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DOCUMENTS FOR THIRD PARTY REP 5 

DC-26-0006: Proposed development of 9 houses on a plot adjacent to the Henfield Bowls Club

Objection 

We understand that the govt inspector will opine on the developer's appeal against HDC's decision to 

reject; there is no public meeting for questions to be raised, one hopes the Inspector will however visit 

the site to assess at first hand all circumstances relating to the development. 

Initially West Sussex Highways (WSH) requested a statement from the developers for a transport 

statement. This was received on 31 March 26. - quote "a realistic, and robust worst case". It is 

questionable that the consulting engineers have actually visited to site - a number of assertions are 

made which are incorrect, the sight lines don't follow guidance as defined in the 2006 "Manual for 

Streets", further fail to mention that a number of existing houses entrances intersect with the proposes 

routing. A major omission is a lack of a pedestrian pathway/pavement at the access into the 

development, compounding safety issues at this junction. 

Horsham DC rejected the existing plans before WSH opined on the consulting engineer's response. 

Whatever is finally decided whether it is 10 retirement homes, or the plans as proposed, access to the 

site needs proper assessment. However, as I understand that it is existing proposed plans that will be 

decided by the Government Inspector, access should be part of the decision. 

In the absence of Highways response, and the consulting engineer's updated responses re questions 

raised re the access to the site, there are some serious concerns in regard to risk & safety issues. 

Perhaps WSH should be asked to respond to the Transport statement dated 31/3/26; in addition, the 

documented response by a resident, dated 21/4/26. 

In the event the inspector is unable to visit the site, we have submitted additional documented evidence 

to substantiate our concerns 

1. Public Right of Way (Footpath 2547)

a. Figure 1- shows the narrow width

pavement in north side leading

the proposed access, contrary to

developer's statement; it is rarely, if

used by pedestrians.

b. Figure 2 - demonstrates actual poor visibility

vehicles leaving via the proposed access re

pedestrians walking from west to east once

existing footpath has been removed.

2. Layby or defined passing place (adjacent to 16/17 The

Daisycroft)?
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a. There is no documentation which stipulates that it is a passing place, as suggested by

the developers. In fact, it is regularly used as a layby by various nearby owners and their










