
Sussex Wildlife Trust is a company limited by guarantee under the Companies Act. Registered in England, Company No. 698851.  Registered Charity No. 207005 
VAT Registration No. 191 305969.  Registered Office: Woods Mill, Henfield, West Sussex BN5 9SD 

 

 

Beechcroft House 
Vicarage Lane 

Curdridge 
Hampshire 
SO32 2DP 

 

Woods Mill 
Henfield  
West Sussex 
BN5 9SD 
 

HIWWT Company limited by guarantee and reg’d in England & Wales No 676313. Registered Charity No 201081. 
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Sent by email only 
planningpolicy@southdowns.gov.uk   
 
 
The following comments, regarding the South Downs National Park (SDNP) Local Plan pre-submission 
consultation, are made jointly on behalf of the Sussex Wildlife Trust and the Hampshire and Isle of Wight 
Wildlife Trust, referred to in this submission as ‘the Trusts’.  
 
These overarching comments should be read in conjunction with the Trusts’ comments on specific policies 
and sections of the plan as set out in the attached individual response forms. General support of the 
policies by the Trusts should be assumed unless otherwise stated. 

 

 
Structure 
The Trusts are broadly very supportive of the SDNP Local Plan as it sets out a robust framework for 
fostering the social and economic wellbeing of local communities of the area, in pursuit of the two statutory 
purposes of the National Park. Given the great weight afforded to National Parks in the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) to conserve landscape and scenic beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage, it is right 
that the SDNP Local Plan takes a landscape-led approach which looks at the capacity for the SDNP to 
absorb development in a sustainable way.  
 
In particular, the Trusts are very supportive of the ecosystem services led approach running through the 
plan. Conserving and enhancing the SDNP’s natural capital is fundamental to ensuring development is truly 
sustainable as set out in the UK Sustainable Development Strategy Securing the Future and paragraph 7 of 
the NPPF. However, we would like to be certain that the SDNPA has an effective method in place to ensure 
applicants are able to demonstrate compliance with this feature of the plan and in particular, the 
requirements of policy SD2. Despite the role the planning system can take in recognising the benefits of 
ecosystem services (NPPF paragraph 109), the concept has only recently been adopted into Local Plans, for 
example the Adur Local Plan, and therefore the onus is on the SDNPA to lead the way in enabling 
applicants to take account of the effect of their proposal on ecosystem services.  
 
The Trusts’ also recommend that specific reference to the Ecoserve software is removed from the main 
plan as the way policy SD2, and the ecosystem services approach in general, will be applied over the 
lifetime of the plan is likely to change with advancements in software.  
 
Approach to policies 
The Trusts are very pleased to see that the majority of policies set out criteria to ensure development 
positively contributes to the first purpose of the National Park, in particular the requirement to conserve 
and enhance. However we have noticed that this positive statement is missing from some policies, in 
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particular policies which relate more directly to fostering the economic wellbeing of communities in a more 
conventional way, for example none of the policies in section 7a to 7g refer to conserving and enhancing. 
The Environment Act 1995 is clear that duty on the SDNPA to foster the economic and social well-being of 
the local communities within the National Park must be in pursuit of the two purposes, rather than simply 
for its own sake. As such the requirement to ‘conserve and enhance’ should be consistently applied. It 
would be contrary to its duty for the SDNPA to allow development that does not conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area. 

 
Consultation Process  
The Trusts are concerned that a large number of changes have been made since the last public consultation 
in 2015 and as such it seems overly restrictive to limit comments to matter of legal compliance and 
soundness. We would like to have seen a further public consultation on the draft plan to allow local 
communities and non-statutory consultees to make suggestions on how to make the plan more user-
friendly. As it stands the submission plan is excessively long and complex which may be a barrier to its 
successful application on adoption.  
 
Site Allocations 
Given that the first purpose of the National Park includes a requirement to conserve and enhance wildlife, 
the Trusts are very disappointed to see that the allocations within the plan are not based on up-to-date 
information on the biodiversity value of sites. NPPF paragraph 165 is clear that planning policies should be 
based on up-to-date information about the natural environment, including an assessment of existing 
potential components of the ecological networks. Looking at the background evidence documents available 
on the SDNPA’s website, we are unable to find information that shows that up to date, on the ground 
ecological surveys were undertaken in order to inform the site allocation process. 
 
This is a local plan for a National Park, rather than a more conventional local planning authority, and as such 
more robust data should be provided to demonstrate that the allocations within the plan are compliant 
with the twin purposes of the National Park and are truly sustainable by being landscape capacity driven. 
Similarly, whilst we are very supportive of the ecosystem services approach, this approach seems to have 
been retrofitted to the allocations rather than feeding into their selection.  
 
We are also concerned about the inconsistent approach to the site allocation policies and in particular the 
requirements in relation to biodiversity. Since the last consultation, the list of evidence studies that 
applicants are required to produce has been moved to the supporting text rather than the policy. In the 
Trusts’ experience, it is only the requirements contained in planning policy which are enforceable at the 
decision stage and therefore we do not have any faith that the requirements of the supporting text will be 
adhered to in all cases. This is particularly concerning given that the biodiversity policy currently lacks a 
requirement for up-to-date ecological information to inform applications.  
 
We also note that many of the allocations do not specify the need for an ecological assessment, even in the 
supporting text. By omitting the need for ecological surveys in some of the allocation policies and not 
others, it looks like a conscious decision by the SDNPA to leave this requirement out because an ecological 
survey is not needed.   
 
There are similar inconsistencies within the development requirements with some sites requiring 
biodiversity improvements, others biodiversity enhancements and some no biodiversity requirements at 
all. We are not clear why there are such differences across the site specific policies. Given the SDNPA’s 
purpose to conserve and enhance wildlife and that no on the ground surveys seem to have been 
undertaken, the Trusts do not believe the SDNPA should be omitting requirements to survey for and 
enhance biodiversity in site allocation policies.  

 
We specifically have a concern site allocation SD64 due to our own knowledge of the site (please see 
individual response forms), however there may be other sites currently allocations that are not appropriate 
given the purposes of the National Park. 
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Specific Comments 
In addition to the above comments we have completed individual response forms for the following 
policies/sections, which should be read in conjunction with this covering letter.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Conclusion  
The Trusts believe in a plan-led system and as such, believe an adopted landscape-led Local Plan is the best 
way for the SDNPA to ensure they deliver the two statutory purposes of the National Park and its duty in 
pursuit of these. As it stands we do not believe that the plan is sound in a number of sections, however we 
have made suggestions as to how we think this can be overcome. We therefore hope that our comments 
are taken constructively to ensure that a robust and effective plan is adopted that reflects the needs of a 
21st century National Park.  
 
The Trusts would like to attend the Examination in Public to ensure that our comments are given due 
consideration in the light of any alternate views submitted during this consultation.  

 
Please do not hesitate to contact us about any of our comments. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
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