadly, what mattered most to residents was the rural nature of the parish, its green
surroundings and tranquillity, and its strong community spirit and character.

The majority agreed that some new housing was necessary, but with the following
caveats: any new housing should be clustered in small sites, on brownfield sites where
available (38% support); it should include affordable housing for older and younger
people (31%); and views and green spaces should be protected (25%).

Residents supported encouraging and developing existing and new businesses within the
parish and improving the economic activity of the village through tourism (e.g. cafe and
cycle hire) in order to capitalise on its proximity to the South Downs National Park.

Infrastructure adequacy was a concern, and loss of space and poor broadband
connectivity and ufilities were all mentioned. Some commented that they didn't want
Plumpton to become a ‘dormitory’, with only commuters living in the parish.

Transport and parking were also of concern: 33% of these comments wanted more
parking provision, and specifically parking at the railway station (18%). Lower speed limits
in and around the parish were mentioned in 19% of comments (although 10% did not
want reduced speed limits), and 14% wanted more encouragement for green transport.
Better train and bus services were requested by 11% in total.

Asked about access to leisure activities, residents favoured preservation of green spaces
(34%), followed by better use of and improvements to existing village facilities (26%).

On wildlife issues and preserving wildlife habitats, 39% of comments concerned the
potential negative impact of new housing, and 39% said the protection of wildlife should
be a priority. An overwhelming 90% of responses favoured conservation of wildlife in
general, and also of frees and hedges and natural public space.
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3. Second consultation drop-in

The second consultation event took place on 16 September 2014 and was again an open
drop-in, from 3.00pm to 8.00pm at the village hall. A total of 109 residents attended, of
whom 43 had also been to the first consultation event. We thus reached in total 174
residents over the two events.

We again used display boards and tables to invite residents to comment on the following
questions:

¢ What would we like for the future? (85 responses)
¢ What do we like about Plumpton and Plumpton Green now? (92)

The following key topic areas were presented and residents’ comments were invited on
potential strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (responses are in brackets):

e economy and local business (23)
e environment (27)

e fransport (24)

e housing (46)

e heritage (20).
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Results
The full breakdown of responses can be found at appendix one (page 43).

The answers mostly echoed those in the first consultation event, although more people
(58%) expressed concern about the prospect of housing development than felt more
positively towards it (42%). The positive responses highlighted opportunities to invest in
infrastructure and transport links, including pavements, as well as community life such as
clubs and sports.

The most comments in relation to the future could be clustered under the themes of
‘retain natural countryside and wildlife’ (22%) and ‘retain character of the village' (21%).
Some 15% of comments supported ‘small, discreet, affordable development’.

Asked what they liked about Plumpton parish now, again the majority (64%) of comments
referred to its quiet/peace and landscape and its strength of community (41%).

On housing, the greatest number of comments related to the threats posed by any
development: to the countryside, from flood risks, from increased road traffic and parking
problems, and from damage to the village's rural character. There was also concern
about maintaining public confidence if an existing covenant preventing development on
one site was not honoured. Residents feared that existing services and infrastructure would
not be able to sustain additional housing (19 responses). Opportunities identified included
affordable housing for young and old, the opportunity to develop nature reserves, and
improvements to flood defences (30 comments).
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Overall, the event confirmed the conclusions from the previous consultation.

1. Sites should be small and spread evenly around the village.

2. Brownfield sites should be used wherever possible and open countryside, views and
wildlife protected.

3. Affordable housing should be incorporated to provide housing for young families,
young people who want to remain in the village and older residents who may wish
to move on from larger homes.
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4. First landowners/sponsors meeting

The next public meeting was an evening event on 6 January 2015 at the village hall,
where we invited local landowners and/or their agents to present their housing
development proposals to the PPNP Steering Group.

More than 100 village residents attended. There were six formal presentations:
e |and south of Riddens Lane;
e |and north of Wells Close;

¢ Fallbrook, Plumpton Lane (subsequently discounted as outside the development
areq);

e |and at Little Inholmes Farm;
e |and behind the school, North Barnes Lane;

e |and to the rear of Oakfield, Station Road.

PPNP consultation and engagement
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In addition, proposals for three sites for which no development plans had yet been
prepared were informally presented to the PPNP Steering Group after the main meeting
closed:

e |and to the north of the Old Police House, Station Road,;
e |and at Inholms Farm, Station Road,;

e |and south of Inholms Farm, Station Road.
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5. Second landowners/sponsors meeting

A second meeting with further owners/agents of land potentially available for
development was organised on 3 March 2015. Parish residents were again invited to
attend, and 110 came.

Proposals for development of a further six potential areas were presented:
e Clebe land and the Rectory, Station Road;
e land fo the north of The Old Police House, Station Road;
e land at Inholms Farm, Station Road;
e land at Nolands Farm, off Station Road:;
e |and east of Plumpton Lane, south of the railway line;

e |and south of Inholms Farm, Station Road.
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Again, members of the PPNP Steering Group and parish residents were invited to ask
questions and offer comments. These further sites were taken forward for detailed
consideration by the PPNP Steering Group.
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6. Resident questionnaire

In January 2015, the PPNP Steering Group distributed a questionnaire to all parish
households. The questionnaires could be returned to a central collection site at the village
shop or were collected personally, door to door, by PPNP Steering Group members. In
total, 632 questionnaires were distributed and 358 returned — a 57% response rate.

Results

The questionnaire sought residents’ views on where and what kind of housing
development they would prefer, and what aspects of village life they wanted the
Neighbourhood Plan to conserve and enhance. The summary findings were as follows (the
complete raw data are available on request from the PPNP SG).

1. Village layout — Parishioners were asked: ‘Plumpton can be described as a Scarpfoot or
linear parish, being long and narrow and having developed from the foot of the Downs.
Would you:

a. Prefer to maintain this characteristic with any development on a north-south
axise Yes/No

b. Prefer to see the shape of the village change and expand width-ways on an
east-west axis? Yes/no’

The majority (63%) of respondents preferred a). However, a sizeable minority (39%)
preferred b). The validity of this question was later challenged, as it is the case that
developments within the settlement of Plumpton Green in recent decades have
expanded the village widthways, not beyond the existing north and south planning
boundaries.

2. Development priorities — 45% of respondents supported development that would allow
people to work locally and that would encourage tourism in the village.

3. Village qualities — The vast majority (91%) of respondents wanted all valued aspects of
current village life preserved — e.q. its dark skies (no street lighting), clubs and sociefties,
bus/train services, post office and shop, school, sports pavilion and village hall. Additional
aspects to be preserved include the church (19%), pubs (13%) and railway crossing gates
(9%).

4. Quality of life — 95% of respondents said the countryside, footpaths and views of the
South Downs significantly contributed to quality of life, but there was no significant interest
in improving cycle access.
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5. Wildlife — 90% wanted wildlife and habitat conservation measures incorporated into
new developments.

6. Open spaces — The three most valued open spaces were: the playing field (22%); the
South Downs (18%); and the network of footpaths (18%).

7. Development size and timescale - 87% favoured development phased over a long
period of fime and limited to no more than 10-20 units per site.

8. Type of development — The majority (74%) of respondents wanted medium-size (3-bed)
units or a combination of small and medium-size units (81%); warden-assisted
accommodation (77%); and retirement homes (71%). Most respondents (80%) were
opposed to 4-5 bedroom homes and combinations of different-sized units that included 4-
5 bed homes (61%). They were also opposed to flats in small blocks (60%). Respondents
were ambivalent about including a care/nursing home, with 55% for and 45% against.

9. Community management - 68% supported a community-led approach to the
management of village assets, including housing developments.

10. Business/employment — 69% wanted more business and employment opportunities.
The employment most people wanted to see develop locally was agriculture, followed by
frades, leisure, tourism, business support and retail. However, only 43% of respondents
overall supported the identification of land for business development; 57% opposed this.

11. Business benefits — local business owners wanted better public fransport, high speed
broadband, and more patronage from residents. Least important to them were more
parking provision, more housing, land for expansion and shared work/office space.

12. Roads and footpaths — 50% of respondents felt that local roads were poorly
maintained; 54% said local footpaths were well maintained. But 82% had no particular
view about cycle paths, and 84% thought the same about bridleways. Respondents were
divided on whether pavements were well maintained. Most people either had no
particular view (47%) about parking conditions or thought that parking areas were poorly
maintained (41%).

13. Parking — 55% of respondents did not want parking charges at the station and 68% did
not want parking charges at the playing field; 28% supported parking charges at the
station and 18% at the playing field, and 16% had no particular view.

14. Renewable/sustainable energy - 56% had no particular view about sustainable energy
or felt it wasn't important; 44% supported more use of sustainable energy by the
community.
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6.1 Young people’s questionnaire

The questionnaire included a young people’s section, 65 of which were returned. Their
responses are summarised below.

1. What do you most like about living here? Mostly, the young people liked living in the
countryside, the fields and the parish's proximity to the South Downs (33%); the friendliness
of the community (29%); the playground and playing fields (17%); and the peace and
quiet (17%).

2. What do you like least about living here? The largest number (?) said there was nothing
or not enough to do; six said there was not enough transport; six had concerns about
speeding fraffic or dangerous roads; four were worried about development; four wanted
playground facilities for older children.

3. Will anything stop you from setting up home in Plumpton when you grow up? Nine were
concerned about high house prices/high rent; eight didn't want to stay in a small village;
seven wouldn't want to stay if the village got too big; five said they wouldn't be able to
find employment locally and three said they would move if new housing was built in the
‘wrong place’.

4. Bus services. Only 13 said they used the local bus services, either to get to school or to
go to Lewes or Haywards Heath. Five said they would use the service more often if it was
more frequent and on time.

5. Events for young people. Respondents suggested a range of activities: a drama club;
social activities for older children/teenagers; a cycling club; gymnastics; music; and
swimming. They welcomed the new Youth Club (now closed), but wanted it to meet more
frequently.

6. Facilities for young people. Respondents suggested a swimming pool, better provision
for teenagers at the playing fields, including a covered/sheltered area where they could
hang out, and a roller-skating rink.

7. Cycling and walking. Several said they were put off walking or cycling more by the
speeding fraffic, the poor surface condition of the roads and pavements, the lack of
pedestrian walkways along Plumpton Lane and north up to the Plough public house, and
the lack of cycle paths.
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7. Preferred sites drop-in event

A final village consultation event took place on 15 September 2015 from 3.00pm to
7.00pm to present to the village the preferred sites that the PPNP Steering Group proposed
to include in the draft PPNP. In total, approximately 154 residents visited the display.

The event presented:
e details of all the sites put forward for consideration for inclusion in the PPNP;

¢ how each was assessed on a range of objective measures of suitability,
achievability, availability and acceptability;

¢ which sites were recommended for inclusion by the PPNP Steering Group; and the
number of houses allocated to each site.

The selected sites at this time were:
e |and south of Riddens Lane (16 units);

e |and north of Wells Close (6 units);
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e |and to the north of The Old Police House, Station Road (12 units);
e |and south of Inholms Farm, Station Road (12 units);

¢ land south of the railway, east of Plumpton Lane (12 units, plus provision for station
parking).

These sites would deliver 58 housing units, slightly above the minimum 50 required by LDC.
The rejected sites were:

e Church Glebe land and the Rectory, Station Road;

Nolands Farm, off Station Road;

e |and at Inholms Farm, Station Road;

e |and at Littfle Inholmes Farm;

e |and behind the school, North Barnes Lane;

e |and to the rear of Oakfield, Station Road.
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8. 2016 Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation

Prior to completion of the draft plan a further potential housing site at Plumpton
Racecourse (for 19 units) came forward, which also offered the additional benefit of car
parking for railway station users. The Racecourse proposed that the development was
important for the future economic survival of the Racecourse. As the Plan had a policy on
supporting the sustainability and growth of the racecourse, it was felt this site should be
considered and a site assessment was carried out. This proved posifive and the site was
allocated in the pre- submission plan, and the Riddens Lane site moved to a reserve site.

The statutory six-week Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation on the draft plan began
on 9 May 2016 and ended on 28 June 2016. There were public consultation events on 18
May and 12 June where members of the Steering Group were available to answer
questions and receive feedback.

In addition to individual responses from 127 parishioners, the consultation generated six
responses from statutory bodies, the most significant being that from LDC. LDC's response
made clear that it regarded some of the sites in the draft plan as less sustainable than
others included in the LDC Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment
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(SHELAA). Sites deemed suitable, achievable and available could still be given planning
permission, even if not included in the PPNP or in Lewes District Local Plan. A concern to
the PPNP Steering Group was that, if chosen sites were less sustainable in the eyes of LDC,
then their inclusion in the PPNP would be less defensible, and raise the likelihood that
other, more sustainable sites might successfully apply for planning permission in addition to
the NP allocation.

LDC further adyvised in its response its opinion, based on its own assessment processes, that
sites east of Station Road were the most suitable and sustainable.

In addition, the Regulation 14 consultation resulted in a number of responses challenging
the principle established in the 2015 resident questionnaire of ‘maintaining’ the parish’s
‘characteristic Scarpfoot parish linear development’. While the parish itself is indeed linear,
the Plumpton Green seftlement long ago ceased to develop along those lines, and has in
recent years developed only to the east and west. Linear development also contravenes
established best-practice planning principles that discourage ribbon development and
rural sprawl. In this respect, the questionnaire was misleading, as option b) did not
represent change in principle, as this had been the prevailing planning policy for many
decades, and reflects LDC's preference for sites to the east of Station Road as most

suitable and sustainable.
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Following the consultation, the landowners withdrew the site south-east of the railway and
the racecourse site, retained initially, remained undeliverable, because safe pedestrian
access could not be provided at the railway crossing, and was subsequently replaced in
the final allocation by Riddens Lane, the previous reserve site.

For all these reasons, it was decided to review the site allocations and submit a revised
draft plan for Regulation 14 consultation.
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9. 2017 Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation

The production of a revised draft plan in 2017 necessitated further Regulation 14 pre-
submission consultation events, which took place on 19 June 2017 from 7-10 pm and on 16
July 2017 from 11am- 4pm. Both events again took the form of open drop-ins, at the sports
pavilion and the village hall. A total of 68 residents attended the two events.

The consultation ran from 19 June 2017 to 31 July 2017. All relevant documents were made
available on the parish council website and in printed form at the two public events, with
printed copies of the new draft plan publicly available at the station, the post office, the

vilage hall, the church annex and at the Fountain and the Plough Inns.

In total, 48 individual responses were received from residents, 7 from statutory bodies and
10 from landowners/developers. A summary of the residents’ responses and how the SG
responded to them can be found at appendix 1 (page 72). The full responses are
available from the PPNP SG on request.

Of the residents, 18 did not support the plan, 24 supported the plan and é either did not
give an answer or said they would support the plan if one of the policies changed. Most

respondents who supported the plan did not have any further comment to make.
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Criticism from residents focused on seven particular issues (the full response sheets and the

response from the SG are available on request):

Site at Racecourse 11 comments
Riddens Lane site (access) 8 comments
Density of sites 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 7 comments
Proximity of sites to existing housing/screening 3 comments
Threat to historic centre around Church 4 comments
Inadequacy of infrastructure (sewerage) 3 comments
Parking at station/traffic congestion 4 comments
Prefer other sites (north/south; Nolands) 8 comments

26 PPNP consultation and engagement



The Steering Group responded to these concerns in an open letter in the Parish Magazine,

as follows:

1. Why can’t we put a cap on the numbers of houses?
Unfortunately, neighbourhood plans cannot dictate a maximum number of houses
that can be built.

2. Why has the plan exceeded the 50 demanded by Lewes District Council?
This was always a minimum number, and LDC has told us that they may still have
a shortfall in the total number of houses they are expected by the government fo
build in the planning period. Therefore, LDC is advising parishes preparing a
neighbourhood plan to allocate housing above their minimum to ensure that the
minimum requirement is fulfilled and protect us, if additional housing is needed,
from speculative development outside the plan.

3. The sewage infrastructure is inadequate to cope with the exira housing.
Planning laws require that no development can be granted planning
permission without the necessary infrastructure capacity in place. We are

continuing to raise these concerns with Southern Water.
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[NB. Subsequent to this, the PPNP was modified to further protect this site by
routing access to site 6.3 via 6.4).

10. The three sites together, at Wells Close, the Glebe and Oakfield, exceed the

residents’ expressed wishes to have distinct, smaller developments.
Only two sites have a common boundary (the Glebe and Oakfield), and the Plan
policies include the requirement that the developments should be separated by
landscape buffers. The three sites will not be developed at the same time.

11. The racecourse site would give a precedent to further possible development on

the site.
We recognise residents’ concerns about this site. We also recognise the
importance of supporting the survival of the racecourse. Unless the access
problem is resolved, this site cannot go forward as the plan cannot recommend a

site that is not deliverable.

Copies of the draft pre-submission plan were sent to 19 statutory bodies (listed below),

and comments received from 7 (available from PPNP SG on request):

LDC

SDNPA

ESCC

Wivelsfield Parish Council
Chailey Parish Council

East Chiltington Parish Council
Falmer Parish Council

Streat Parish Council

The Coal Authority

Homes and Communities Agency
Natural England

The Environment Agency
Historic England

Network Rail

Highways Agency

Southern Water

South East Water

Plumpton Racecourse
Plumpton College

Comments in the main related to correcting errors of fact and statutory obligations, and
reinforcing mitigation to historic and wildlife threats (the full responses and how the SG

responded to them are available on request from PPNP SG).

The Neighbourhood Plan was modified in response to this feedback, and finalised for

submission tfo Lewes District Council.
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PPNP Consultation and Engagement
Appendix 1

Consultations with residents, land sponsors
and statutory bodies






Consultation 1: drop-in event 29 April 2014

Raw data

Following is a breakdown of the themes in the questions. This process involved

a) Reviewing the post-it notes under each section and defining five key themes that
emerged.

b) Counting the number of post-it notes relating to each theme

c) Where comments related to more than one theme, a tick was placed under all
three headings.

d) After these initial themes were analysed, more clarity was found by grouping
them together under overall thematic headings.

e) Within these ‘master’ themes, the percentage of people defining the kind of
change were recalculated as a percentage of the overall people within the overall
thematic headings, rather than as a percentage of all the post-it notes in that
section.

The raw data are detailed below.

Yesto Noto
change change 0
Need to do all we can to help local businesses thrive — good
fransport, good broadband, small offices — otherwise village
could become a commuter village 1 1

Fibre-optic broadband please 1 1
We need super-fast broadband - urgent 1 1
Faster broadband would encourage more businesses to

locate in the village 1 1

No mention here about infrastructure. Before we worry about
business development, need to ensure living here is pleasant
and basic facilities — water, sewerage, power — are adequate.
They are not now.

Will we be getting a sewer upgrade? Present one is Victorian
Electricity supply? — currently insufficient & overloaded
Sewage will need to be addressed

Is anybody looking into public services —i.e. sewers cannot
cope with excess rainfall now. Increase in tfraffic movements

_
_

...be nice to have a hub/small office space to work in
Plumpton 1 1
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The shop is essential — internet shopping cannot satisfy all daily

needs 1 1
Business that is relevant to the village should be encouraged,

but outsiders should be limited — No more business parks! 1

Support for the local pubs ]
Extra houses will disrupt the infrastructure of village 1
Need grants for new tourism businesses, i.e. cafe & cycle hire ]

Support some limited business development, possibly office

space to avoid risk of being a ghost village during the daytime 1
Use local businesses — but no industrial or business

development 1 1
Local shop excellent. Support local businesses / fraders when

can 1
Reinstate Winning Post (pub, now converted into housing) 1
Medical services for larger population ]
Exhibition in the village for all the local businesses 1
Invest in tourism — but make sure it doesn't overrule our rural

character 1 1
We should encourage businesses to support local buildings in

return for some advertising space 1 1
Let's focus on tidying up and making the most of being smaill.

Those who want more facilities can move to a fown 1 1

Is building more and more closely to each other creating

stresses within neighbourhoods and to life in general. Bear this
in mind, please 1 1

A footpath like that in Westmeston that is walkable in winter to
get to The Downs safely — family friendly — to attract more
walkers to the village 1 1

Local businesses should be encouraged, both by
development of small-scale industrial units and also by
providing affordable rented houses for tradespeople 1 1

Let’s reinforce our village / rural identity in a positive way — e.g.

by reinforcing links to National Park (and associated tourist

opportunities), farmers’ market etc. and shape business /

housing developments around that identity 1 1

Total 28 responses 18 10
Percentage of respondents in agreement 64% 36%

Below is the summary data for the different questions and themes.
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Display 1: Village identity

e What makes Plumpton special?

Quiet, peaceful, [Safe [Character/ [Facilities / Dark skies Strong
green community [location emotion
landscape mentioned

Total 15 11 0 7 1 0 5

comments

(some post-it

notes with

mulfiple

comments)

percentage 73% 0% |47% 7% 0% 33%

e Why do we live here?

Quiet, peaceful [Safe Character/ |Facilities/ [Dark skies Strong
green community [location emotion
landscape mentioned

Total 24 16 2 14 4 2 5

comments

(some post-it

notes with

mulfiple

comments)

percentage 67% 8% 58% 17% 8% 21%

¢ How do we feel about living here?

Quiet, peaceful [Safe [Character/ [Facilities / Dark skies Strong
green community [location emotion
landscape mentioned

Total 23 14 2 8 2 2 11

comments

(some post-its

with multiple

comments)

Percentage 61% 9%  135% 9% 9% 48%

The first three questions provoked very similar responses. Overall, there was a strong

weighting towards a) the rural look aspect of the village, its greenery and tranquillity

and; b) the sense of community and character.

Many people used terms like ‘love’ and ‘belonging’ and ‘home’. One resident even

wrote about feeling ‘married to the village!’ That strength of emotion also emerged
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as a theme, even when it was not specifically requested. Our parish residents feel

very strongly about the village and its qualities, the most important being

countryside views and a strong sense of community.

e What would we like for the future of Plumpton?

Quiet, peaceful [Safe Character/ Facilities / Dark skies
green landscape community location

Total 24 16 2 14 4 2

comments (some

post-it notes with

mulfiple

comments)

percentage 67% 8% 58% 17% 8%

An overall summary of the post it notes in this whole section, led to the following

summary:

Quiet, peaceful
green landscape

Safe

Character/
community

Facilities /
location

Dark skies

Overall re: village
identity 172
comments (some
post-it notes with
multiple
comments

68

54

31

13

Percentage of
posts it
mentioning each
topic

40%

3%

31%

18%

8%

Display 2: Housing

This topic prompted a mix of responses to potential development. The majority of

people agreed that some development was acceptable, but had reservations.

No

No to
specific
sites

Yes, if
infrastruc
fure

Yes, if
brownfield

/ green
protected

used / views

Yes, if Yes, if Yes, if
smaller affordable [climate
Sites housing sustainable
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Total 118 14 14 9 30 45 36 7
comments
(some post-it
notes with
multiple
comments)

percentage |12% 12% 8% 25% 38% 31% 6%

Overall, the balance of views about development was as follows.

No one responded that development should happen without conditions. Of those
that agreed to development with conditions, there was a theme of resignation — *as
we have to’ was one example of these comments. The conditions were mainly as
follows:

1. Sites should be small and spread evenly around the village, to include sites
north and south as well as east and west. There was only one response that
conflicted this.

2. Brownfield sites should be used wherever possible and open countryside,
views and wildlife protected.

3. Affordable housing should be incorporated to allow housing for young
families, young people who want to remain in the village and our older
neighbours who may be struggling to maintain larger homes.

Points 1 and 2 may well be linked — the need for smaller developments may come
from a wish to retain the parish’s rural character. Of the people who indicated that
they didn't want development at all, five comments specifically referred to Section
106 covenants in place on certain fields in the village. Infrastructure concerns are
expanded on the next page.

A number of residents felt new, affordable housing would be acceptable for
particular age groups: 33% supported new homes for families/young people, and
28% for older people.

Sub-topic: Infrastucture

The infrastructure concerns were collated from all the boards, since they came
under housing, other matters, business and fransport. Presented below are the range
of topics raised as needing attention as part of any village development.
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Wifi Water Electricity Eco-friendly [Facilities Gas
alternatives |(shop,
pavilion)

Total 44 12 9 6 7 5 13
responses,
collated from
various
display
boards
Percentage [27% 20% 14% 16% 1% 30%

The need for gas, and the cost of oil, was most prevalent, followed by poor
broadband connectivity.

The balance of specific issues presented here relates to the concerns highlighted in
the housing section, where infrastructure investment was a condition of
development.

Display 3: Business

The following themes emerged from comments on businesses and business
opportunities within the parish.

Broad- Utilities Business  [Business Tourism Create Support for
band premises |[premises investment |business local
needed discourage advertising |businesses
d opps

Total 28 4 5 4 4 4 2 10

responses

Percentage |[14% 18% 14% 14% 14% 7% 36%

of

respondents

in agreement

Residents were very supportive of local businesses and shared ideas for improving
the economic activity of the village through tourism (cafe and cycle hire) in order to
capitalise on the links to the South Downs National Park. Infrastructure once again
emerged as a concern, and space, broadband and utilities were all mentioned.
Some residents said they didn’t want Plumpton to become a ‘dormitory status’, with
only commuters living here.

Overall, the balance of post-it notes recommending some development and
changes was nearly twice as many as those wanting to maintain the status quo.
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Yes to change No to change
Total 28 responses 18 10
Percentage of 64% 36%
respondents in
agreement

Display 4: Transport

Residents raised a wide range of concerns about transport issues, some in direct
conflict with each other.

More [Noto [More Control |[More |[Shop ([Train Accident [Encourage
speed [speed |[parking [parking [trains/ jan parking |concern |greener
limits limits [space buses [issue |anissue fransport
Total 83 16 7 12 13 3 3 3 10 7
responses
Percentage |19% 8% 14% 16% 10% 4% 10% 12% 8%

Many felt that extra speed limits were necessary, such as extending the 40-mph limit
throughout the parish, in the areas outside the two settlements. However some felt
this was unnecessary and were particularly opposed to the introduction of a 20-mph
zone within Plumpton Green.

Again, many people commented on transport on other display boards, as
summarised below:

More [Noto [More Control |[More |[Shop ([Train Accident [Encourage
speed [speed |[parking [parking [trains/ jan parking |concern |greener
limits limits [space buses [issue |anissue fransport
Total 37 0 1 15 4 3 6 7 6 5
responses
Percentage |0% 3% 41% 1% 8% 16% 19% 16% 14%

A grand total, combining the comments in total but calculating the percentage
from the largest sample size (due to the likelihood that people will have raised their
points in more than one display point) is as follows:

More [Noto [More Control |[More |[Shop ([Train Accident [Encourage
speed [speed |[parking [parking [trains/ jan parking |concern |greener
limits limits [space buses [issue |anissue fransport
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Grand totals|16 3 27 17 11 9 15 16 12
fransport

Percentage |19% 10% 33% 20% 13% 1% 18% 19% 14%

The same weight and balance of opinion across the issues emerged in all three
analyses, with parking, including around the station, being the main concern.

Display 5: Leisure activities

The following themes emerged in residents’ views about maintaining and
developing leisure activities:

*  Broadband access and ufilities

*  Provision of fitness activities

. Provision specifically for children and teenagers
J Provision specifically for older people

* Access to green spaces

. Support for clubs and societies

. Improved use of village facilities such as the village hall green and the

pavilion.
Wifi & Fitness Young Older Access to [Support Better use
utilities activities |people people green clubs of /improve
spaces societies |village
facilities
Total 10 11 9 10 20 7 15
percentage |17% 19% 16% 17% 34% 12% 26%

Display 5: Public spaces and wildlife

Residents were invited to note their priorities and thoughts about public spaces and
wildlife in the parish. The following themes emerged:

Preserve |Preserve |Nature Carbon Trees and |Concern |Total in favour
wildlife natural reserve neutral hedges about of
spaces housing conservation
as a village
priority
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Totals (out off12 9 fe} 2 5 12 28
31responses)
Percentage [39% 29% 26% 6% 16% 39% 70%

The vast majority (90%) of responses favoured conservation, of some form, as a
parish priority, which dovetails with the perception of Plumpton Parish as a rural

community. Of these, some referred particularly to the wildlife, others to tfrees and

hedges, and others to the need for ‘natural’ public space. Two responses in
particular highlighted a need to avoid overly managed open spaces and the
emphasis was on natural, as opposed to ‘green’ (this word wasn't used at all).

Display é: Other matters

Residents were asked an open question about matters, other than housing, that
concerned them in the parish. The themes emerging from the post-it note responses

were as follows:

Infrastructure [Transport [School [Families |Older Businesses |village |Clubs
people GP and
needed [pubs
Total 78 5 38 14 6 6 3 4 4
responses
Percentage |6% 49% 18% 8% 8% 4% 5% 5%

Issues involving fransport were the most important, followed by the school. Many

residents were concerned about a fall in educational standards at the school in

recent years, but were also hopeful that things were improving. The transport

concerns and ideas were migrated to the transport section, as above.
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The PLUMPTON PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

Letter from the Chairman, Plumpton Parish Council

29 April 2014

Dear Plumpton residents,

Those of you who came along to the village hall on Tuesday really showed your
interest and support for the neighbourhood plan process which Plumpton has just
started. | hope that you now have an understanding of what that process is and how
the end product is to be shaped by the opinions of the many, not just the few.

The village has a history of involvement of its residents and some five years ago the
village action plan showed that to its best with a response rate of 82% to the
questionnaire. Under the very clear guidance of Tom Hawthorne, Carole Nicholson
and a small central team - a very large group of volunteers was able to make the
vision a reality - look at what that delivered in terms of the ongoing benefits for the
village.

The Neighbourhood Plan puts that sort of involvement at a new level of legal
standing and in terms of land use, can offer a real way to influence what happens
"on the ground".

To achieve that, we need to be very focused and inclusive so expect to see lots of
information coming your way. This is a totally transparent process for all to see,
participate in and help to deliver.

The working group and Parish Council, both of which | am honoured to lead at this
time, urge you to be part of this exciting opportunity.

With kind regards
Paul Nicholson
Chairman, Plumpton Parish Council & Neighbourhood Plan Working Group

paul.nicholson@plumptonpc.co.uk

YOUR PARISH ......... YOUR FUTURE
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PLUMPTON
NEIGHBOURHOOD
PLAN

PUBLIC
MEETING

Tuesday 16 September
3.00pm to 8.00pm
Village Hall

Drop in any time from 3.00pm
to 8.00pm to meet the Steering
Group, discuss the findings from
the consultation event in April,
see how the Plan is progressing,
and find out how you can get
involved.

YOUR VILLAGE — YOUR FUTURE
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Consultation 2: Drop-in event 16 September 2014
Detailed breakdown

Using display boards and tables, we invited residents to answer the following
questions (number of responses in brackets):

*  What would we like for the future? (85 responses)
*  What do we like about Plumpton and Plumpton Green now?e (92)

The following key topic areas were presented and commented on for strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and risks.

. Economy and Local Business (23)
. Environment (27)

e Transport (24)

. Housing (46)

. Heritage (20)

The numbers in brackets refer to the number of post-it notes that were left on each
display board and table. Many people left responses to more than one question,
and some responses had to be re-allocated because they were not relevant to the
question (i.e. refurbishing the Pit Stop in the Housing section). For this reason, the
numbers and percentages should be interpreted as qualitative themes, indicating
the balance of opinion, as opposed to absolute numbers.

The following is a breakdown of the themes in the questions. This process involved:

a) Reviewing the post-it notes under each section and defining around 5 key
themes that emerged;

b) Counting the number of post-it notes that adhered to each theme;

c) Some post-its fell under more than one theme, for example one post-it note said:
‘Housing should consider fields, smaller sites and the needs of residents,” and a tick
was placed under all three headings;
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d) After these initial themes were analysed, more clarity was found by grouping
them together - for example, ‘opposed to change’ vs ‘encouraging change’;

e) Within these ‘master’ themes, the percentage of people defining the kind of
change were recounted as a percentage of the overall people within the master
theme, rather than as a percentage of all post-it in that section;

Results
Display 1: What would we like for the future?

We had 85 responses that fell into the following categories:

Local groups and facilities (13 15%
Retain natural countryside [19 22%
and wildlife

Retain dark skies 10 12%
Small discreet affordable |13 15%

development

No development 2 2%

Transport & infrastructure |10 12%

problems solved

Retain character of village (18 21%

Of these responses, just over half (58%) seemed wary about the role of development
in the village and just under half (42%) seemed to expect a positive contribution. This
is less in favour of development than the previous consultation in April, which found
36% of responses against change.

The positive responses highlighted opportunities to invest in infrastructure and
tfransport links, including pavements, as well as community life such as clubs and
sports.

Five people commented that they wanted the station gates to stay. However, this is
a matter for the Southern Rail Network and does not fall within the confrol of the
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Neighbourhood Plan. Since this consultation, the gates have been replaced with
modern barriers.

In the previous consultation in April, the following responses were collected:

Quiet, peaceful [Safe Character/ Facilities / Dark skies
green landscape community location

Total 24 16 2 14 4 2

comments (some

post-its with

multiple

comments)

Percentage 67% 8% 58% 17% 8%

This shows that the same themes are broadly in place and that there is now more
focus on what housing development could do for us. There is a significant concern
about the damage to ‘rural character’, ‘green fields’ and ‘dark skies’, which has
remained consistently high in the minds of villagers.

Display 2: What do we like about Plumpton/Plumpton Green now?

We had 92 responses to this question and they fell into the following categories:

Quiet/peace & landscape |59 64%
Safe 3 3%
Community 38 41%
Facilities & location 17 18%
Dark skies 4 4%
Love the village just asitis |12 13%

Below is a similar question from the April consultation, fo show the consistency of
answers: How do we feel about living here?
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Quiet, peaceful |Safe [Character/ Facilities / Dark skies
green landscape community location

Total 23 14 2 3 2 2

comments (some

post-its with

multiple

comments)

Percentage 61% 9% 35% 9% 9%

The answers again are consistently referring to the rural location and the need to
retain the vilage character and countryside. 13% of people in the September
consultation asked that the village didn’t change at all, which is a higher proportion
than in April and may reflect the growing understanding that development sites are
being proposed and will be actioned.

Display 3: Local economy and business

We had 23 responses to this theme in the fullest category, as some people only
responded to one category.

Strengths Rail links

(9 responses) The skills and frades in village
Facilities

Weaknesses Broadband capacity

(23 responses) Parking

Local businesses struggling
Poor public fransport
Lack of amenities

Opportunities Business development (e.g. tourism)
(20 responses) Improved transport and pathways
Community collaboration

Threats Multi-national companies (e.g. Tesco)
(1 response)

Residents had slightly contradictory opinions within this theme, as some considered
the facilities and transport links to be excellent, when related to trains, the shop and
local tradesmen. Others identified a lack, related to buses, broadband and
road/walking travel.

(The broadband issue will hopefully be resolved soon as is not a feature of the
Neighbourhood Plan.)

This theme elicited the same approach to development as above — that
development could contribute to village improvements to road and infrastructure.
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The response rates above demonstrate that there is a weight of positive thinking

tfowards the impact of development on the local economy and business.

Display 4: Environment

We had 27 responses to this theme in the fullest category, as some people only

responded to one category.

(6 responses)

Strengths (16 Unspoilt countryside and wildlife
responses) Dark skies

Footpath network and leaflets
Weaknesses Lack of wild flowers

Lack of bee keepers
Lack of pavements and signpost

Opportunities
(15 responses)

To consider wildlife in development
To improve flood defences

Threats
(27 responses)

Any development is a threat

Wildlife and countryside are in jeopardy
Privacy and damage to existing property
Flooding

On balance, residents seemed to think that development of the village would be,

on balance, a threat to the environment and likely to cause damage. However,
some people did suggest that development projects could be done

sympatheftically.

Display 5: Transport

We had 24 responses to this theme in the fullest category, as some people only

responded to one category.

Strengths
(9 responses)

Railway
Buses
Car sharing

Weaknesses
(24 responses)

Parking (availability and danger of bad parking)
Junctions and speeding issues

Lack of buses

Lack of late night trains

Opportunities
(9 responses)

Limit speed Improve parking
Cycle routes
Creating pavements

Threats
(15 responses)

Increasing bottlenecks at Half Moon and Plough Junctions
Increased parking
Increased speeding
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Residents considered, on balance, there to be significant weaknesses in the
fransport system for Plumpton / Plumpton Green. This needs to be accounted forin
significant development plans, which at the moment are seen as more of a threat
than an opportunity.

Display é: Housing

We had 46 responses to this theme in the fullest category, as some people only
responded to one category.

Strengths Visually attractive
(8 responses) Good spread of housing
Rural community
Weaknesses Services and infrastructure insufficient for large developments
(19 responses) Flooding risk
Opportunities Affordable housing for young families and older people
(30 responses) Develop local nature reserves

Improve flooding

Threats Risk of damaging public trust if covenants not honoured
(46 responses) Countryside and wildlife damage
Flooding risk

Traffic and parking
Risk to village character

Residents seemed to perceived a greater threat than opportunity from housing
development and this has polarised since the April consultation, again potentially
due to the reality now being apparent (the developer’s leaflets, for example,
showing potential sites).

The following summary from the last event still stands:

1. Sites should be small and spread evenly around the village, to include sites
north and south as well as east and west. There was only one response that
conflicted this.

2. Brownfield sites should be used wherever possible and open countryside,
views and wildlife protected.

3. Affordable housing should be incorporated to allow housing for young
families, young people who want to remain in the village and our older
neighbours who may be struggling to maintain larger homes.
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4. In April, five people mentioned the covenants and in the September

consultation 7 people directly referred to the covenant.

Display 7: Heritage

Strengths Historic landscape
Beautiful countryside
Well connected foofpaths
Racecourse
Church
Amenities
Saying hello and smiling is part of the way of life
Has always been somewhere where people get involved and volunteer
People talk to each other and say x 2
Safe place for children to grow up
Beautiful location
Community feel
Opportunities Village walking groups
More on af racecourse
Park and ride scheme
Community involvement from pub find out who owns pit stop
Pit stop chance to promote Plumpton at south downs
Getting people to work together re parking village walking groups
More on af racecourse
Park and ride scheme (x2)
Community involvement from pub leaflet on how to use defib (x3)
Weaknesses No bonfire society
No plumpton signage on B2116
No village carnivals anymore
Pit stop in terrible condition
Pit stop in poor repair
Pit stop looks dangerous
Not enough flowers
Threats Old Plumpton not part of village
Risk to landscape and wildlife
Pocket park risks natural habitat
Light pollution
Surburban dormitory feel
Threat to walking from reduced access to fields and loss of countryside
Loss of historic landscape and network of hedges etc
Dilution of family-friendly feel
Beautiful location — no over development of natural habitats
Community feel
Analysis

In the April 2014 analysis, an overwhelming 90% of responses favoured conservation,

of some form, as a village priority, which dovetails with the indications from the
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Village Identity board of Plumpton as a rural community. Of these, some referred
particularly to the wildlife, others to frees and hedges and others to the need for
natural public space. Two responses in particular highlighted a need to avoid overly
managed open spaces and the emphasis was on natural, as opposed to just
‘green’, which wasn't mentioned at all.

The same sentiments are expressed in the current set of responses, which have
raised significant concerns about the possibility of damage to the environment that
development may bring. While a large number of people are positive about the
opportunities that development can bring in terms of affordable housing and
contributions to infrastructure, the needs of the wildlife and landscape must be
addressed in the Neighbourhood Plan.
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Plumpton Parish

Neighbourhood

On )

Plan

We had an amazing turnout for our consultation
meeting in September on the Neighbourhood Plan.
So far a total of 174 residents have contributed their
views about what makes Plumpton a special place to
live and what kinds of development you want that
would sustain Plumpton as a thriving rural community.

http://www.lewes.gov.uk/Files/plan_CS_Submission.pdf

www.lewes.gov.uk/corestrategyexamination

www.plumptonpc.co.uk

Sarah.jeffers@plumptonpc.co.uk/
01444 441 302

Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group November 2014
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Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan

27 November 2014

Dear land sponsor

Ref: Site in Plumpton Parish

Thank you for responding to the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (“PPNP”) “call
for sites” exercise earlier this year. The next stage in producing the PPNP is to invite you,
as the owner or agent (the “land sponsor”) to explain how the site you proposed could
be developed.

We are holding a meeting on 6 January 2015 in the Plumpton Green Village Hall
between 18.00 and 22.00 and anfticipate each of the land sponsors will explain their
sites to the PPNP Steering Group in a short presentation with questions to follow. The
meeting will be attended by members of the public who will also be given a short time
in which to ask questions. You are invited to be present during the whole meeting to
hear the other presentations if you wish but you are free to leave after your own
presentation.

Your presentation must be in Powerpoint format on a memory stick and equipment
will be available for your use. We ask you to bring 6 hard copies of the presentation
to the meeting as well. Please ensure that your presentation will last no longer than10
minutes and there will be 5 minutes allocated to PPNPSG and public questions.

The minimum content requirements for your presentation are:
Location address, grid reference
Location map
Site size in hectares
Current use of the land proposed
Planning history of the site
Proposed property numbers by type (detached, terrace etc)
Number of affordable homes including ownership structure
Access including vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle
Parking arrangements
Utilities and infrastructure requirements
Environment including flood risk control, contaminated and other land
considerations

Your presentation will only be able to refer briefly to the issues above; your written
presentation should cover these points in detail.
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Following the meeting, the PPNPSG will review and assess each presentation against
specific criteria designed to meet the needs of the parish in the period to 2030. We
will send you an overview of the objectives of the PPNP as soon as possible which will
help guide you towards those criteria.

Each Land Sponsor will be contacted following this review with the results of the
assessment.

Should you need any further guidance in any matter referred to above please
contact Paul Nicholson.

Please complete the attached Land Sponsor Acceptance Form and return it to the
Parish Clerk by 19 December 2014. This will ensure tfimings can be set and the logistics
co-ordinated for the meeting.

The PPNPSG would like to thank you for your interest in the future of Plumpton and it
looks forward to hearing your presentation.

Yours faithfully

Paul Nicholson

Chairman, Plumpton Parish Council & Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
paul.nicholson@plumptonpc.co.uk

01273891725

www.plumptonpc.co.uk

www.plumptonpc.co.uk/neighbourhoodplan
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Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan

Land Sponsor Presentation
Tuesday 6™ January 2015 18.00 — 22.00
Plumpton Green Village Hall, 1 Westgate, Plumpton Green BN7 3BQ
LAND SPONSOR PRESENTATION ACCEPTANCE FORM

| am able/not able to present to the Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group (“PPNPSG").

Ko alele) Y als SN ale 100 1=

Yo e[ (=1 T

Y e =] 0} B gl 0 01 PPN
(@feTaaloTe] o) A aTe] o a1 N

Yo e [ (=1 R

N (Ko o le (=1 R

The PPNPSG will provide lap top, projector and screen for the presentation. Please
bring your presentation on a memory stick.

Return this form by 19 December 2014 preferably by e-mail to the Parish Clerk as
below.

Sarah Jeffers

Parish Clerk

8 Heasewood

Bolnore Village, Haywards Heath
West Sussex RH16 4TJ
sarah.jeffers@plumptonpc.co.uk
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Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan

LAND SPONSORS MEETING
6 January 2015 18.00

Sponsor not
present

Farm

AGENDA
ltem  [Sponsor Agent Site Time
Introduction by Steering Group Chairman 18.00
1 Mr Kenyon and Mr Parker Dann Land south of Riddens 18.10
Maxwell-Gumbleton Lane
2 Mr and Mrs Avery Weald Designs  |Land to north east of 18.30
Wells Close
3 Mr and Mrs Bowden - Fallorook, Plumpton Lane [18.50
4 Glenbeigh Barton Willmore |Land at Little Inholmes 19.10
Developments Ltd Farm
5 Mr Awberry c/o Mr JJ Hatfield and  |Land to the rear of 19.30
Davis Co Ltd Plumpton Primary School,
North Barns Lane
6 Cala Homes Paul White Land to rear of Oakfield, ({19.50
East of Station Road
Break
7 Mr MaclLaren Written Drews Farm, Plumpton 20.25
presentation Lane
8 Mr and Mrs Walker SG discussion. Inholmes Farm 20.35
Sponsor not
present
9 Mr Guy Thomas SG discussion with|6 Acres east of Station 20.45
/Emma Innes- Sponsor Road (N of Old Police
Whitehouse House)
10 Sir E Cazalet SG discussion. Land adjoining Inholmes [21.00

Round up and close 21.15
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THE PLUMPTON PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN SURVEY JANUARY 2015

Form number (office use only)

x
*

Please complete this survey to help shape the future of our Parish
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Dear Resident

The preparation of Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan (PPNP) was launched in spring
2014 with the setfting up of a Steering Group, comprising parish councillors and
parishioners, under the remit of the Parish Council. The PPNP will give residents of the Parish
influence over the development of housing, facilities, business, green spaces and the like
in the period to 2030. The PPNP will be integrated intfo the planning approval process by,
Lewes DC and all development applications will be assessed against the criteria set out in
the PPNP.

The aim is to bring the draft PPNP to the Parish to vote in a referendum sometime in the
second half of 2015 and there is much work to be done to achieve that tfimetable. This
survey is one part of that work and your help in completing it is essential to the PPNP’s
SUCCess.

Two public consultation events have been held in the Village Hall during 2014 and the
feedback from those has helped shape the vision for the future of the Parish.

This survey gives you the chance to express your views. Please complete it on behalf of
your household, and if you have young adults or younger children (under 17s) then please
get them to complete the separate Young Person’s Survey at the back of the main survey.

You can copy that one page and let your children complete one each.
All surveys are being collected from each household during the week 19 - 23 January 2015.
Please either leave your completed survey safely for collection in your porch (out of the

rain please) or have it handy when the doorbell rings.

Keep up to date with the PPNP by visiting www.plumptonpc.co.uk/neighbourhoodplan
Remember this is:

“Your Parish......... Your Future”.
January 2015

The Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group

Every completed survey collected by the deadline of 23 January 2015 will
be entered into a raffle draw. There are two prizes of £50 vouchers to be
won. Entry into the raffle is conditional on you providing your contact details
on the last page of this survey.
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Section 1: Heritage and Infrastructure

This topic is concerned with our attitude to the shaping of the future of our Parish
both in physical structure and in our personal relationship with our community

1. Plumpton can be described as a Scarpfoot or linear parish, being long and narrow
and having developed from the foot of the Downs. Would you:

Answer yes or no Yes No
Prefer to maintain this characteristic with any

development on a north-south axis¢

Prefer to see the shape of the village change and

expand widthways on an east west axise

2. How would you wish to see the Parish develop?

Please indicate your preferences in Agree No particular Disagree

relation to all of the following:

view

The Parish should grow in order to
encourage an increase in services such
as public transport, a doctor’s surgery,
mains gas, more shops etc.

The Parish should encourage residents to
live and work locally where possible e.g.
by encouraging potential employers to
set up business premises within the parish.

The Parish should encourage visitors by
promotion of tourist attractions such as
tea rooms, holiday cottages etc. and
events such as country fairs in order to
boost the local economy.

3. Which of the following aspects of our parish life would you like to see preserved?

Please indicate your preferences in
relation to all of the following:

Agree

No particular
view

Disagree

Absence of street lighting

Our clubs and societies

Bus services

Train services
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Post office and store

Pavilion

Village Hall

Primary school

Any others -please specify

4. In your view, what are the 3 most important aspects of our Parish’s heritage (the
order is not important)?

Section 2: Landscape and Biodiversity

We hope to find out whether the countryside and its wildlife is a significant feature of
why you live in Plumpton and how much you use it and to seek a mandate for ensuring
that developments cater for wildlife to the maximum.

5. How significantly do the following contribute to your quality of life in the Parish?

Please indicate your preferences in Very No particular Not
relation to all of the following: Significant view Significant

Local countryside and its wildlife

Footpath access to the countryside

Cycle access to the countryside

Views of the Downs

6. Would you like to see an emphasis on incorporating significant accommodation for
wildlife as a feature of new developments, including in the built structures? (for
example, design of garden area to allow free movement of wildlife, incorporation of
purpose-built bird nest boxes, creation of areas or features that compensate for
habitat lost in development.)

Yes No
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7. Which Local Open Space(s) do you particularly value? (this could be a field or
woodland that you and your family cherish or an area where you walk, cycle orride,
or an area you admire. It could be somewhere where your children play or that you
just value within the community. It could be as simple as a wide verge or an area
displaying wildflowers and wildlife.)

Please give specific address or location including grid reference if possible:

Section 3: Housing and development

During the period to 2030 Plumpton Green must accept a minimum of 50 new homes.
There is no way that this situation can be avoided. Through the PPNP the Parish Council
will gain the ability to have significant input as to the type of homes built, the format
of developments and where they are built.

The proposed Lewes District Council Core Strategy indicates that developments of
greater than 3 units must include some ‘affordable homes’ both rented and for shared
ownership. With developments of over 10 units, 40% must be affordable.

Your views on the best way to accommodate such development are vital to ensure
that the Parish develops in a way that is acceptable to the majority and satisfies
perceived needs.

8. Would you favour:

Yes No

All new home development being built in one
phase on a single site?

Development phased over a period with, say
10-20 or lower homes being erected at a time?
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9. What type(s) of homes do you consider appropriate to be developed?

Please indicate your preferences in relation to Yes No
all of the following:

a. Small units with 1 or 2 bedrooms

b. Medium units with 2 or 3 bedrooms

c. Larger homes with 4 to 5 bedrooms

d. Warden assisted accommodation

e. Combination of a (small units) & b (medium
units)

f. Combination of a (small units), b (medium
unifs) & c (larger homes)

g. Should the homes include flats in small
blocks?

h. Would ‘retirement homes' be desirable?

i. Do you think a care/nursing home would be
an asset if commercially viable?

The PPNP also offers the opportunity to determine how housing and other community
assets such as community centres, pubs and shops could be delivered and managed
in such a way so as to ensure long term community benefit. For example, land may
be protected which ensures that the housing or other assets developed on it will be
for the benefit of the community in perpetuity.

10. Would you support a community led approach to the delivery and management
of housing and other community assets in the PPNP?

Yes No Don’'t
know

If you would like to know more about community led housing and asset management
then please contact the clerk for further information.
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Section 4: Business and Employment

The Parish hosts a number of businesses owned and/or run by individuals right through
to large businesses such as the Racecourse and Plumpton College which have a
measurable impact on the economic activity in the Parish and beyond. How would
you like the business and employment opportunities in the Parish to develop?

11. Would you like to see more business and employment opportunities in the Parish?

Yes No

12. If Yes to Q11 above, what type of business/employment would you like to see?

Please tick all that apply:

Agriculture Retail Leisure
Tourism Business support Trades
services e.g.IT, legal,
finance

Ofther (please
state)

13. Would you support land being identified as part of the PPNP for future business
development?

Yes No

14. If you own or run a business in the Parish how important are the following
potential benefits from the PPNP?

Please indicate your preferences in relation Very No partficular Not
to all of the following: important view important

Increased parking

Better public tfransport

High speed broadband

More patronage from residents

More housing
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Land becoming available for expansion

Shared workspace/office space

Section 5: Transport and Access

A wide range of concerns was raised about tfransport and access issues in the public
consultation events. The issues raised were the need for more parking spaces,
particularly at the village shop and the railway station, more control over parking
generally, speed limits, additional fransport services and more environmentally

sensitive transport opportunities.

15. In your opinion, how well maintained and serviced are the following in the Parish:

Please indicate your preferences in relation
to all of the following:

Very well
maintained

No particular
view

Poorly
maintained

Roads and roadsides

Footpaths

Cycle paths

Bridleways

Pavements

Parking areas

16. How do you feel about intfroducing paid-for parking?

Agree

No particular
view

Disagree

At the station

At the playing field
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Section é: Sustainable energy

The Parish, individually or with others, could develop a range of sustainable energy
sources and providers. Although this can’t be included in the policies for the PPNP
due to its uncertain delivery, we would like to know how you feel about taking this

forward.

17. Please indicate how important developing these opportunities are to you:

Please indicate your preferences in relation
to all of the following:

Very
important

No parficular Not
view important

Currently, the Parish is reliant on energy
sources such as oil, LPG and electricity for its
energy and heating needs. Should
developers be required to conftribute to a
sustainable energy fund to pay for the
Parish to be connected to the national gas
network?

Should developers be required to investin a
sustainable energy fund to enable the
Parish to reduce its dependence on non-
sustainable energy sources and reduce
energy bills (i.e. through establishing a
community-owned solar energy park)?

Should developers be required to pay a
levy to offsite local renewable energy
sources to meet a minimum percentage of
predicted energy use of residential/non-
residential developments?e
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x
*

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY

Contact Details
(required in order to enter the raffle)

These details will be used solely for the purposes of the prize draw
associated with this survey and will not be passed on to any third-party
or used to associate your survey responses to you

Name

Address/Post Code

E-mail address

Contact phone number
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YOUNG PERSON'’S SURVEY
T:Howoldareyou? 6-80 9-11 0 12-13 0 14-150 16-17 O

2: Where do you live? Plumpton O Plumpton Green 0O

3: What do you like most about living 4: What do you like least about living
here? here?

5: Will anything stop you from setting up a home in Plumpton when you grow
up? Yes O No O

If yes, whatis ite

6: Do you use any bus service from within Plumpton?e Yes O No O
If Yes,
Which route(s)e Does the timetable meet Yes O No O

your needs?

What would make the
service bettere

7. Do you use the train from Plumpton? Yes O No O

8: Do you feel there are enough groups and events for young people in the Parish?2
Yes O No O

If no, what additional opportunities would you like to see?

PPNP consultation and engagement 66



9: Are the facilities within the Parish adequate for young people? Yes O No O

If no, what additional facilities would you like to see?

10: Do you regularly walk/run/cycle around Plumpton? Yes O No O

If yes, do you have any comments about the roads, bridleways, pavements and
footpathse

x
x

Thank you for completing this survey.
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PLUMPTON

€:) PARISH

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

CONSULTATION
OPEN EVENTS

The revised draft pre-submission

Plumpton Parish Neighbourhood Plan
has been published for consultation.
Come to the open events to find out what it
proposes for our village’s future:

e 21 June 7-9.30pm at the Pavilion
e 16th July 11am-4pm at the Village Hall

Copies are available online at
www.plumptonpc.co.uk/neighbourhood-plan
Hard copies can be read at the Half Moon,
Fountain and Plough, the Station, Village Hall,
Village Shop and Church Annexe

Your Parish — Your Future




PLUMPTON PARISH DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN RESPONSE FORM

Thank you for taking the time to feedback on the draft Neighbourhood Plan.

Some guidance notes to help you complete it in a way that will assist the Steering Group in finalising the document:

e  While the final referendum will only be open to registered voters, at this stage the Steering Group are keen to get the widest range of input. To achieve that, this form is
available to all individuals (i.e. not simply one per household), regardless of age, but only one form per individual will be accepted.

e Please note that anonymous forms cannot be considered and will therefore be ignored.

e |f you choose to feedback, then please complete Part A and Part B — while this exercise is primarily qualitative in that it seeks your views, it is also useful to take the
opportunity to gauge the overall support for the draft plan.

e Part Cis optional, but must be completed if you have indicated in Part B that there are specific policies you do not support — the Steering Group need to know why a
policy is not supported in order to consider any amendments to it.

e It would assist the Steering Group in collating responses if you would use the electronic version of the form, available from the Neighbourhood Plan website
(www.plumptonpc.co.uk/neighbourhood-plan/), and keep your comments constructive and as concise as possible. If you wish to make several comments on the
electronic form, please insert additional rows in Part C as required. For paper forms, simply use as many copies as required.

e The closing date for responses is 31 July 2017. Please return the form by one of the following methods: a) dropping into the box at Plumpton Post Office and Store, b)
by email to np@plumptonpc.co.uk, c) or by post to the Parish Clerk: Anita Emery, Plumpton Parish Council, EIm Cottage, Church Street, Hartfield TN7 4AG

PART A — Respondent details (must be completed)

Name:

Postcode:

Connection to Plumpton: Resident in Parish YES/NO
Business within Parish.........c.ccecvveereerserseennes YES/NO
Landowner of Land within Parish................. YES/NO

Other (e.g. a planning consultant or similar representing any of the above) — Please specify below

PART B — Summary of overall support
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Do you support the draft | Yes/No
plan? (Please delete the
answer that does not

apply)

If you answered ‘Yes’ to the above, then the Steering Group will presume you support all the policies within the plan, but if that is not the case, then you can indicate so
below. You are also free to add comments in Part C.

If you answered ‘No’, then the Steering Group need to know which policies you do not support (and why)? Please make that clear below (on the electronic form, simply
delete all the policies that you are happy with, to leave those you do not support. On the paper form, just indicate [e.g. by ticking, circling or similar] those policies that
you do not support). Then complete section C to provide the reason why you do not support that policy.

Policy 1: Spatial Plan for the Parish

Policy 2: New-Build Environment and Design
Policy 3: Associated Infrastructure

Policy 4: Provision of Adequate Parking

Policy 5: Landscape and Biodiversity

Policy 6: Sustainable Drainage and Wastewater Management
Policy 7: New Housing

Policy 8: Local Employment

Policy 9: Plumpton Village Centre

Policy 10: Plumpton College

Policy 11: Plumpton Racecourse

Policy 12: Community Facilities

Policy 13: Local Green Spaces and Open Spaces
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PART C — General

Comments on Page and/or Comment Suggested improvement
general sections of | paragraph

the documents number

Comments on Policy and/or Comment Suggested improvement

specific policies in page or
the draft plan paragraph
number

OUR VILLAGE — OUR COMMUNITY.

Help shape its future.
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Response to residents' consultation feedback - September 2017

The Parish Council would like to thank all residents who responded to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. In
raw numbers, there were more positive responses than negative and, as might be expected, the replies
expressed conflicting views on some elements of the plan. A lot of questions and concerns are already
addressed in the supporting documents, particularly the Strategic Environment Assessment and Site
Assessment reports, although it is understandable that not everyone has the time to wade through these.

First, it is worth restating that a neighbourhood plan can only guide the planning process. It does carry
some weight, but cannot override national planning policy, or local (Lewes District Council and East Sussex
County Council) strategic and planning policies.

Here, we'll try to answer some of the most common themes and concerns that came out of the consultation
process.

1. Why can’t we put a cap on the numbers of houses?
Unfortunately, neighbourhood plans cannot dictate a maximum number of houses that can be built.

2. Why has the plan exceeded the 50 demanded by Lewes District Council?

This was always a minimum number, and LDC has told us that they may still have a shortfall in the total
number of houses they are expected by the government to build in the planning period. Therefore, LDC is
advising parishes preparing a neighbourhood plan to allocate housing above their minimum to ensure that
the minimum requirement is fulfilled and protect us, if additional housing is needed, from speculative
development outside the plan.

3. The sewage infrastructure is inadequate to cope with the extra housing.
Planning laws require that no development can be granted planning permission without the necessary
infrastructure capacity in place. We are continuing to raise these concerns with Southern Water.

4. Why is there no policy for the school?
A neighbourhood plan does not have any powers over provision of school facilities. This is the remit of East
Sussex County Council and the education authorities.

5. The plan would mean removal of the Brighton Garage, yet it claims to support local businesses.

Some time ago the landowner of the site was granted planning permission for the demolition of the garage
building and the development of two homes to replace it. The plan supports viable businesses. The
premises are on a short-term lease, and can be terminated at short notice, so the business is not viable in
the long term. Residents have also expressed concern that it causes congestion on Station Road, as it has
no parking and cars waiting to be serviced are parked along Station Road.

6. The access to Riddens Lane onto Station Road is not safe to accommodate additional traffic.

The Parish Council acknowledges concerns about this junction but the overriding authority here is East
Sussex Highways, who have already given their approval to the proposed development. Therefore, we
cannot prevent development on these grounds.

7. Why is the Glebe included when it may not be available for five years?

This site may not be available for several years, but it will become available within the planning period (to
2030) and therefore it meets the criteria for availability. We do not expect all the sites to be developed at
once.

8. Why is the Nolands site excluded?

The Nolands site was assessed with the other sites in the revised development plan. The Parish Council
decided that the density of housing proposed for the site was unacceptable (45, according to the leaflet
delivered around the village), and that the 40 houses spread across the Glebe and Oakfield sites are at a
more acceptable density that is in keeping with the rural nature of our village. The developers of these sites
have agreed to a density far lower than is permitted by planning law, allowing much greater
accommodation of wildlife habitats and landscape features. Furthermore these sites will not be developed
at the same time, unlike Nolands.

7. How can the Rectory and Church environs be protected?

The plan already includes a policy to protect the Rectory. The Parish Council is in discussion with
developers to ensure any development proposals respect the environs of the Rectory and Church, which
are an important historical feature in the village.
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8. The three sites together, at Wells Close, the Glebe and Oakfield, exceed the residents’ expressed
wishes to have distinct, smaller developments.

Only two sites have a common boundary (the Glebe and Oakfield), and the Plan policies include the
requirement that the developments should be separated by landscape buffers. The three sites will not be
developed at the same time.

9. The racecourse site would give a precedent to further possible development on the site.

We recognise residents’ concerns about this site. We also recognise the importance of supporting the
survival of the racecourse. Unless the access problem is resolved, this site cannot go forward as the plan
cannot recommend a site that is not deliverable.
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PPNP Consultation and Engagement
Appendix 2

Publicity in Parish Magazine



Parish magazine December 2016
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Parish magazine February 2017
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Parish magazine March 2017
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Parish magazine April 2017
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Parish magazine April 2017/2

Site |

Wells Close/
Strawlands
12 units for
older people

Site 2
The Glebe
20 units

Site 3

Land behind
Oakfield

20 units

Site 4
Nolands Farm
50 units

Site 5
Land behind school
20 units

Site 6

The Racecourse
|9 units plus car
parking

Site 7
Riddens Lane
16 units

Site 8
Little Inholmes Farm
20 or 40 units

Site 9

Land below
Inholmes Farm
|2 units

Site 10

Land north of the
Old Police House
15-20 units

Map of sites
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Parish magazine June 2017
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Parish magazine July 2017
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Parish magazine September 2017
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4. Why is there no policy for the school?
A neighbourhood plan does not have any powers over provision of school
facilities. This is the remit of East Sussex County Council and the education
authorities.

5. The plan would mean removal of the Brighton Garage, yet it claims to support local

businesses.
Some time ago the landowner of the site was granted planning permission for the
demolition of the garage building and the development of two homes to replace
it. The plan supports viable businesses. The premises are on a short-term lease, and
can be terminated aft short notice, so the business is not viable in the long term.
Residents have also expressed concern that it causes congestion, as it has no
parking and cars waiting fo be serviced are parked along Station Road.

6. The access to Riddens Lane onto Station Road is not safe to accommodate additional

traffic.
The Parish Council acknowledges concerns about this junction but the
overriding authority here is East Sussex Highways, who have already given their
approval to the proposed development. Therefore, we cannot prevent
development on these grounds.

7. Why is the Glebe included when it may not be available for five years?
This site may not be available for several years, but it will become available within
the planning period (to 2030) and therefore it meets the criteria for availability.
We do not expect all the sites to be developed at once.

8. Why is the Nolands site excluded?
The Nolands site was assessed with the other sites in the revised development
plan. The Parish Council decided that the density of housing proposed for the site
was unacceptable (45, according to the leaflet delivered around the village),
and that the 40 houses spread across the Glebe and Oakfield sites are at a more
acceptable density that is in keeping with the rural nature of our village. The
developers of these sites have agreed to a density far lower than is permitted by
planning law, allowing much greater accommodation of wildlife habitats and
landscape features. Furthermore, these sites will not be developed at the same
fime, unlike Nolands.

9. How can the Rectory and Church environs be protected?
The plan already includes a policy to protect the Rectory. The Parish Council is in
discussion with developers to ensure development proposals respect the

environs of the Rectory and Church, as important historical features.
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