
PRE-ELECTION PUBLIC FORUM (cont. from Page 1) 
 

The Conservative manifesto came under scrutiny with its 
pledge to make it easier for developers to get planning per-

mission for major projects such as the high-speed rail link. 

Mr Herbert stressed that this did not mean that planning per-

missions generally would now be easier. The Conservatives 

would scrap the national housing target for West Sussex of 

70,000 over 20 years and give local authorities the opportuni-

ty to keep it level in line with local requirements. 
 

Derek Deedham said that his party wished to delegate power 

back to local councils and wanted to abolish the Infrastructure 

Planning Commission. They were also against new runways 

at Heathrow and Gatwick and would introduce third-party 

appeals against planning decisions.Tim Lunnon stated that 

there was a housing problem in the South-East and that local-

ly there were such planning issues as the opposition to more 

bungalows in Steyning, which meant that many elderly peo-

ple could not continue to live there. 
 

The issue of creeping development, particularly from brown-

field proposals for agricultural, i.e. greenfield, buildings, was 

discussed at length. Mr Deedham thought that local people 

may consider such buildings suitable for development, with 

Mr Lunnon contending that they would need to be within a 

built-up area.Nick Herbert informed the meeting that the 

Conservatives are bringing in proposals that derelict agricul-

tural building should be considered as brownfield. This pro-

duced disagreement from a member of the audience (Janet 

Aidin), who pointed out that agricultural buildings are tempo-

rary structures outside the planning system whose use is lim-

ited to the life of the agricultural operation. They should then 

be demolished. To adopt them into the planning system by 

giving them brownfield status was completely unacceptable. 
 

There followed a question as to whether decisions regarding 

the National Park might lead to social disharmony. Planning 

for the Park was not yet formulated and there was not track 

record for dealing with it. Yet the boundary is fixed: some in, 

some out. Derek Deedman noted that there were fairly tight 

boundaries around such places as Steyning, which was ex-

cluded from the Park and this would put pressure on develop-

ment inside the town. Pressures would also be caused by the 

number of second homes inside the Park. Mr Lunnon felt that 

social disharmony would be something to guard against but 

he did not really think it would come to that. 
 

Nick Herbert spoke of boundary anomalies such as at Arun-

del where the castle is in the Park, but the town is not, and 

Lewis which is in but Steyning not. He pointed out that the 

landscape of an AONB has equal protection to that of a Na-

tional Park. However, we should try to make the Park a suc-

cess. Property prices within it would rise and there would be 

pressure on the provision of affordable housing. The real 

pressure outside the boundary would come from national 

housing targets and projects such as Eco Towns. If power is 

returned locally, it can be used to give affordable housing to 

local communities, as has recently been done in Amberley 
 

At this point the chairman took a straw poll which showed the 

audience in favour of the Park by about 70:30. 
 

Asked whether the candidates believed that energy supplies 

could suffice without nuclear power, Mr Lunnon answered 

ñyesò, Mr Deedman ñNoò and Mr Herbert ñYesò with renew-

able energy, but without wind turbines on the Downs. 
 

All three candidates were in favour of the National Ecosystem 

Assessment.  Mr Herbert  stated  that  it  gave  environmental 

security and  included  a  scheme  for  issuing  environmental 

credits which determines the value of  ecological  systems  to 

the economy, to nature and to man. 
 

On CO2 targets, Mr Lunnon stated that the Government had 

signed up to a 80% reduction at Copenhagen. He felt that 

personal savings can be made as well as responding to nation-

al initiatives. Mr Deedmanôs party aimed at being carbon-

neutral by 2050 and stressed that we also needed to give help 

and encouragement internationally. Whilst confirming that 

the Conservatives had the same targets as Labour, Mr Herbert 

also said that Britainôs contribution is relatively small. He 

urged a reduction in emissions from homes, home insulation 

and more renewable energy such as wind power offshore. He 

saw emission reductions as an opportunity, not just a chal-

lenge. 
 

A second runway at Gatwick was opposed by Mr Herbert and 

Derek Deedman, whilst Mr Lunnon was in favour but not 

before 2020. A straw poll found that the audience was 2:1 

against a second runway. 
 

On the issue of funding a high-speed rail system, Mr Herbert 

asserted that it was a Tory idea to be financed by the private 

sector. It would reduce air travel and take the pressure off the 

South East. The Lib-Dems wanted the project financed by a 

UK Infrastructure Bank. Their policy was also for toll charges 

on motorways and for local rail connections to relieve the 

road network. Labour envisaged public and private sector 

investment. 
 

A question about agriculture quoted the Governments recog-

nition of the importance of securing food production in this 

country. In Mr Herbertôs opinion this was long overdue; the 

expansion of food production was vital.  Local sourcing did 

not cost more. Government departments needed to procure 

locally, labelling needed to be improved, a code of practice 

introduced for supermarkets, farmers relieved of too much 

red tape and agriculture re-valued as the primary industry it 

is. Mr Deedman felt that farmers had not had a good deal 

from successive governments. Too many dairies were going 

out of business. The Lib-Dems had suggested a food ombuds-

man and the revival of apprenticeships. Mr Lunnon said that 

the power of supermarkets over consumer choice should be 

stopped. 
 

ñWaste needed to be stopped at source. Why not cut down on 

packaging?ò Mr Lunnon replied that recycling had quadru-

pled since Labour came to power, whilst Mr Deedman want-

ed to move to zero waste. He felt more regulation was need-

ed. Mr Herbert called for the issue to be dealt with   responsi-

bly rather than more regulation. ASDA had taken a lead.  Our 

recycling was far lower than Germanyôs. The main problem 

was commercial, not domestic waste. 
 

A number of quick questions preceded the conclusion of the 

meeting: Mr Herbert had little success in stopping low-flying 

Chinooks; Mr Deedman favoured Eco cash-back as an incen-

tive for green energy; in answer to a question about the im-

plementation of National Park Purposes he also pointed out 

that the National Park Authority is not an elected body; in-

creased air travel was inevitable according to him, but should 

be slowed, whilst Mr Lunnon saw reducing it as a challenge 

and Mr Herbert pointed to the increased fuel-efficiency of 

planes. 
 

The meeting ended with thanks from the chairman to The 

Wiggonholt Association for organising the event, to the can-

didates for joining the panel and to the audience for attending 

and for their contribution to an interesting debate. 
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At our pre -election public forum at Rydon Community College, Storrington,  

on Thursday evening 29 th  April, the three main party parliamentary candi-

dates for Arun and South Downs answered questions on local, national and 

global  issues under the chairmanship of Theo Cronin, Commercial  Editor, 

Sussex Newspapers. 
 

Nick Herbert, who has represented the constituency for the past five years and was Shadow 

Secretary for Food, Agriculture and Rural Affairs, was joined by the Lib-Dem candidate, Derek 

Deedman, and by Tim Lunnon for Labour. 
 

The meeting opened to the floor as soon as introductions had been made and there was no 

shortage of questions from an audience eager to hear how the three candidates would deal 

with their concerns. Topics included the planning system, energy, extra runways, waste, the 

South Downs National Park, CO2 emissions and agriculture. (Full details, Page 4) 
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Pre-election Public 
Forum details 

In spite of the three party 
leaders  final  TV debate , a 

good-sized audience came 
to question Nick Herbert 

(Conservative, left), Derek 
Deedman (Lib-Dem, second 

from right) and Tim Lunnon 
(Labour, right), under the 

chairmanship of Theo Cro-
nin, Commercial Editor at 

Sussex Newspapers, re-
placing Gary Shipton, who 
had to attend a funeral. 

South Downs Society and the South Downs Network      
 

With the work of the South Down Campaign completed, a new 
alliance between major environmental groups has led to the 

creation of the South Downs Network which we have joined. 
The Network will fight for the best possible South Downs Na-

tional Park and will want to ensure that environmental matters 
are given high priority in the work of the new National Park 
Authority which has just come into being. 
Major partners in the Network apart from the South Downs  
Society are the Campaign to Protect Rural England, Sussex 

Wildlife Trust and the Ramblers.  As the Park Authority includes 
little local representation, we are looking to the Network to 
give a voice to associations such as ours . 



 

 

òTOWARDS  A  2026  VISIONó 
 

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) 

want to start a national debate on the future 

of the countryside 
 

CPRE have spelled out their vision of the future of 

food and farming, life in urban areas, planning,  life-

style and climate change.   
 

Valuing farmers for the work they do is seen as 

crucial for the countryside, woods, meadows and 

wildlife habitats. Consumers would prefer to buy 

local produce, aware of the benefits to farming and 

to the countryside. 
 

In urban areas the CPRE sees three quarters of 

new homes built on existing brownfield land. 

Towns would become greener places to live and 

work in and new houses would be close to work-

places, schools, shops and other services. With a 

revival in locally produced food and the interest in 

the countryside for leisure, smaller towns and vil-

lages would grow after decades of decline and the 

rural population would grow substantially.  
 

By 2026, the CPRE wants to see a planning system 

with an integrated, sustainable approach, replacing 

the current emphasis on economic development. 

Measuring quality of life instead of gross domestic 

product would help to promote this. Pre-

application consultation would ensure people can 

have their say on planning decisions. 
 

As far as lifestyle is concerned, CPRE see  greater 

emphasis on health consciousness and increased 

awareness of the benefits of the environment with 

Englandõs countryside blossoming into a Natural 

Health Service! By 2026, land would be used to 

mitigate and adapt to climate change. Land owners 

would be paid under a Common Agricultural Policy 

to  to manage land to retain and absorb carbon 

dioxide, and farmers would help reduce CO2 emis-

sions by moving away from synthetic, oil-derived 

fertilisers, to low-input and also organic systems. 
 

Rural renewables such as solar panels and wind 

turbines would supply the countryside with energy, 

but the turbines will be the size of trees. Overall 

power needs would decrease due to energy-

efficient buildings and modes of transport. 
 

These are the key areas around which CPRE would 

like a national debate. For their full report and a 

place to have your say, go to: 

www.cpre.org.uk/debates 
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Our annual  outing is a four-hour complementary 
trip on the Wey & Arun Canal, starting at noon in    
Loxwood next to the canal bridge. 
 

As last year, there will be a generous stop for a picnic 
lunch, either on the boat or al fresco if the weather 
allows. Bring your own food; wine and soft drinks 
�D�U�H�� �³�R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �K�R�X�V�H�´���� �$�Q�G���� �D�V�� �E�H�I�R�U�H���� �H�Y�H�U�\�� �P�H�P�E�H�U��
can bring a guest. 
 

Loxwood Lock, just south of the bridge was recently 
�R�S�H�Q�H�G�� �D�Q�G�� �W�K�H�� �F�D�Q�D�O�� �F�O�H�D�U�H�G�� �D�V�� �I�D�U�� �D�V�� �³�'�H�Y�L�O�¶�V��
�+�R�O�H�´�����,�W���Q�R�Z���Q�H�H�G�V���W�R���I�L�O�O���Z�L�W�K���Z�D�W�H�U�������Z�K�L�F�K���P�H�D�Q�V��
that if we are lucky, we will be able to explore this 
short new section as well as going north. 
 

Those who enjoyed last years trip will know that 
�³�:�L�J�J�R�Q�K�R�O�W�´�� �K�D�V�� �F�K�D�L�U�V�� �D�Q�G�� �W�D�E�O�H�V���� �D�� �O�R�R�� �D�Q�G�� �D�Q��
access lift. 
 

To reserve places please phone 01903 743 503 or 
email peter@wiggonholt.org. Capacity is limited, so 
do book soon. 

Dear Member  
 
I am writing this on the morning the country has woken up to a  
�³�K�X�Q�J�´���S�D�U�O�L�D�P�H�Q�W���D�Q�G���W�K�H���H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���L�V�V�X�H�V���Z�H���G�L�V�F�X�V�V�H�G���D�W���R�X�U���S�U�H
- election public forum seem far away. Let us hope that consensus can 
be reached on how to bring about stable government and that vital  
environmental matters are not pushed into the background for long.  
 

Apart from the three main party candidates, we also invited UKIP and 
the Greens to our meeting. The UKIP candidate accepted but failed to 
show up, whilst the Greens decided not to field a candidate for fear 
of losing their deposit! I thought that our re - elected MP, Nick Her-
bert, showed considerable in - depth knowledge in answering questions, 
as  
befitted a Shadow Secretary for Food, Agriculture and Rural Affairs  
in the previous parliament. Will he now get the same portfolio?  
 

The National Ecosystem Assessment described on page 2 is an important 
development and we must hope that it continues to get full backing 
from the next government. Setting a price on the environment should 
lead to a planning process in which every proposed development is 
tested for  
the cost of losing the benefit of the ecosystem it may contain.  
 
 

Another important development is the launch of the South Downs Net-
work.   
We hope that joining it will give us the voice organisations such as 
ours have been denied on the SDNP Authority.  
 

Almost all subscriptions have now been renewed. Conforming to our new 
status as a charitable company limited by guarantee, has made things a 
little more complicated in the first year, so I have all the more  
reason to thank our membership for their continued support.  
 

�7�K�H���W�U�L�S���R�Q���W�K�H���:�H�\���D�Q�G���$�U�X�Q���&�D�Q�D�O���U�H�D�O�O�\���L�V���D���V�X�S�H�U���R�X�W�L�Q�J�����6�R���G�R�Q�¶�W��
miss out -  reserve your places soon!  
 
Yours sincerely, Peter Flatter   

AN IMPORTANT PLANNING MATTER 
The proposal for a new sandpit at Horncroft on the  

Barlavington Estate, Fittleworth, has understandably met 

with very strong opposition, both locally and from all 

major environmental organisations.  

The application is for the extraction of 1.5 million tonnes 

of sand over a 20 year period and would involve up to 60 

HGV journeys per day. 

Noise, dust and traffic problems are the usual objections 

against the proposal. But the overriding argument cen-

tres on whether a site in an AONB, now in the National 

Park and in a much loved and used area of woodland and 

farmland, should be destroyed. 

òNo Horncroft Sandpit at Fittleworthó argue that the 

unique landscape of Horncroft will be lost for ever if the 

sandpit goes ahead. They say that the proposed site has, 

officially, over 59 rare and endangered species of flora 

and fauna within a radius of one km, and they ask: òWhat 

is the point of having a National Park if it is going to be 

destroyed for commercial gain?ó 

The protesters also point out that the site has been re-

jected by WSCC on two previous occasions, in 1998 and 

again in 2005 with a Government Inspector pointing to 

the serious harm to the landscape and amenity of the 

area if mineral working were to take place. 
 

Janet Aidin has submitted a letter objecting to the appli-

cation as premature, arbitrary and inequitable. Our main 

concern at this stage is about the process which has led 

to the application coming forward. It has been brought 

under the saved policies of the WS Minerals Local Plan 

which are currently being replaced by a Local Develop-

ment Framework  for both waste and minerals. 

Normally, planning applications are for sites which have 

been previously allocated for extraction and/or have 

been found suitable by an inspector as part of a strategic 

plan as  is currently being developed. This process should 

not be leapfrogged as communities are invariably op-

posed to minerals extraction and need a long lead time 

to prepare and fund the necessary expert opposition 

within a highly complex and sophisticated system. 
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