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FULL PARISH COUNCIL EXTRAORDINARY MEETING

HELD ON WEDNESDAY 27 NOVEMBER 2019 AT 7.30PM
IN THE STEYNING CENTRE

Present: Clirs Goldsmith (Chairman), Alexander, Cree, Campbell, Hanson, Lloyd, Norcross, Rudkin, S Sullivan,
G. Sullivan, Trundle, Saunders, Northam, Taylor and Young.

Clerk: John Fullbrook
Members of the Public: 32

Meeting commenced 7.30 pm
DRAFT MINUTES {Non-Confidential}

FULL/19/120 CHAIRMANS ANNOUNCEMENTS ACTIONS

120.1 The Chairman welcomed everyone. He thanked on behalf of SPC and the residents of Steyning everyone who
has contributed to achieving the Neighbourhood Plan. He continued — ‘ that for the last 6 months it had been
the priority for the council and | would like to mention all the volunteers from the public, the Steering Group
committee and particularly its chairman Richard Bell, our staff here at the Steyning Centre John, Hazel and
Tessa, Andrew our planning consultant and Cllrs who have been involved and in particular Cllr Campbell and
Clir Cree, the last 2 weeks for them have almost been a 24/7 commitment to get the plan up and ready for
submission to HDC under the regulation 15 requirement, and apologies if I've missed anyone out’.
He then went on to explain how the meeting would be run including why the meeting would go into
Confidential session so that Councillors could read a Confidential paper from the Neighbourhood Plan
consultant, and that then Councillors would return to vote in what would then be a resumed ‘open’ session.

FULL/19/121 APOLOGIES
121.1 No Apologies.

FULL/19/122 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND DISPENSATIONS
122.1 There was a declaration of interest from Clir Young as she lives adjacent one of the LGS
designated open spaces and intends to leave the meeting after Agenda item 3

FULL/19/123 QUESTIONS FROM THE FLOOR

123.1.1 Q - Richard Bell —as N.Plan Committee Chair | would like to reinforce the Chairman’s thanks to everybody
involved in the planning including those who responded to the consultation. We have had a tremendous
response rate certainly in comparison with other councils in the District. | want to also recognise the work
achieved by the early N. Plan committee as well as the latter and | am sure that was included in your thanks,
Chairman.

The process has been long and started before our current committee with the previous SWAB stuff and has
sometimes been turbulent for understandable reasons. We now have a Plan which can be submitted to HDC

123.1.2 and we will need to see how they view it. We all know that there are controversial elements within the Plan
such as the Local Green Space (LGS) provision which has attracted criticism and support and we all know the
123.2.1 reasons behind the exclusion of housing from the Plan.
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My question is - Do you think a strategy to negotiate early with Horsham over housing will be beneficial to
Steyning?

A — Chairman - Thank you

Q - Nick Muggridge — former SPC Councillor and from my previous roles, Vice Chairman of SWAB NP and Co-
ordinator SWAB Housing Focus Group, I’m highly invested in producing a neighbourhood plan for the
sustainable future of Steyning. In my opinion there is very little chance of this NP with LGS being accepted by
HDC, or the Independent Examiner, rendering any public referendum in this case rather irrelevant. There is
also evidence suggesting that if this plan proceeds it is extremely likely to be successfully challenged in a
Jjudicial review, with substantial costs to public finances

So, the choice for all councillor’s tonight is do you: -

1. Accept the assurances offered by the Steyning First team and proceed, taking full personal
responsibility for any subsequent failure of the NP to be “made” and the unnecessary, potentially
substantial costs to the public purse, not to mention failing to protect the Town from unwanted
development, and bringing SPC and the Town into disrepute.

OR

2. Accept that you have been presented with a flawed & unsafe plan and vote to stop it proceeding,
perhaps in favour of producing a complete NP over a more realistic timeframe, as recommended by
the NP steering group.

Finally, a question:- Will the Chairman or Vice-Chairman tell us all whether their consultant Andrew Metcalfe
endorses this pared down plan as it stands and that it is safe and sound to submit to HDC?

A — Chairman - Thank you. — We will deal with responses during the course of the meeting

Q - Steve Fuggles — This is a monumental decision for Steyning which will affect the character of Steyning for
generations. We need to give the National Park special protection. The consultation process has established
that a vast majority of residents do not want development in the National Park.

There 2 choices:

1. - You can vote to preserve the character of Steyning and the South Downs for future generations.

2. - Or you can vote against the LGS and possibly destroy the character of Steyning and the South Downs for
future generations forever just to allow landowners to dig up the Downs for their own benefit.

Are you going to vote in favour of the residents who elected you or are you going to be remembered in the
future for voting in favour of a few landowners?

A — Chairman - Thank you

Q - Mr Goring — As one of the landowners, | take Steve’s point on board, there are massive challenges ahead
as a country and as a planet in regarding what we do about climate change and how we genuinely make
something sustainable going forward.

The report by Geoff and others on climate change and how does the Town deal with that mess is rightly in a
more central place on the Plan and more robustly put forward. There is serious question to ask, how do you
most sustainably build houses if you were going to have them. And that conflicts with the absolutely
understandable views of where those houses go. The concern | have is that debate has not been had by the
community and therefore the democratic decision as to how do you do that well. How do you build level 6
houses with zero carbon footprint and potentially walk to shops and making that a possibility has not been
put forward as an option because of various things that have gone on which we have talked about before.

So my question is:

At what level is sustainability going to be put in the Plan and how will you hold to account developers who will
develop Steyning North of the A283 in reality? | feel sad that an opportunity has been lost to have a
conversation with the Steyning community about how we could have developed and perhaps built something
together that would have enabled a number of possible benefits for the Town including potentially zero
carbon buildings and networks of public access etc. which are difficult to do if that’s not a possibility.

Q - I have to say that | disagree with Mr Muggridge’s comment, | think the way the Plan has been put
together, it seem to me watertight in that its looked into every possibility of every document that is required,
met the requirements for producing the neighborhood plan and for that reason and all the effort that has
been put into it, | think it would be a great shame if it did not now go ahead to the next stage and | think it’s
very important that it does.

Secondly — As has been said before a major part of it is related to Local Green Space which is extremely
important to afford the essential protection required to protect the LGS in Steyning for us and future
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generations. | have read the LGS detailed report which is a very impressive document worthy of the huge
effort which has been put into it. Its characterized by rigorous analysis and conclusions based on solid
evidence and produced in line with planning policy guidelines and the Plan should go forward to the next
stage.

A - Chairman - Thank you
Clir Young left the meeting at this point as she had declared an interest

SUBMISSION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN PROPOSAL TO HDC UNDER REGULATION 15
Cllr Campbell reported on the process to date and how the processes to follow will be
undertaken by Horsham DC, the Independent Examiner and SPC, and Council discussed
the proposed submission. {Please check the Audio tape for full transcript on the SPC web
site starting at 16 minutes and 15 seconds, - The Link being
https://archive.org/details/20191127steyningparishcouncileomfullcouncilmeetinge}

Cllr Campbell outlined the process —we have just completed the Regulation 14
consultation and made any changes which appeared necessary to the draft Plan after
revisiting the evidence base in the light of the representations made.

Regulation 15 sets out what we need to submit to HDC by its deadline of 30 November
2020, namely the documents set out in the motion.

HDC will then carry out a further consultation on the amended draft Plan under a
Regulation 16 process which will last for not less than six weeks. All documents, including
a summary of the consultation responses, are submitted to an Independent Examiner.
The Examiner will check that there are no flaws in the Plan and will make
recommendations to HDC.

Cllr Campbell emphasised that tonight was not the end of the process and that the
Independent Examiner would flag up any crucial problems. He expressed the hope that
this would allay any concerns expressed.

Horsham can then make a range of decisions under Regulation 18 — anything from a
refusal, to requiring modifications, to accepting the Plan as drafted. If there is still a Plan,
there will then be a referendum of Steyning residents.. If the Plan is approved by a simple
majority of those voting the Steyning Neighbourhood Plan then becomes part of the
District Plan along with the HDC Local Plan.

Cllr Campbell outlined the changes made to the draft Plan following the Regulation 14
consultation.

e The Plan is now correctly called the “Neighbourhood” Plan and no longer the
“Community” Plan.

o We formerly had five policies. We now have six. There is a new Policy 5
concerning CIL and LGS has now become Policy 6.

e There have also been changes to SNDP1 and SNDP2 to bring those green policies
more to the fore.

Councillor Northam expressed his view that the Plan would not get through the process.
He stated that his personal position was that he did not want to see building on the
Downs. Without a housing policy and with the LGS as it is, Cllr Northam felt that the Plan
did not meet the aspirations of the vast majority of Steyning’s residents and that it served
the interests of only a small minority. He discounted the SWAB survey where 85%
wanted no building on green field sites and referred to the 65 % who he said had
supported the SWAB housing policies.

Clir Northam questioned the impartiality of some, particularly concerning the dropping of
the housing policy and concerning the LGS designations and expressed the opinion that
for this reason the Plan is flawed and unsafe. He referred to what he described as the
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failure to follow correct process concerning LGS site owners and stated that this also
made the Plan flawed and unsafe. He doubted it would pass examination, and predicted
judicial review if it did - with a consequential loss of CIL receipts. He went on to state that
the HDC deadline is flexible and this flexibility should be used to add housing policies to
the draft Plan. He urged councillors to vote against the Plan because it has no housing
element to it.

Clir Cree read from an email dated 9 July 2019 from Barbara Childs, HDC Head of Place,
addressed to ClIr Lloyd stating that the Regulation 15 submission had to be made by the
end of November 2019 and pointed out that the neighbourhood planners had worked to
that deadline and we could not at the 12" hour change everything and produce housing
policies from nowhere on the basis of an unsubstantiated claim by Cllr Northam that the
deadline is flexible.

Cllr Campbell pointed out that the consultant had made many requests to HDC for an
extension of the deadline and had been rebuffed repeatedly and accordingly the deadline
is fixed. He asked the Clerk to confirm that this was the case.

The Clerk confirmed he had spoken with Mr Kwan, the senior HDC NP officer, following
an indication from ClIr Alexander that a delay might be possible for extenuating

125.2 circumstances. He confirmed that such an extension was only intended to accommodate
a council which was working to the deadline and had hit an unexpected hiccup.

ClIr Lloyd concurred entirely with what Clir Northam had said and emphasised his

125.3 concerns about the LGS designations. He deprecated that the HDC “health check” had not CLERK
been taken. He questioned the validity of some of consultation responses and stated
that more weight should have been given to the developers’ consultants’ views.

Cllr Goldsmith observed that the highly compressed timescale we were working to meant
that taking the HDC “health check” had not been possible.

Cllr Hanson said that she thought the health check could and should have been taken.
Clir Alexander gave a percentages analysis of comments.
ClIr Cree gave his own analysis in response.

ClIr Cree and ClIr Northam exchanged views on the failed SWAB Plan. Clir Cree also
expressed his concern that at, and following, the developers’ presentations in July 2019
there had been no opportunity for feedback from the public.

The Clerk explained the 10% difference in CIL and also explained how the absence of a
cap if there is a made Plan made the difference greater than appears. Clir Lloyd said the
difference was 42% of potential CIL.

Cllr Campbell explained that the CIL figure in issue according to the best guess of our
consultant was about £120,000. Clir Lloyd said he did not think the figure was right.

Clir Campbell pointed out that Councillor Alexander’s percentages had little relevance
because this was not intended to be a referendum, it was only a snapshot of those who
wished to make representations.

Cllr Campbell also addressed the health check point and reported that HDC had
confirmed it had not been feasible. He pointed to the few representations actually made
by HDC as a statutory consultee and observed that they had all been addressed. He also
referred to the Independent Examiner being a backstop if there were any problems.

Cllr Campbell responded to Clir Lloyd’s opinion that we should have taken more notice of
the submissions on behalf of the developers concerning the suitability of some of the LGS
sites. Cllr Campbell pointed out that those representing the developers did not have an
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impartial view but represented the views of the developers who wanted to build on the
sites and so were bound to argue they are not appropriate for LGS designation.

Cllr Campbell also addressed the concerns expressed by Mr Muggridge and Cllr Northam
about judicial review and observed that the Independent Examiner is the person to save
us from that potential catastrophe. He pointed out that it would be HDC, not SPC which
would be subject to the proceedings and that it would be a high hurdle requiring a finding
of irrationality; that no reasonable person could have come to the conclusion they did on
the basis of the evidence before them.

Cllr Campbell also responded to Clir Northam’s absence of any housing policy point and
explained, as he said had been explained many times, that because of the HDC November
deadline, to include a housing policy with sites was already impossible on the day of the
election. Cllr Campbell asked councillors to refer once again to the Squires Planning
letter of 10 July 2019 on the website where it specifically stated this.

Cllr Campbell then addressed some of the concerns raised — including: -

e the absence of housing allocations — he took councillors through the relevant
paragraphs of the Basic Conditions Statement, and of the Consultation Statement

e the Local Green Space designation— he took councillors through the relevant
provisions in the Basic Conditions Statement and the relevant provisions of the
NPPF with particular reference to affordable housing and Rural Exception Sites

e any concerns about the adequacy of the consultation with LGS landowners — he
referred councillors to the relevant provisions of the Consultation Statement and
took them through the relevant dates and events.

e any disquiet regarding alleged bias concerning the process by which LGS sites
were assessed - he took councillors through s25 Localism Act and reminded
councillors of the difference between predisposition (legitimate) and
predetermination (illegitimate)

e and pointed out that all these concerns and others raised by the consultation had
been addressed within the amended draft Plan and that any other concerns
raised could still be dealt with via the continuing process of consultation at
Horsham and via the Independent Examiner.

Cllr Hanson addressed councillors on the absence in the Plan of a statement identifying
those who had worked on the LGS policy. She went on seek to draw a distinction
between a decision of the council and a decision of the majority of councillors. She
observed that Glebe Farm had not been assessed as a potential LGS. She stated that she
had not been able to find the LGS assessment criteria, despite which she questioned
some of the LGS evidence and the assessment process itself with particular reference to
the definition of an extensive tract and concerning tranquillity scores.

Clir Lloyd objected to Cllr Campbell referring to the Localism Act and opined that Clir
Campbell should have asked the HDC Monitoring Officer and stated that he still felt that
there had been breaches of the Code of Conduct because of prejudicial interests.

Cllr Campbell responded that he and Cllr Goldsmith had met with the MO who had
expressed disappointment that Clir Lloyd had previously misquoted her on this Code of
Conduct issue. Cllr Campbell referred to an email he had sent CliIr Lloyd on the subject
that morning.

Cllr Lloyd stated that he took great exception to the email which he described as
pejorative and agreed that it and his response could be uploaded so that others could
judge. (Attached)

CLERK



Clr Cree expressed the view that taking out the whole LGS policy would be inappropriate
and that if any individual sites were unsafe then it could be left to the Independent
Examiner to say so.

Clir Alexander expressed his desire for a new steering committee regardless of the
outcome tonight.

Cllr Campbell reminded councillors that he had initially voted in favour of including
housing policies and it was only when the impossibility became clear that he voted for a
pared back plan instead of no plan which were by then the only options.

CONFIDENTIAL SESSION

Clir Goldsmith proposed, seconded Clir S. Sullivan to take the meeting into confidential
session. Agreed.

The councillors then retired to a separate room to consider a confidential paper from the
neighbourhood planning consultant, Andrew Metcalfe.

RE-COMMENCEMENT OF MEETING IN OPEN SESSION

The Chairman read out the proposed motion on the agenda. Clir Northam proposed,
seconded by ClIr Lloyd an amendment, with the amendment coming under part c below,
namely to remove the LGS Policy SNDP6 - as follows :-

The Council resolves that its Clerk shall on its behalf on or before Saturday 30" November
2019 submit a Neighbourhood Development Plan proposal to Horsham District Council in
compliance with Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations
2012 to include: -

a) a Map or Statement which identifies the area to which the proposed
Neighbourhood Development Plan relates;

b) the Consultation Statement;

c) the proposed Neighbourhood Development Plan, excluding the Local Green
Space policy SNDP6;

d) a Statement explaining how the proposed Neighbourhood Development Plan
meets the requirements of paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 Act; and

e) such additional documents (if any) as its consultant, Andrew Metcalfe, may
advise, provided that all such documents (a-e) are in precisely the same terms as
those which have been uploaded to the Council’s website as supporting papers
and subject only to the correction before submission of any typographical or
similar errors which may be expedient and which do not change the substance of
any document.

This Motion Not Agreed. 7 For {D.H, S.N, T.L, G.S, S.A, J.N, L.T}, 7 Against{P.C, T.C, T.R,
R.G, K.T, Sa.S, G.S} and the Chairman with his casting vote voted Against — so 7 For, 8
Against.

Point of order - Clir Hanson asked if it was right and legal for a Councillor who was on 6 months leave of
absence could be called to come back in for a vote. The Clerk pointed out that Clir Taylor had said she was
now available for all Councillor duties once again and had been in touch with Chairman and Clerk to say
this.

Motion — ClIr Goldsmith proposed, seconded by Clir Cree that the Council resolves that
its Clerk shall on its behalf on or before Saturday 30" November 2019 submit a
Neighbourhood Development Plan proposal to Horsham District Council in compliance
with Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 to
include:-



a) a Map or Statement which identifies the area to which the proposed
Neighbourhood Development Plan relates;

b) the Consultation Statement;
c) the proposed Neighbourhood Development Plan;

d) a Statement explaining how the proposed Neighbourhood Development Plan
meets the requirements of paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 Act; and

e) such additional documents (if any) as its consultant, Andrew Metcalfe, may
advise, provided that all such documents (a-e) are in precisely the same terms as
those which have been uploaded to the Council’s website as supporting papers
and subject only to the correction before submission of any typographical or
similar errors which may be expedient and which do not change the substance of
any document.

VOTE - {7 For — ClIrs Goldsmith, Campbell, Ruskin, S. Sullivan, G. Sullivan, Taylor, Cree.

7 Against — Clirs Lloyd, Northam, Saunders, Trundle, Alexander, Norcross,
Hanson.

Clir Young had stepped out of the meeting and did not vote having declared
an interest.}

Motioned carried by the Chairman’s casting vote. 8 FOl', 7 Against. -
Agreed

The Clerk was asked to post the agreed resolution details up onto the SPC notice boards
the same evening and on the SPC and NP websites to publicise the result to Steyning
residents.

CORRESPONDENCE AND INFORMATION ITEMS
None

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 16 December 2019 at 7.30pm
Meeting closed at 9.55 pm

NB The emails referred to at page 5 follow overleaf

SIgNEd ... e e Date May 2020

Chairman



From: Paul Campbell - Vice-Chairman of Steyning Parish Council <Paul.Campbell@steyningpc.gov.uk>

Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 9:04 AM

To: Rodney Goldsmith <rodney.goldsmith@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Gary Sullivan <gary.sullivan@steyningpc.gov.uk>;
Sarah Sullivan <sarah.sullivan@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Trevor Cree <Trevor.Cree@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Chris Young
<Chris.Young@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Tim Rudkin <Tim.Rudkin@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Tim Lloyd
<tim.lloyd@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Joanna Norcross <joanna.norcross@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Liz Trundle
<liz.trundle@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Deborah Hanson <deborah.hanson@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Steve Northam
<steve.northam@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Simon Alexander <simon.alexander@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Georgia Saunders
<Georgia.Saunders@steyningpc.gov.uk>

Cc: John Fullbrook <john.fullbrook@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Hazel Roxby <hazel.roxby@steyningpc.gov.uk>

Subject: Neighbourhood Plan, Local green Space and Localism Act

Dear All

On the basis of previous arguments raised by Tim Lloyd, in particular concerning the Code of Conduct and the
integrity of those who worked on the LGS assessments, | suspect there may be an intention to raise the same or
similar points again this evening.

| just want to draw everyone’s attention to s25 Localism Act 2011. The s25 provision was introduced specifically to
permit an elected person who has campaigned on an issue to also vote on it. As Eric Pickles said when he introduced
the legislation; the purpose is to ‘clarify the law to give councillors the assurance they need to feel confident about
campaigning on local issues and championing the rights of residents’.

It follows, of course, that a councillor who has campaigned on an issue and then voted in accordance with that
campaign as specifically authorised by s25, cannot be in breach of the Code of Conduct either - as Tim has mistakenly
publicly argued it is on my part. Sharon Evans, incidentally, said subsequently to me and Rod that she was
misquoted and that her private words of advice were taken out of context on the occasion when Tim made this point
and purported to quote her.

“S25 Prior indications of view of a matter not to amount to predetermination etc.

(1)Subsection (2) applies if—

(a) as a result of an allegation of bias or predetermination, or otherwise, there is an issue about the validity of a
decision of a relevant authority, and

(b) it is relevant to that issue whether the decision-maker, or any of the decision-makers, had or appeared to have
had a closed mind (to any extent) when making the decision.

(2) A decision-maker is not to be taken to have had, or to have appeared to have had, a closed mind when making the
decision just because—

(a) the decision-maker had previously done anything that directly or indirectly indicated what view the decision-
maker took, or would or might take, in relation to a matter, and

(b) the matter was relevant to the decision........ ”

So far as | know, Tim’s public statements that | am in breach of the Code are based solely on his mistaken belief that
views | expressed as a member of the public somehow put me in breach of the Code. S25 shows that to be

wrong. Furthermore, | have no financial or other personal interest in the outcome and so | invite him, or anyone
else, to refrain from public personal criticism based, seemingly, on a misreading of the Code and/or perhaps being
unaware of the Localism Act provision. Tim might even consider healing a few wounds by taking the opportunity to
publicly withdraw his mistaken allegations against me. For the reasons below, he might also consider withdrawing
his allegations against Chris Young and the rest of the LGS team.

Similarly ill-judged attacks have been made previously on those who undertook the LGS assessments.
Although the Localism Act provision does not specifically apply to those who carried out the LGS assessments for the

obvious reasons that they (apart from Chris) were neither councillors nor committee members, and also because
none of them (including Chris) were decision-makers either, the parallels are obvious. If a voting decision-maker
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cannot be criticised, still less can a person who has no vote and is making a recommendation to the Steering
Committee, not a decision.

If it was not previously, it should now be clear to all that the Code does not apply to members of the public. Second,
even if it was considered that by some sort of analogy that it should apply, then by the same analogy, the Localism
Act permitted them to make decisions so even more could they make recommendations.

Steve Fuggles made a very good further argument in response to Tim’s public criticism on one occasion. Given the
locations of the seventeen sites, and the nature of neighbourhood planning, then it would always be impossible to
avoid suggestions of personal interest from those who wanted to question the integrity of others. Everyone in the
community lives close to, or has access to, and so is likely to have strong personal views on at least one of the sites. |
hope we will not hear such personal attacks again.

Councillors might also find it helpful to understand the process by which the team working on the LGS assessments
was set up. Please see below*

At today’s meeting councillors should look at the LGS evidence itself, not the individuals, | suggest. That is what the
Independent Examiner will do. | suggest that the correct test for the Examiner and therefore councillors as well, is
one of whether the LGS assessment process can be shown to be irrational, or to have taken into account improper
factors, or failed to have taken into account proper factors. The Consultation Statement addresses all this (pages 17
to 23). Compare the LGS evidence document with others produced by many other councils, including the SWAB one,
and | think the professionalism of this document is clear. It is as near to bullet-proof as it is possible to be, in my
opinion.

| urge colleagues to leave the LGS in the Plan as the vast majority of residents seem to want. Let the Independent
Examiner decide if there is anything unsafe about the Plan which needs amending or removing, and then allow the
residents to vote at referendum.

Kind Regards, Paul

* The recruitment of the LGS Team:-

The focus group recruitment attempts started on 10 November 2018 and were reinforced in February 2019 by a flyer
to every household. Regrettably, very few members of the public came forward. It is thought that after the failure
of the SWAB neighbourhood plan which had involved a great deal of work from members of the public there was a
significant degree of public wariness.

By May 2019 the only volunteers who had come forward for focus group work were Geoff Barnard, Steve Fuggles, Jo
Gordon, Ryan Maidment, and CllIr Chris Young. By email of 8 May 2019 they were all invited to join the Environment
Focus Group by the Committee’s consultant, Andrew Metcalfe who was acting on instructions from the Steering
Committee.

The meeting to appoint the Environment Focus Group was on 21 May 2019, which ClIr Chris Young and Steve Fuggles
were unable to attend. Present were the Committee’s consultant, Andrew Metcalfe, the Chair, Russell Barnes,
Committee members drawn from the public Richard Bell, Murray van der Poll, Paul Cotton, Paul Maidment, and
members of the public Jo Gordon, Geoff Barnard and Ryan Maidment. At this meeting the Focus Group members
were assigned to their respective roles by consensus. No new councillor knew of this meeting or process,
incidentally.

Committee member Paul Maidment was initially assigned to the Local Green Space sub-group but was soon
reassigned to work with his son, Ryan Maidment, on Biodiversity and Environment issues. Sixteen of the seventeen
sites to be assessed were agreed by Paul Maidment and Russell Barnes and notified to the Consultant and to the
sub-group members. Gatewick was later added as a seventeenth site to be assessed because it had previously been
recommended for designation under the failed SWAB NP.



Geoff Barnard of Steyning Greening Group was assigned to work on climate-related issues. No-one has suggested
that Geoff's previous and existing interest invalidates his evidence on which much of the Plan is based. And nor
should it, but the parallels are obvious. If someone wishes to attack the LGS evidence on the basis of those who
produced it then so should they attack the environmental evidence.

Jo Gordon, Steve Fuggles (provisionally in his absence) and Chris Young (also provisionally in her absence) were
assigned to work with Paul Maidment on the Local Green Space Assessments.

By the time the LGS sub-group team had their first meeting on 10 July 2019, Paul Maidment had been replaced by
Russell Barnes.

Incidentally, the fact that the Steering Committee put on the developers’ presentation event on the 20 May, and the
fact that the first meeting of the Environment Group on 21 May was participated in by many of the Steering
Committee, each shows that the Committee carried on working until at least 21 May. The Steering Committee was
re-elected on 5 June. The gap between 21 May and 5 June of two weeks shows that repeated claims on Facebook
and at our council meetings that the Committee was cynically manoeuvred by me into a many-week delay so that
housing could not be delivered cannot possibly be true.

So does Andrew Metcalfe’s letter of 24 July which confirms that housing allocation had become impossible. That
letter includes a time-line showing that, unknown to us until that letter, it was already impossible before the new
council was elected.

From: Tim Lloyd <tim.lloyd@steyningpc.gov.uk>

Sent: 27 November 2019 11:22 AM

To: Paul Campbell - Vice-Chairman of Steyning Parish Council <Paul.Campbell@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Rodney
Goldsmith <rodney.goldsmith@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Gary Sullivan <gary.sullivan@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Sarah Sullivan
<sarah.sullivan@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Trevor Cree <Trevor.Cree@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Chris Young
<Chris.Young@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Tim Rudkin <Tim.Rudkin@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Joanna Norcross
<joanna.norcross@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Liz Trundle <liz.trundle@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Deborah Hanson
<deborah.hanson@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Steve Northam <steve.northam@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Simon Alexander
<simon.alexander@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Georgia Saunders <Georgia.Saunders@steyningpc.gov.uk>

Cc: John Fullbrook <john.fullbrook@steyningpc.gov.uk>; Hazel Roxby <hazel.roxby@steyningpc.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Neighbourhood Plan, Local green Space and Localism Act

Dear All, | believe it is inappropriate and unbecoming of the Vice-Chair to pre-empt what may or, may not
be said at tonight's meeting and to try and influence the important decision that is going to have to be
made. He once again, uses pejorative language against me, in what in my opinion, is an attempt to divert
members attention away from some of the more critical concerns over the LGS being a part of the NP.
After last night's Amenities meeting | was hopeful that we had moved on from that, but clearly not.
Whether there were prejudicial interests involved in the preparation of the LGS designations or, not, and
whether this affects the outcome, is ultimately up to HDC and the Independent Examiner or, to the courts
in a Judicial Review should that be the case, if the LGS gets voted through as part of the NP tonight. Clir.
Young did the right thing and declared her 'interest' and | assume that she will do the same tonight, and
again, it will be for HDC or, the Independent Examiner to decide whether that 'interest’ should have
disqualified her from taking any part in the LGS designations.

However, prejudicial/pecuniary interests are not the sole concerns surrounding the LGS designations, some
of which have already been voiced on the consultation responses and | hope members will have read these
concerned responses, particularly those from the consultants for Wiston Estate (Response 159) and Cala
Homes (Response 129), and the responses from CPRE (Response 175) and HDC (Response 161). Perhaps if
we had taken up HDC's offer of an informal Health Check many of these concerns could have been
highlighted and addressed.
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We have of course yet to see the letter from our own consultants Squires, which because of the 'secrecy’
surrounding it | can only assume is a 'game-changer' in some way?

| stand by the comments | have made about the 'interests' of members of the committee, borne out by
Clir. Young's declaration, in order to ensure that the business of this Council is transacted correctly,
lawfully and with due process.

Because, the Vice-Chair for reasons unknown, has decided to make this personal against me | urge all
members to ignore this and to not lose sight of the seriousness of the decision we have to take tonight and
the implications for the town should we get it wrong, and we should approach the decision objectively,
with the best interests of the town in mind, to ensure that it does not result in a rejected plan and the
consequences that will follow. It will be a challenging meeting tonight for all of us. Tim

11



