
 

 

NUTHURST PARISH COUNCIL 
Minutes of the Parish Council Planning Meeting,  
 held on Wednesday 18th July 2018 at 7.30pm 
Mannings Heath Village Hall, Mannings Heath 

 
 

Present: Cllr V Court (Chairman)  Cllr O Hydes (OBE) 
  Cllr J Assassi   Cllr J Mercer 
  Cllr J Chaytor   Cllr T Nelson 
  Cllr G Dixon   Cllr S Turner 
  Cllr A Gaffney  
       
        
Fourteen members of the public attended the meeting. 
 
2707/18 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE were received from Cllr F Boulter and Cllr J McClean. 
 
2807/18 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST none.  
 
2907/18 PUBLIC FORUM  
Mr K Barnes explained that the Cricket Club have been advised by the Consulting Engineer that there  
is a risk of `heave’ with the approved plans. The foundations have since been redesigned and  
DC/18/1378 is for a `block and beam’ design. The Cricket Club are very close to raising the full  
amount for the new pavilion and if planning permission is granted the building work will commence.  
 
3007/18 PLANNING APPLICATIONS  

DC/18/1336 

06/07/2018 

RESOLVED 

Construction of a 60m x 30m sand school / dressage arena. 

Lead Barn, Polecat Lane, Copsale 

To raise no objection to the application, however, the Parish Council request 

that there is a condition restricting the use of the sand school / dressage 

arena for personal use only. 

DC/18/1378 

05/07/2018 

 

 

 

RESOLVED 

Removal of condition 1 to previously permitted application DC/16/2806 

(Proposed demolition of cricket pavilion and construction of new pavilion 

with associated works and machinery store). Amendments sought to 

approved arboricultural statement to facilitate revised foundation design. 

Nuthurst Cricket Club, Golding Lane, Mannings Heath 

To raise no objection to the application. 

DC/18/1421 

11/07/2018 

 

 

RESOLVED 

Erection of single storey side extensions to the West and North elevations 

and a first-floor extension to the East elevation. Installation of dormer 

windows to West, North and South elevations and roof alterations. 

17 Heath Close, Mannings Heath 

In principal the Parish Council do not have any objection to an extension at 

the property, but they do have concerns about the enlargement of the 

footprint and request for the officer to give this matter consideration. 

DC/18/1443 

11/07/2018 

 

RESOLVED 

Fell 2 x Ash, 1 x Scots Pine, 1 x Silver Birch Surgery 3 x Ash, 3 x Oak, 1 x 

Scots Pine, 1 x Sycamore, 1 x Leyland Cypress. 

Saddlers Farm, Greens Lane, Golding Lane, Mannings Heath 

The Parish Council strongly opposes this application for the following 
reasons: 
The field and its surrounding boundary of trees and bushes is designated as part of 
the High Weald’s Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). As such, it performs 
several important functions in the Parish. 

1. The field permits the free passage of many species of wildlife from one 
location to another to forage for food and find mates in order to reproduce. 

2. The field has retained its rural qualities over very many decades. Its 
boundary is composed of a wide variety of bushes and trees which support 
nesting birds, insects such as damselflies, reptiles such as grass snakes, 
bats, and small animals such as voles and rabbits. Significantly, the field 



 

 

and its boundary are being used this year for the first time by a pair of 
buzzards raising a family. This rural site and the life it supports is therefore 
a visual and ecological asset to the Parish. 

3. The trees proposed for surgery and felling are part of this rich tapestry of a 
rural landscape. Like in any rural area, the trees and bushes are not all 
100% perfect specimens. It would bqe unrealistic to expect them to be so. 
Even the dead trees lying on the ground perform a function by gradually 
decaying and providing shelter and food for insects such as beetles. They 
should be left in situ, just as the Woodland Trust would recommend. 

4. The retention of the two ash trees that show no signs of ash die-back is 
important when the countryside is losing so many ash trees to the 
disease.  Both the ash trees marked for felling are huge, visually significant 
trees that have stood for decades and would do so for many more decades 
if left to their own natural devices. It would be totally wrong to remove them 
when there is no sign of ash die-back. 

5. It should be noted that the Schedule of Trees submitted by the owner of 
Saddlers Farm categorises ash tree 5 as only “possibly” failing with a “low” 
risk factor. Ash tree 11 is similarly categorised as only “possibly” failing with 
a “low” or “none” risk factor. These are simply not sufficient justifications for 
removing these two trees and therefore they should be retained. 

Conclusion 
This field with its surrounding hedges and trees in the AONB has been part of the 
Parish’s visual landscape for decades. Additionally, the site performs important 
wildlife functions. As such, it is an asset to the Parish. Its trees are at various stages 
in their own growth histories and should be left undisturbed to complete their natural 
cycle. They do no harm to anyone, or anything.  
Therefore, the Parish Council strongly opposes any attempt to interfere with any of 

these trees either by means of surgery or by their removal and urges HDC to refuse 

this application. 

 
3107/18 PLANNING UPDATES 
i) DC/17/2294 Dun Horse - Erection of a dwelling 

The Parish Council recently considered the erection of a dwelling on the site, with no 
provision for parking or a garage. The applicant has since submitted a Parking Survey which 
has identified 196 parking spaces in close proximity to the proposed dwelling.  
RESOLVED to submit the following observations on the Parking Survey to HDC.  
 
The Parish Council continues to object strongly to this planning application. The 
technical note does not change the Parish Council’s views because the report is very 
flawed with a totally invalid conclusion. In fact, it strengthens the case for refusal of 
this planning application for the following reasons. 
1. The subject of the report is confusing in paragraph 1.1 as it refers to the redevelopment of 

“a redundant public house to residential accommodation”. This is not a good start. The 

Parish Council assumes, however, that the report relates to the proposed house in the 

side garden of the Dun Horse Inn DC/17/2294 because that is what HDC required from 

Patagonia Properties. 

2. Reeves Transport Planning chose to use the Lambeth Methodology for their assessment 

of parking provision. Lambeth is a central London Borough where residents mostly live in 

flats and terraces with no garages or driveways and must therefore rely on street parking. 

This methodology is totally inappropriate for a semi-rural parish where residents, almost 

without exception, live in houses that have garages and driveways and have no need to 

use street parking. This Lambeth methodology therefore should not have been used. 

3. Importantly, the report does not address the parking provision required by either West 

Sussex County Council, or Horsham District Council or Nuthurst Parish Council.  

    This is a serious omission. The report should have noted that:  
(i) A house of this size should have on-site parking provision for two cars plus 

visitors’ cars in accordance with West Sussex County Council’s Guidance for 

Parking in New Residential Developments, September 2012. 



 

 

(ii) Horsham District Council’s Planning Framework in Policy 41.2 states “Adequate 

parking facilities must be provided within developments to meet the anticipated 

needs of users. 

(iii) Nuthurst Parish Council’s Neighbourhood Plan in Policy 10iii requires that 

residential development proposals should “include adequate off-street parking so 

as to minimize the need for on-street parking”. 

(iv) Nuthurst Parish Council’s Parish Design Statement in Sections 1(a) and 2.6 

require houses to have at least one garage and a drive capable of taking at least 

one car. 

4. Reeves Transport Planning do not even quantify the potential total parking demand 

emanating from the proposed and approved developments by Patagonia Properties at 

this specific location. These include: the proposed house in the side garden of the Dun 

Horse Inn (DC/17/2294); the refurbishment of a commercial property (the Dun Horse Inn 

– approved under DC/17/2293) requiring parking for staff, customers and delivery 

vehicles; and for the 2 flats above the Inn. There is no allocated parking for any of these 

uses. Providing figures only for the potential supply for parking is not acceptable. 

    Without any notion of parking demand, it is not possible for Reeves Transport    
    Planning to proceed to any conclusion as to whether or not there is adequate  
    potential street parking available.  

5. It was unacceptable for Reeves Transport Planning to conduct a survey between 01:05 

and 02:40 on 5 July 2018. At this time, residents would have their vehicles parked either 

in their garages or on their driveways whilst, in all likelihood, in bed. The Dun Horse Inn 

would be closed at this time to customers and deliveries. Consequently, there would be 

little traffic movement and little need for parking. 

    The timing of the parking survey was totally inappropriate for a location that has no      
    similarities whatsoever with the London Borough of Lambeth. 

6. Reeves Transport Planning apparently located a supply of 196 potential parking places. 

 Brighton Road. Here Reeves Transport Planning noted 48 potential parking places   
 are on the north side of the A281 Brighton Road and a further 48 are on the south  
 side of the same stretch of the A281. This makes a total of 96 cars potentially  
 parked either side of a major road that links Horsham with the south coast but that  
 only has two lanes. Additionally, it is a bus route serving several bus companies, is  
 a regular/frequent lorry route, has a speeding problem despite a 40mph limit and a  
 petrol station that causes traffic to enter/exit the site directly onto the A281. For  
 obvious safety reasons there should not be any parking whatsoever on the A 281  
 Brighton Road. Frankly, the Parish Council finds this a ridiculous suggestion and  
 one that would probably be completely unacceptable to the Police. 
 Pound Lane. Here, Reeves Transport Planning note a potential 54 parking places.   
 This is a narrow lane that forms a junction with the A281 and is known locally as   
 hazardous. It has a considerable and narrow bend at one point, quickly followed by   
 a blind summit. It is the main route into the centre of the village of Mannings Heath  
 for buses, heavy goods delivery vehicles and refuse collection lorries.  In the  
 Parish Council’s view, this lane is also an unsafe and unsuitable location for any  
 parking.  
 Whytings (note, mis-spelt by Reeves Transport Planning) Here, Reeves Transport   
 Planning note 46 potential parking spaces. The Parish Council also finds this  
 unacceptable causing safety hazards for residents backing out of their  
 garages/drives and hazardous for those parking their vehicles since there is no  
 continuous pavement along Pound Lane linking the Whytings with the Dun Horse  
 Inn, the flats above it and the proposed house in its side garden. 
 
 In the Parish Council’s view, none of the parking supply noted in the report by  
 Reeves Transport Planning is safe and acceptable.  
 
CONCLUSION 
The Parish Council concludes that this report from Reeves Transport Planning is so flawed 
as to be a totally invalid piece of work. It should be ignored completely and HDC should 
rely, as an absolute minimum, on: 



 

 

• West Sussex guidance for at least 2 parking places and space for visitors cars for 

this proposed house DC/17/2294; 

• Policy 41.2 in its own Horsham District Policy Framework;  

• Nuthurst Parish Council’s Neighbourhood Plan, Policy 10 iii; and 

• Nuthurst Parish Council’s Parish Design Statement Section 1(a) and 2.6 

     Furthermore, that HDC should go further than the absolute minimum parking  
     required for the proposed house and pay attention to the total potential parking    
     need created by Patagonia Properties at this site with its three elements: namely the  
     parking needs of a new, proposed house; the parking needs of customers, staff and  
    deliveries to the refurbished Dun Horse Inn; and the parking needs of residents of  
    the two flats above the Inn, for whom no parking provision has been made. This  
    proposed house DC/17/2294 adds to the already existing hazards at the very  
    dangerous junction of Pound Lane with the A281) and it is only local residents’  
    knowledge of these hazards that prevents this being reflected in accident figures.  
 
    The Parish Council has already objected to the proposed house DC/17/2294 primarily  
    on the grounds of over-development of such a small site, but now reinforces that  
    objection even more strongly with respect to the highly inadequate immediate 
    parking provision for all three elements of Patagonia Properties developments,  
    which frankly there is no resolution.  
 
    The Parish Council sees no alternative but for Horsham District Council to refuse  
     DC/17/2294 on the grounds of over-development, but equally strongly on a lack of  
     parking/garaging provision and the effects on local road safety. 
 
     Therefore, the Parish Council strongly urges HDC to refuse this planning  
     application on the following grounds, namely it contravenes:  

• Policy 10 of the NP and policy 33 of the HDPF because the overdevelopment 

(scale and massing) do not reflect the architectural and historic character and scale 

of the surrounding buildings; 

• Policy 10iii of the NP, section 2.6 of the PDS and policy 41.2 of the HDPF because 

there is no parking/garaging provision within the site. 

• Policy 40, item 9 of the HDPF because of the unsafe entrance/egress directly onto 

the highway (Pound Lane) for pedestrians and for wheelie bins. 

• Policy 10ii of the NP and section 1(a) of the PDS because of the lack of adequate 

amenity space, particularly virtually no front garden. 

ii) EN/17/0062 Millers Mead Crossover 
 The appellant has appealed against the Enforcement Notice to remove the crossover and 
 the appeal has been accepted by the Planning Inspectorate. There is no information available 
 on either HDC’s or the Planning Inspectorates website re the reason for appeal.   
 RESOLVED to contact HDC and request further information on the `reason for appeal’.  
  
3207/18 MINOR MATTERS RAISED BY COUNCILLORS TO BE REFERRED TO ON THE NEXT AGENDA 

none. 

 
The meeting closed at 8.05pm 

 


