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The Sussex Wildlife Trust (SWT) recognises the importance of a plan led system as opposed to a 
developer led process and supports Worthing Borough Council’s (WBC) desire to produce a cohesive 
Local Plan. Therefore we hope that our comments are used constructively to make certain that this draft 
plan properly plans for the natural capital needed within the Borough and ensures that any development 
is truly sustainable.  
 
Where we are proposing a change to policy or the supporting text, recommended additions are 
highlighted in bold and deletions are struck through. 
 
 
Part 1 - Introduction  
 
SWT supports the inclusion of the social, economic and environmental tables on pages 7- 9.  It provides 
some interesting contextual information for people who may not be familiar with the area.   
 
Reading through the plan we were surprised that section 1.38, which refers to the West Sussex Joint 
Strategic Needs Assessment, does not list the importance of the natural environment in promoting 
positive physical and mental health and a good quality of life. However, we do recognise that the 
paragraph goes on to state that the Local Plan will seek to address access to the natural environment 
through policies.  
 
We are supportive of paragraph 1.39 which gives recognition to the challenge WBC will face in terms of 
climate change resilience. 
 
 
Vision 
 
The visions proposed in the draft plan should be ambitious in their intention to add to the Natural Capital 
of the Borough over the lifetime of the plan.  We recognise that the there is a clear commitment to protect 
and enhance the environment in (V3) which we support. However, to reflect the clear need to recognise 
the wider benefits of natural capital, ecosystem services and the requirement to deliver net gains for 
biodiversity as per section 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2018.  We recommend 
the following changes to V3: 
 
Limited land resources will have been developed in the most efficient way to maximise the delivery of the widest 
range of identified needs, whilst at the same time ensuring that the borough’s environment, intrinsic character 



and its coastal and countryside setting have been protected and enhanced, adding to the Borough’s Natural 
Capital over the lifetime of the plan.   
 
 
Strategic Objectives  
 
In the social objectives we are encouraged to see SO7 recognise the importance of access to nature in 
encouraging the creation of healthy environments for the community. However, reading the 
environmental objectives, we feel that there are opportunities to bring forward more ambitious 
objectives in line with the NPPF (2018).  
 
In SO15, SWT recommends the removal of the ‘where possible’. The NPPF (2018) is now very clear that 
net gains must be sought for biodiversity (section 170d). There is also currently a consultation being run 
by the Government on net gains which makes it clear that they will be seeking wider environmental net 
gains in the near future. Proposed modification to SO15: 
 
Protect, and where possible enhance, valued green spaces, stretches of undeveloped coastline, gaps between 
settlements and the quality of the natural environment creating net gains to biodiversity.  
 
In relation to SO16, we encourage the council to not only improve quality, but take the opportunity to 
increase the quantity of the natural environment within the town centre and seafront. This could be 
achieved through small gains such as green roofs on the bus stops or increase pollinator friendly planting 
through the town. Proposed modification to SO16: 
 
Improve the quality and quantity of the natural environment and public realm within the town centre and along 
the seafront. 
 
Although we are generally supportive of the objectives, we feel that they could reflect the ambitions of 
environmental gains through development with greater strength. Section 175(d) of the 2018 NPPF talks 
about opportunities to integrate biodiversity improvements in and around development, while section 
171 references the importance of green infrastructure.   As a result we propose two further Strategic 
Objectives: 
 
SO21 Protect and enhance the Borough’s biodiversity and ensure all development integrates 
biodiversity which will deliver net gains.  
 
SO22 Deliver high quality green infrastructure and ensure there is sufficient capacity to meet existing 
needs and the needs arising from new development.  
  
 
Part 2 - Spatial Strategy  
 
SWT supports the comments made by WBC in section 2.28 that acknowledges that many of the studies 
used to inform this plan will require an update.  

 
 
SP2 Spatial Strategy 
 
Having read policy SP2 SWT feel that it is necessary to seek clarity on the following matters. The first 
bullet point in section a)i. states:  
 

 seek  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  local  communities  and  balance  the  impact of growth through the 
protection and enhancement of local services  and  (where  appropriate)  the  safeguarding  of  
employment  sites,   leisure   uses,   community   facilities   and   valued   green/open spaces; 

 



We would like clarity on why where appropriate is used in this criterion as there is a clear requirement in 
the NPPF (2018) to deliver net gains for biodiversity.  
 
Further to this, there is a reference to valued green/open spaces, we are unclear as to how it might be 
assessed. This section would benefit from referencing the need to steward the Borough’s Natural 
Resources as set out in the Adur and Worthing Council’s platforms for places criteria (2.9). 
 
Point iii of the policy would benefit from reflecting the importance of features which connect open spaces 
and gaps and enable connectivity and climate change resilience as 170(d) the NPPF 2018.  
 
We have raised points of clarity regarding this policy which when answered may lead to further 
modifications of the policy. However at the current time we make the following suggested amendments: 
 
a) Up to 2033 delivery of new development in Worthing will be managed as follows: 
i. Land within the Built Up Area Boundary-development will be permitted subject to compliance with other 
policies in the Local Plan. Development should make efficient use of previously developed land but the density of 
development should be appropriate for its proposed use and also relate well to the surrounding uses and the 
character of the area. The Local Plan will: 

 seek  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  local  communities  and  balance  the impact of growth through the 
protection and enhancement of local services  and  (where  appropriate)  the  safeguarding  of  
employment sites,   leisure   uses,   community   facilities,   and  valued   green/open space and natural 
resources; 

 help  to  deliver  wider  regeneration  objectives,  particularly  in  the town  centre  and  seafront,  through  
the  allocation  of  key  urban sites and the identification of Areas of Change; 

 seek to increase the rate of housing delivery from small sites. 
ii. Edge Of Town  Sites -three   edge   of   town   sites   are   allocated  for development. 
iii. Open  Spaces  /  Countryside  /  Gaps  valued  open  space and  landscapes outside  of  the  Built Up  Area 
Boundary are protected. This includes important gaps between settlements and the undeveloped coastline and 
the features which provide connectivity between these sites. 
 
 
Within in this section of the plan land outside the built up area boundary is addressed. Section 2.37 states 
in the final sentence that:  
 
‘As the population density of Worthing increases the demand for and use of parks and open spaces throughout 
the borough will increase. The  Plan therefore  seeks  to protect  and  enhance  these  assets and  seek 
opportunities to provide  new  green  spaces  within  development  to promote  health  and wellbeing in our 
communities.’ 
 
We encourage WBC to be more confident in its approach by making the following amendments: 
 
‘As the population density of Worthing increases the demand for and use of parks and open spaces throughout 
the borough will increase. The Plan therefore  seeks  to will protect  and  enhance  these  assets and seek 
opportunities to provide  new  green  spaces  within  development  to promote  health  and wellbeing in our 
communities.’ 
 
Section 2.42 would benefit from a positive approach to the protection of the natural environment. We 
propose the following amendment, in light of section 170d of the NPPF 2018 which clearly sets out the 
need to deliver net gains for biodiversity: 
 
Outside of the National Park, there are small pockets of countryside that represent a very small  and  finite 
resource  that  is  valued  for  its  open  space,  respite  from  intense  urban activity,  and  intrinsic  character. 
Therefore the countryside  should  be  protected  and where  possible  enhanced,  particularly  in  terms  of  the 
additional  benefits it can offer through agriculture, green   infrastructure   (for   example   to   biodiversity and 
flood management/storage) and informal recreation such as cycling, walking and horse related activity. Given the 
limited amount of countryside in Worthing, it is important that the few uses that may be allowed in the 



countryside genuinely require a countryside location; cannot be located within the Built Up Area Boundary and 
maintain its rural character. 
 

 
SP4 Countryside and undeveloped Coast 
 
Having considered policy SP4, SWT propose the following amendments to bring it in line with paragraphs 
118b and 170 of the NPPF.  
 
a) Outside of the Built Up Area Boundary land will be defined as ‘countryside and undeveloped coast’.  
 
b) Development in the countryside will  be permitted, where a countryside location is  essential  to  the  proposed  
use,  it cannot  be  located within  the  Built  Up  Area Boundary, and it maintains its character and function for 
natural resources. 
 
c) Development to support recreation uses on the coast will normally be permitted subject to:  
i. built facilities being located within the adjacent Built Up Area Boundary; 
ii. the need to maintain and improve sea defences.  
 
d) Any development in the countryside and undeveloped coast should not result in a level of activity that has an 
adverse impact on the character or biodiversity of the area. 
 
e) Improvements to green infrastructure, including but not restricted to enhanced pedestrian, cycle, equestrian 
access, and better access for those with mobility difficulties will be supported where appropriate. 
  
f) The  setting  of  the  South  Downs  National  Park and  the  Designated  International Dark  Skies  Reserve  
must be  respected  and  opportunities  to  improve  access  to the  National  Park  will  be  sought  through  joint  
working  with other  organisations including the  Park  Authority West  Sussex County  Council,  Highways  
England and landowners. 
 
 
SP5 Local Green Gaps 
 
We strongly support the inclusion of a strategic gaps policy, however we are disappointed that there is no 
acknowledgement within the policy or supporting text of the roles that these gaps play in terms of natural 
capital provision and green infrastructure (GI). 
 
The 2018NPPF states in paragraph 171 that ‘plans should: …take a strategic approach to maintaining and 
enhancing networks of habitats and green infrastructure; and plan for the enhancement of natural capital at a 
catchment or landscape scale across local authority boundaries’. Similarly in paragraph 174 that ‘To protect 
and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: promote the conservation, restoration and 
enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks…’ 
 
Additionally, paragraph 118 of the NPPF states that ‘Planning policies and decisions should:... recognise that 
some undeveloped land can perform many functions, such as for wildlife, recreation, flood risk mitigation, 
cooling/shading, carbon storage or food production’. We therefore recommend that policy SP5 is expanded 
to demonstrate the true value of this undeveloped land as follows: 

 

‘The four areas listed below are designated as Local Green Gaps between the settlements of Worthing & 
Ferring and Worthing & Sompting/Lancing, and will be protected in order to retain the separate identities 
and character of these settlements. Within these Gaps areas any development will be carefully 

controlled and development will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances and must be 

consistent with other policies of this plan, and. Development must not ensure (individually or 
cumulatively)  

 it does not lead to the coalescence of settlements:  
 it is unobtrusive and does not detract from the openness of the area 



 It conserves and enhances the benefits and services derived from the area’s Natural Capital 
 It conserves and enhances the area as part of a cohesive green infrastructure network…’ 

 
i. Goring-Ferring Gap;  
ii. Chatsmore Farm;  
iii. Brooklands Recreation Area and abutting allotments; and  
iv. Land east of proposed development (site A3) at Upper Brighton Road.  
  
 
SP6 Local Green Space  
 
Section 2.72 should be clarified as we understand that it was not a Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre 
officer that undertook the surveys, but the Sussex Local Wildlife Sites Initiative officer, who works for a 
broad partnership of local authorities.  
 
We are supportive of the designation of Gorring–Ferring Gap, Chatsmore Farm and Brooklands 
Recreation Area as Local Green Spaces. We continue to encourage the council to consider the value these 
sites can deliver for biodiversity and therefore support efforts to consider the suitability of these for 
designation as Local Wildlife Sites. Further to this, the sites should be managed positively in the future to 
ensure their potential to deliver towards a coherent ecological network (174(b) NPPF 2018). 

 
In relation to the policy we seek clarity on the term ‘reclamation’ used in bullet point h). While we think we 
understand the drive of this bullet point perhaps the term reclamation would be benefit from being 
replaced with the term ‘management’.  
 
 
Part 3 - Sites  
 
We have taken a broad look at the allocations within the plan and wish to make some overarching 
comments. 
 
SWT recognise that each site allocation explains the site and potential constraints. What we are unclear 
of, is the degree of weight which will be given to the section referred to as ‘site requirements’. Are these 
considered to be clear policy requirements and must be delivered as part of the application? Given the 
relatively small number of allocations in the Local Plan, we encourage the council to consider the value of 
a specific policy for each allocation. This may be easily achieved by a inserting an overarching statement 
within each allocation which reads: 
 
‘Development coming forward within each allocation will be expected to deliver the site requirements 
as a minimum’ 

 
If WBC do not feel this is necessary and the approach is to ensure the current plan polices capture all 
proposed requirements, we ask the council to consider if the environmental policies within the plan are 
strong enough to capture the requirements of the allocations.  
 
We recognise that a significant proportion of the allocations are brownfield sites within the town centre 
and they currently have no commitments to deliver biodiversity net gains or high quality GI in the 
allocation requirements. We really encourage the council to see the potential of these sites to deliver 
exemplar green infrastructure that is incredibly visible/accessible to the community. We know that the 
council is committed to delivering a green infrastructure strategy and really encourage the council to 
identify within it how allocations can play their part in delivering a resilient network (171, NPPF 2018). 
 
 
 
 
 



Allocation 1 Caravan Club  
 
Having looked at this site in conjunction with other allocations within this plan, our thoughts turn to the 
potential cumulative impact on the Local Wildlife Site. This pressure may come from the development and 
take a variety of forms for example recreational pressure or pressure from domestic pets (predation). 
Therefore we encourage the council to consider a masterplan for the potential sites in this area, so that if 
the sites progress the cumulative impact has been considered and avoided where possible. 
 
The woodland directly to the north of the revised Caravan site is ancient woodland and is part of a wider 
complex of ancient woodland and woodland pasture/parkland priority habitat. The site description for 
this allocation talks about the caravan club using the north of the site, we are unclear whether the caravan 
operations will be the same capacity in a smaller area, and if so ask if the impact on the woodland has been 
considered?  
 
As mentioned above we are unclear to the weight the site requirement section holds. However we feel as 
a minimum the following points should be captured within it:  
 

 A master plan for the site and surrounding allocations should inform the design and layout to 
avoid impacts on the LWS. 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development on the site.  
 
 
Allocation 2 Land West of Fulbeck Avenue 
 
We do not support the development of a Greenfield site, however we do recognise the land sits next to 
another area that has been developed.  Our records show that the site does have priority habitat of 
deciduous woodland upon it and it is it is clearly functionally linked with the adjacent LWS. As stated in 
our comments for (A1) we would encourage the council to consider a masterplan for the potential sites in 
this area, so that if the sites progress the cumulative impact on the LWS have been considered.  
 
We also encourage the council to consider strengthening the requirement for the stream in relation to 
SuDS and runoff from the developed areas. 
 
As stated previously we are unclear to the weight the site requirement section holds. However we feel as 
a minimum the following points should be captured within it:  
 

 A master plan for the site and surrounding allocations should inform the design, layout to avoid 
impacts on the LWS. 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development.  
 
 
Allocation 3 Land at Upper Brighton Road  
 
For  this Greenfield allocation we think that it is important for the site constraints to recognise that the  
Teville stream (a chalk stream) runs through field A and all the ‘drains’ to the east are designated chalk 
streams . Chalk streams are a priority habitat that must be protected and enhanced. 
 
We note the development requirements reference the need to retain and enhance existing waterbodies 
and or create new wetland habitat. We ask the council to be aware of the Ouse and Adur Rivers Trust’s 
 (OARTs) project for habitat creation and ensure that the development requirements capture criteria that 
maybe needed, as per allocation 4 (A4). 
 



SWT is pleased to see the requirements for this allocation do capture opportunities to retain and enhance 
some of the habitats on site. As stated previously we are unclear to the weight the site requirement 
section holds. However we feel as a minimum the following points should be added to the existing 
requirements:  
 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development on the site.  
 
  
Allocation 4 Decoy Farm  
 
With this allocation we note that the indicative capacity states a minimum of for the commercial space, 
this term has not been used in the other allocations and we seek clarity on its use here. 
 
The policy states that the Teville stream runs to the west of the site and acknowledges in the 
requirements that it must have regard and facilitate the rerouting of the stream. We suggest that the 
council also ensure that the requirements for the allocation stipulate the need to for the development to 
be designed sensitively in relation to these enhancements.  
 
With regards to the allocation requirements we note that the final requirement is to deliver net gains to 
biodiversity through enhancement of valued habits. We support the need to deliver net gains as this is 
clearly in line with the NPPF. SWT also feel that its inclusion within this policy means that it can be a 
requirements that is deliverable across other allocations.  
 
However we feel as a minimum the following points should be added to the existing requirements: 
 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Development on this site development will be designed sensitively in relation to the 

enhancements of the Teville Stream.  
 

 
Allocation 5 Teville Gate  
 
We are pleased to see WBC considering brownfield sites.  However we are disappointed the allocation 
requirements does not stipulate the need to integrate biodiversity within the development (175d, NPPF 
2018). We encourage the council to ensure these site showcase opportunities to integrate biodiversity 
and deliver high quality green infrastructure (175d, NPPF 2018). We note that requirements for this site 
do reference SuDS, this could include green roofs and rain gardens.   
 
As stated previously we are unclear to the weight the site requirement section holds. However we feel as 
a minimum the following points should be added to the existing requirements:  
 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development on site.  
 
 
Allocation 6 Union Place  
 
We are pleased to see WBC considering brownfield sites.  However we are disappointed the allocation 
requirements does not stipulate need to integrate biodiversity within the development (175d, NPPF 
2018). We encourage the council to ensure these site showcase opportunities to integrate biodiversity 
and deliver high quality green infrastructure. 
 



As stated previously we are unclear to the weight the site requirement section holds. However we feel as 
a minimum the following points should be added to the existing requirements:  
 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development on site.  
 
 

Allocation 7 Grafton Site, Marine Parade 
 
We are pleased to see WBC considering brownfield sites. However we are disappointed the allocation 
requirements does not stipulate need to integrate biodiversity within the development (175 (d) NPPF 
2018).  We encourage the council to ensure these site showcase opportunities to integrate biodiversity 
and deliver high quality green infrastructure. 
 
As stated previously we are unclear to the weight the site requirement section holds. However we feel as 
a minimum the following points should be added to the existing requirements:  
 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development on site.  
 

 
Allocation 8 Civic Centre Car Park 
  
We are pleased to see WBC considering brownfield sites. However we are disappointed the allocation 
requirements does not stipulate need to integrate biodiversity within the development (175 (d) NPPF 
2018).  We encourage the council to ensure these site showcase opportunities to integrate biodiversity 
and deliver high quality green infrastructure. 
 
As stated previously we are unclear to the weight the site requirement section holds. However we feel as 
a minimum the following points should be added to the existing requirements: 
 

 This development should be informed by up to date ecological information  
 Biodiversity net gains and high quality Green Infrastructure should be achieved by any 

development on site.  
 
 
Areas of Change  
 
We understand from the explanation within the draft local plan (3.6/3.7) that there is insufficient 
certainty over delivery on these sites. However we encourage WBC to consider the potential to deliver 
high quality green infrastructure and net gains through development on these sites. The development 
requirements for each area of change currently propose some biodiversity enhancements. However given 
the acknowledged uncertainty of these areas means we cannot predict when they will come forward for 
development. As a result we suggest that the development requirements section for this area stipulate 
the need for development to be informed by up to date ecological information.    
 
In addition where these areas are in close proximity to one another for example AOC4-6 we would 
encourage WBC to adopt a progressive approach and consider a Green Infrastructure master plan for the 
area as the Boroughs GI strategy progresses. 
 

 
 
 

 



Omission Site 1 Land East of Titnore Lane 
 
We support WBC conclusion that this site is not suitable for development due to impacts on a LWS, 
ancient woodland and the supporting complex.  
 
We support the comment at the end of the plan relating to the change in the BUAB to ensure the land in 
question would no longer fall within the area illustrated as being the West Durrington Strategic 
Development.  
 
 
Omission Site 2 Land North of Beeches Avenue and Omission Site 3 Worthing United Football Club 

 
We note that these sites were not excluded on the grounds of biodiversity impacts. However as green 
sites on the edge of town we feel their ability to deliver net gains would need to be carefully considered as 
they are directly adjacent to each other. If the WBC find themselves in the position that both sites were 
put forward there should be cohesion in their design to ensure the maximum benefit for the environment.  
 
 
Part 4 - Core Policies 
 
CP2 Density  
 
We are pleased to see section 4.29 of the supporting text for this policy acknowledging that even though 
national standards to not apply for external space, WBC recognise its importance for occupiers.  External 
space can offer incredibly important opportunities in delivering green infrastructure, which can benefit 
health and wellbeing, climate change resilience as well as biodiversity. We support the council in ensuring 
the importance they place on external space is translated into wording with policy CP2 in bullet point e, 
however we seek clarity on what the councils local standards for external space are. 
 
 
CP5 Quality of Built Environment 
 
The draft local plan highlights in section 4.49 that 76% of respondents to the issues and options paper 
agreed that inappropriate development of residential gardens should be resisted. Given that the NPPF 
2018 has carried this requirement over from the 2012 NPPF we feel this needs to be suitably reflected in 
the Worthing Local Plan. Section 4.57 covers development of private residential gardens. We understand 
that in a borough as constrained as Worthing, there is a need to consider each application on its own 
merit. However we feel that this paragraph is not in line with the NPPF 2018 and should set out clearly 
that the inappropriate development of residential gardens will be resisted.   
 
We therefore propose the following modification to the supporting text in section 4.57: 
 
Private residential gardens within the Built Up Area are now excluded from the definition of previously developed 
land, Inappropriate development of residential gardens will be resisted, but their development in some 
circumstances may be acceptable. Applications for development of private residential gardens will be considered 
carefully and each case will be determined on its own merits. A range of issues, including the  size  and  shape  of  
the  garden,  impact  on  neighbouring  dwellings, biodiversity, density, and the character of the area, will all be 
taken into account. 
 
As we progress to the policy for the built environment (CP5) we acknowledge and support bullet (viii) that 
recognises the importance of respecting and enhancing natural features and biodiversity. To ensure the 
wording adequate reflects the ethos of the NPPF (2018) section 170(d) we propose the following 
modifications to policy CP5 bullet point viii: 
 
respect  protect the  existing  natural  features  of the  site,  including  landform,  trees and biodiversity and 
contribute positively to biodiversity by delivering net gains; 



CP7 Healthy Communities 
 
We would encourage this policy to recognise the importance of the natural environment and biodiversity 
more explicitly. We therefore propose the following modification to bullet point (ai) 
 
i. promoting healthy lifestyles, such as through improvements in the quality and accessibility of 

recreation opportunities, quality and access to nature and open space and the enhancement and 
accessibility of safe active travel routes to enable exercise and physical activity as part of 
everyday life; 

 
 
CP8 Open Space, recreation and Leisure 
 
The supporting text for this policy acknowledges in section 4.99 that there are deficiencies for a number 
of facilities including natural/semi natural and amenity green space. Therefore we recommend that the 
policy wording should seek to reflect the need to meet these deficiencies.  We proposed the following 
modification to CP8 to be inserted as bullet point (d): 
 
(d) Proposals should seek to address the deficiencies identified in by Worthing Borough Council for 
Open Space, Recreation and Leisure Study. 
 
 
CP10 Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We support the recognition in section 4.113 that green infrastructure is included in the council’s 
requirements for infrastructure. However we recommend a modification is made to bullet point (b) of the 
policy, to replace development with the term communities: 
 
The Council will work with partners including infrastructure and service providers and  stakeholders  to  ensure  
that  the  necessary  physical,  economic,  social  and environmental infrastructure is provided to support 
development communities. 
 
 
CP19 Biodiversity  
 
We support section 4.243 where WBC acknowledges that it is important to conserve biodiversity outside 
of protected sites. Further to this the acknowledged need to deliver biodiversity nets gains in section 
4.244 will be a welcome translation into policy. 
 
We seek clarity on section 2.245 where the second sentence says:   
 
It will also work towards increasing appropriate species of woodland cover for the benefit of people and wildlife as 
well as to improve landscape quality. 
 
We are unclear what the WLP is trying to say here, but suggest that perhaps the word species simply 
needs replacing with the term types. 
  
It will also work towards increasing appropriate species types of woodland cover for the benefit of people and 
wildlife as well as to improve landscape quality. 
 
In relation to this sentence, although we support the suggestion of an increase of woodland cover, this 
must be informed by appropriate information that ensures other valued habitats suitable to the area are 
also considered. For example the replacement of unimproved/chalk grassland with trees would not be 
advised. 
 



We support section 4.246 which references the boroughs ancient woodland and veteran tree resources. 
We note in Worthing Borough Councils Annual Monitoring report from the Sussex Biodiversity Record 
Centre that the approval of a planning application during 2017/2018 led to ancient woodland being 
infringed. Therefore we support the final sentence of this section which says that development that 
would result in the loss or deterioration of ancient woodland will not be permitted. 
 
We would like to state that we are supportive of policy CP19 Biodiversity. However we have made a small 
number of modifications to ensure the policy reflects the ethos of the NPPF 2018 and to enable the 
effective understanding and delivery of the policy at development management stage.  
 
We would especially like to highlight our strong support for the policy including the need for up to date 
ecological information, in our amendments we have recommended that this is moved to the top of the 
policy to make it clear from the start that applications should be supported by this information. 
 
 
a) Planning applications should be supported by relevant environmental information, which is informed 
by appropriate up-to-date ecological information, prior to determination. 
 
ab) All development should ensure the protection, conservation, and where possible, enhancement of 
biodiversity, including:  

 Nationally  and  locally  designated  sites 
 Marine  habitats  and  other  Biodiversity Action  Plan  (BAP) priority  habitats  areas,   
 Protected and priority  species 
 Biodiversity  Opportunity  Areas  (BOAs) 
 Wildlife  corridors  and  stepping  stones, and   

 
If significant harm cannot be avoided (by locating development on an alternative site with less harmful impacts 
or through design), then such harm should be adequately mitigated. Where it cannot be adequately mitigated 
then such harm must be compensated for. Where it cannot be compensated for, then planning permission should 
be refused. This process is referred to belowalso known as the mitigation hierarchy. 
 
bc) Proposed developments which would adversely affect a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) (individually 
or cumulatively) will not normally be permitted. Exceptions will only be made where the benefits of the 
development on the particular site clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the features of the 
site that make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts.  Where an exception is considered the 
mitigation hierarchy will apply. 
 
cd)Proposals  for  development  in,  or  likely  to  have  an  adverse  effect  (directly  or indirectly) on a Local 
Wildlife Site, (including ancient woodlands, ancient/veteran trees, wildlife corridors, and stepping stones) or Local 
Geological Site will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that reasons for the proposal outweigh the 
need to safeguard the nature conservation value of the site/feature. Where an exception is considered the 
mitigation hierarchy will apply. 
 
e) Proposals for development that is likely to have an adverse effect on priority habitat or species will 
not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that reasons for the proposal outweigh the need to 
safeguard the nature conservation value of the site/feature. Where an exception is considered the 
mitigation hierarchy will apply. 
 
df) Where   relevant,   new   development   adjacent   to   the   coast   will   have   to demonstrate how it is 
addressing the issue of coastal squeeze. 
 
e)Assessment must be informed by appropriate up-to-date ecological information. 
 
fg) Major dDevelopment should take account of and  incorporate existing and new biodiversity features at  the  
design  stage  and  where  possible  environmental  biodiversity net  gains  should  be achieved. 
 



gh) Tree  planting  is  encouraged  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  local  environment. Tree  Preservation  Orders  
will  be  made  to  ensure  that  healthy  locally  important trees that make a positive contribution to the street 
scene are protected. 
 
hi) Where  appropriate,  the  Council  will  use  planning  conditions  or  obligations  to provide  appropriate  
enhancement  and  site  management  measures,  and  where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation or 
compensatory measures. 
 
 
CP20 Green Infrastructure  
 
We would like to state that we are supportive of policy CP20 Green Infrastructure and of WBC 
commitment within the policy to deliver a green infrastructure strategy.  By doing this and recognising its 
need to inform development across the borough and beyond its boundaries, it will focus the council on 
producing a document that is both robust in its evidence base and progressive in its approach to 
delivering GI thorough a heavily populated area. 
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust have previously corresponded with WBC and encouraged the council to ensure 
that Green infrastructure is strongly embedded in the Local Plan and associated documents such as the 
Infrastructure Development Plan. 
 
We have made a small number of modifications to ensure the policy reflects the ethos of the NPPF 2018 
and to enable the effective understanding and delivery of the policy at development management stage: 
 
a)The  Council  will  work  with  relevant  partners  and  developers  to  facilitate  the creation  of  an  integrated  
network  of  green  infrastructure  within  and  beyond Worthing. A Green Infrastructure Strategy will be produced 
by the Council and when in place, developments will be expected to comply with it. Until such time, applicants are 
encouraged to refer to existing information and records on green infrastructure assets to inform how their 
development can protect, conserve, enhance and deliver Green/Blue Infrastructure across the 
borough. 
 
b)All major developments will need to demonstrate how they will contribute to the implementation  of  the  
Green/Blue  Infrastructure  Strategy  both  at  site  level  and  with regard to the wider green infrastructure 
network. Opportunities should be taken to  incorporate  elements  of  green/blue  infrastructure  to  create,  
protect,  enhance  and manage green infrastructure assets and/or networks. This should be based on up to date 
ecological evidence on, and information about, green/blue infrastructure assets and maximise multi-functional 
benefits. 
 
c)Arrangements  and  funding  for  the  management  and  maintenance  of  green infrastructure  over  the  long  
term  should  be  identified and implemented. Where appropriate, the Council will seek to secure this via 
planning obligations. 
 
 
CP21Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage 
 
We are supportive of bullet point (a) within the policy that recognises the importance and benefits of 
natural flood management. In addition we welcome bullet point (d) and the need to take opportunities to 
increase biodiversity through the use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS). However in relation 
to this point we question whether the policy would benefit from the inclusion of wording which highlights 
the problems posed by invasive species  
 
 
CP23 Pollution and Contamination  
 
We are supportive of the fact that the policy has given recognition to the impact of pollution and 
contamination on nature conservation interest in bullet point (a). However we would like to raise the 



specific issue of light pollution. Does WBC think that the policy should include a specific reference to light 
pollution, given that there are prosed changes to the BUAB and they are adjacent to the SDNP, which has 
a dark skies policy? This is also referenced in 180(c) of the NPPF 2018. 
 
 
CP24 Transport and Connectivity. 
 
We encourage the council to pursue a policy that enables the effective integration of sustainable 
transport across the Borough.  
 
We note within the policy b (vi) states support for the improvements to the road network including the 
A259 and A27. We are concerned that this is bullet point is supportive when we are currently unclear 
what the improvements fully entail.  
 

 
CP25 Digital Infrastructure   
 
Having considered the proposed policy wording we encourage the council to be more direct in its 
approach to restoration. We therefore make the proposed modifications to bullet point (d): 
 
d) Conditions  or  planning  obligations  may  will  be  used  to  secure  landscaping  as  well  as restoration of the 
site if operation ceases. 
 
 
 
We hope that WBC find the Sussex Wildlife Trust comments constructive as the draft plan moves 
forward. If you wish to discuss any of our comments further please do get in contact. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
Laura Brook  
Conservation Officer  
Sussex Wildlife Trust  
 
 


