Sarah Valentine

Sent: ctober :

To: planninginfo; Joanne Fisher
Subject: Objection to DM/26/2085

Dear MSDC Planning Officer,

T 1

RE: Panattoni Park, 3 Gothard Green Way, Goddards Green, Hassocks, West
sussex, BNo 972J

::,M write to object to planning applications
DM ; d by Infinity House Group through 1ts planning agent

Parker Dann.

My objectlions concern the development proposed 1n this application,
including 1ts transport and parking 1mplications, potential nolse and
disturbance, the adequacy of the 1nformation supplied and the need to
assess 1t alongside the related application DM/26/1926, rather than in

1solation.

I understand that Unit 3 is currently vacant. DM/26/2085 proposes
additional windows and access doors together wilith an 1ncrease 1n car
parking from 46 to 87 spaces, whille cycle parking remains at 20 spaces.
The related application DM/26/1926, which closed on 5th October,
proposed a substantilal security 1nstallation comprising 2.4-metre antil-
climb perimeter fencing i1ncorporating flat razor wlre, a securilty
gatehouse and cantilever gate. These applications appear to be related

elements of a wider scheme to prepare the currently vacant premises for
occupation.

therefore ask the Counci.

1) to assess DM/26/1926 and DM/26/2085 together and consider the

cumulative 1mpacts of the development, rather than determining each
element 1n 1solation;

r—

2) to obtain sufficilent i1information about the operational reguilirements
of the development to establish whether the additional accesses and
substantial 1ncrease 1n parkling are necessary and approprlate;

3) to establish whether the proposed works, considered alongside
DM/26/1926, are assoclated with a material change or intensification 1in

the use of the currently vacant premises and whether this requires
further planning consilideration;

4) to ensure that the transport, nolse, lighting and other environmental
implications have been adequately assessed before DM/26/2085 1is
determined; and




5) glven the silgnilificant publilic 1Interest and concerns ralsed by the
proposed development, to refer DM/26/2085 to the appropriate planning
commlttee rather than determining 1t under delegated powers.

DM/26/2085 - parking, windows and access doors

am particularly concerned by the proposed i1ncrease 1n car parking from

46 to 87 spaces, an 1ncrease of almost 903, whilile cycle parking remalns
unchanged at 20 spaces.

p—

The application does not adequately explaln anticipated staffing levels,
dal1ly vehilcle movements or why such a substantial i1ncrease 1n car
parking 1s necessary. Under Policy DP21 (Transport), the Council should
requlre evidence demonstratling the anticipated parking demand and should
conslder whether the proposal encourages unnecessary rellance upon
private cars and whether walking, cycling and public transport provision
1s adequate for the anticipated workforce.

The addilitional access doors and significant 1ncrease 1n parking also
ralse guestions about the intensity of activity at the premilises.
Depending upon the proposed operation, this could result 1n additional
staff movements, delilveries, loading and unloading, plant or machlnery
and assoclated noilse and disturbance. The Council should establish the
li1kely operational effects and whether nolse, transport, alr—-gquality or

other assessments are requlred under DP29.

DM/26/2085 and DM/26/1926 should be considered together

These appllcations concern the same vacant bullding, have been submitted
by the same applicant through the same agent, and propose complementary
alterations: DM/26/1926 establishes substantial perimeter security and
controlled access, while DM/26/2085 alters the building and almost

doubles 1ts parkling provilision.

B

The Council should therefore establish whether they comprise elements of
a single wider scheme to prepare Unit 3 for a partilicular 1ndustrial

operation and assess their comblned 1mplications for traffic, parking,
landscape, visual amenity, securlty, nolse and the surrounding

environment.

While I accept the Council's
poslition that the 1dentity of the prospective occupler 1s not 1tself a
material planning consilderation, 1f 1nformation has been withheld
because the nature of the proposed operation glves rise to particular
securlty requlrements or other physical and operational conseguences,
those planning consequences must still be properly understood and

assessed. The Council should therefore establish whether the withheld
2




information relates to the security measures proposed under DM/26/192¢6,

pr—

the operational requirements of the premilises, or the alterations

proposed under DM/26/2085, and should not determine DM/26/2085 until 1t

18 satligsfied that 1t hgas sntficient intormatlicon To assess all mabterial

pr—

planning i1mpacts of the development.

Community and neighbouring-business impacts

pr—

material planning conslderation. However, the reasonably
land—-use conseguences assoclated with the development are relevant where

they result 1n materia. 1mpac,s such as traffic, noilse,

p—

recognise that the i1dentity of an occupler 1s not, by 1tself, a

Toreseeable

dlisturbance,

securlty requlrements or effects upon neighbouring businesses and

amenity.

pr—

If the exceptional security arrangements proposed in DM/26/1926 are

requlred because of the activitles 1ntended to take place at Unit 3, the
Councll should understand those regquirements and theilir assocliated

pr—

effects before determining the application. Likewlse, 1

would Toreseeably generate regular protests or other activity a

occupation
“fecting

access, traffic, nolse, neighbouring businesses or operation of the
wlder Panattoni Park, those are potential land-use consequences which

should not simply be disregarded because the i1dentity o

occupler 1s not 1tself a planning matter.

r—

the prospective

pr—

therefore ask MSDC to consider whe‘her the proposed development and

1ts foreseeable consequences conflict with the District Plan's

pr—

objectilves of achieving sustainable, attractive and 1nclusive

communities and promoting a place which remains attractive to a full

range of busilinesses and where local enterprise thrives.

Environmental impacts and EIA




Following the Supreme Court judgment i1n R (Finch) v Surrey County

pr—

Council [2024] UKSC 20, environmental effects of a development are not
necessarilily confined to emlssions occurring within the physical boundary
of the development. Where EIA 1s requlred, downstream environmental
effects may also need to be assessed where there 1s a sufficient causal
connection between the development and those effects. (4)

pr—

recognise that the causal connection here 1s less direct than that
conslidered by the Supreme Court 1n Finch. Nevertheless, I ask the
Councll to consider whether these proposals reqgulre EIA screening and,
1f so, the approprlate scope of any assessment, 1ncluding any 1ndirect
greenhouse—-gas effects that can properly be regarded as ef

development.

pr—

ects of tThe

Conclusion

For the reasons above, I object to DM/26/2085 and ask the Council not to
determine the application until 1t has sufficient i1nformation to assess

both 1ts 1ndividual 1mpacts and 1ts cumulative 1mpacts when consilidered
alongside DM/26/1926.

In particular, I ask the Council to obtain any further 1Information
necessary concerning parking demand and transport i1mplications,
operatlional 1ntensity, nolse and lighting, and the relationshilip between
the two applications.

Glven the substantial public 1nterest and the objections now belng
ralsed, I also ask that DM/26/2085 1is referred to the appropriate
planning commlittee rather than determined under delegated powers.

Please add this representation to the file for DM/26/2085 and take 1t
1nto account before the application 1s determined.

Sources




Yours sincerely,




