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The NPPF is a fairly radical document and has deleted many, if not all the previous 

planning documents that provided the basis for the proposals and considerations in 

the draft CS produced by the council, and under examination by the current inquiry.  
Whilst the NPPF still may have the same basic policies as deleted PPS etc it's aim is 

to allow local people to control their local areas via their locally elected councillors, 
i.e. localism.  There is little or no details to the national policies and no prescription 

on the details require in policies.  This means that each local council can and no 
doubt will have either greater or lesser requirement in the details polices they enact 

in their LDF for the same general policy in the NPPF.    Thus the problem now is to 
know what policies this council might want to enact due to the NPPF.  Its almost as 

it we are being asked before the council sets out its policies, as no doubt had the 
council been producing the CS under the NPPF from the start the CS document 

under consideration now would be quite different from the one on the table now. 
 

The point of the Localism Act and NPPF is to allow locals to get more involved and 
have a better say in planning policy and decisions.  This is confirmed in the opening 

comment with the NPPF written by Greg Clarke MP.   However the whilst the LDF 

process bought in by the last government was supposed to simplify things it has 
actually vastly  complicated them with all the studies and background information 

required to be researched and provided, such that it is now virtually impossible for 
the ordinary working man to be able to follow all this and read it all and have a full 

knowledge of what it going on, so as to make valid points when the occasion arises.  
It appears to the writer that the whole process is now completely the preserve of 

the professional planning people regardless of the NPPF, who are paid to do it as 
their employed role in life.  No one else has got a hope.  There are supposedly 

130,000 residents in WDC, how many actually comment on any of this individually?  
Not many it would seem. 

 
Since the writer is not only in full time work but also a 60 to 70 hour a week farmer 

trying to do this comment on this issue with full research and knowledge of all 
relevant matters is impossible, so only limited and brief comments are made. 

 

The whole CS document. 
 

It appears to the writer that many of the of the CS policies are made form the now 
deleted PPG's, PPS's and circulars etc, particularly PPS1, PPS3, PPS 12,  that have 

now been deleted such that the whole plan as currently written is in question.  
Ultimately what is the point of enacting a plan that will be immediately challenged 

in the High Court or at appeals if it has not been sufficiently changed to comply 
with the NPPF.   

 
Ideally it seems  that WDC should have been given time to re write the CS to 

comply with NPPF before the locals were consulted on it, as suggestion now may be 
negated by any changes WDC may be already considering or enacting already to 

planning policy.   
 

Presumably the council have been asked to submit changes as well as? 
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Either way all references in the CS to deleted polices, and all polices made from the 
deleted polices need removing or altering.  this is beyond the ability of the write to 

detail, but hopefully the professional planners will be doing this, and or the CS 
Inquiry need to be reopened to consider all the required changes. 

 
WS2, SP03 and MM4, MM8 

 

In his interim report of 5th March the Inspector has changed the housing levels 
proposed by WDC by increasing the total provision, and reducing the timescale of 

the period by 3 years, thus making the yearly figures increase from 400 to 450.  
This  is wholly based on the starting point that the figures must relate back to the 

South East Regional Plan.  However this plan may have already been deleted as 
part of the introduction of the NPPF and or Localism Act, or will shortly be so.  Thus 

it seems completely wrong to base a plan that on something that is no longer 
applicable or will be well gone by the time the CS is formally adopted/approved. 

 
More importantly this has been changed  by the NPPF,  issued 3 weeks after the 

Inspectors interim report.  Paras 158 and 159 of the NPPF state that it is up to LA 
to determine the housing needs in their area by SHMA and SHALL.  There is no 

reference to levels pre set by other old plans, and PPS 1, PPS3 and PPS12 have 
been deleted along with many other PPG's, PPS's and circulars etc, which may have 

been relevant in January at the LI, but are now gone. 

 
Thus it would appear that the councils earlier SHMA showed a need for 16800 

dwellings.  But the NPPF also requires planning to be joined up, so any proposals 
must have of provide sufficient infrastructure, employment land, leisure land etc.  

Thus what the level of housing should be to  comply with the NPPF is a matter that 
should be considered under reopened inquiry once all parties have been able to 

submit detailed evidence. 
 

Clearly WDC say their is insufficient infrastructure for more than 400 dwellings a 
year.  However under NPPF should they not come up with a plan to provide all that 

is necessary to meet the housing need and not use its current lack as an excuse to 
limit housing numbers ?   

 
The housing provision is such a fundamental issue with so many knock on affects to 

other provisions that it can only be considered fully by re opening the Inquiry.   

 
  

WS35, WCS12, MM33  
 

The writer has concerns over this matter in view of what WDC are imposing 
already, which amounts to a blanket ban on development unless it can be mitigated 

by SANGS.  However form the attached copy of recent planning decisions even 
mitigation is not being given a chance. 

 
It is not even clear from the NPPF whether the Inspectors amendment allowing 

measure to allow otherwise acceptable development is allowable. 
 

However this whole matter seems fairly flawed anyway.  The Ashdown Forest is 
already greatly used by visitors, some local and many from far and wide.  Thus to 



be a reasonable policy should not a study determine how many visitors are from 

within the 7km area and how many come from outside.  
 

Equally all the areas outside the 7km from London and towns north and south to 
the coast are having their own levels of additional development which will increase 

visits to the Ashdown Forest and increase traffic flows on the A22 and A26 
regardless of what is done is done within the 7km zone.  So any study should 

determine these extra levels regardless of the 7km zone. 

 
Much development already has planning permission with the 7km zone mostly 

without any SANGs, and is being built but not yet finished. This will have an effect 
on visitor and traffic flows again regardless of any new measures put in place. 

There for any new study need to determine this as well. 
 

These studies will then determine the amount of visits and traffic flows now 
occurring from in and out of the 7km zone, and that that will occur from in and out 

of the 7km from development already allowed or particularly that to be allowed out 
side the zone.  These should form the starting point to determine if the currently 

proposed  restrictions within the 7km zone will make any difference. 
 

As any country person knows the biggest despoiler of wildlife, particularly ground 
nesting birds such as the Dartford warbler and nightjar, is dogs and dog walkers.  

The Ashdown Forest is over run with these already which is the most likely cause of 

the loss of these birds.  Thus any study needs to determine the level of this and 
how low it would need to be to allow the protected birds to recolonise the area, and 

also not to have an affect on the vegetation and habitat of the area.  The writer 
suggests this would mean draconian reductions in the levels of visits and dogs on 

the forest which no amount of visitor management will achieve.  Equally the traffic 
through the forest will increase by more than 1000 cars just from all the other 

development in London and towns north and south of the area, even if none was 
allowed in the 7km zone. 

 
Thus if the council really want protect the habitat of the AF,  get the Dartford 

warbler and nightjar to re colonise, reduce nitrogen deposition it will only be 
achieved by introducing the following, otherwise the policy and aims is pointless, 

unimplimentable and unreasonable and achieve non of its aims:- 
- close off all car parks on the forest 

- close the visitor centre 

- stop promoting it as a tourist attraction 
- ban all new holiday let application in Wealden district  

- close the minor roads across the forest 
- plan and acquire CIL funds to re route the A22 and A26 outside the 7km  zone 

and put in measures so only those resident in the 7km zone can drive within it once 
the roads are re-routed. 

 
Any study should then show how this or any less measure will achieve the aims of 

the policy, and be imposed on other councils outside the 7km to achieve the aims.  
If the aims cannot be achieved then the policy should be abandoned, i.e. if despite 

the restrictions in the 7KM zone visitors and dog walkers will still go up 10% due to 
those outside the zone, and if traffic levels will go above 1000 per day due to those 

outside the zone then the policy is unreasonable and will fail to deliver any benefits 
and be contrary to NPPF. 

 



NPPF Para 181 

 
There appears to be little evidence that the council has co operated with other 

councils where such policies are relevant.  This particularly applies to the Ashdown 
Forest PZ, which goes into other areas.  Nor have they sort to get London and 

south coast authorities to prevent their leisure or commercial traffic from using the 
A22 and A26 contrary tot he aim of the protection zone.  Nor have they sort to get 

other councils to limit the levels of tourists visiting the Ashdown Forest.  
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