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PLANNING COMMITTEE 
REPORT 

 

TO: Planning Committee (North) 

BY: Head of Development 

DATE: 4 August 2020 

DEVELOPMENT: 

Change of use from residential dwelling to mixed-use purposes comprising 
a residential living unit and as a community meeting facility. Demolition of 
existing structures and erection of part single storey, part two-storey rear 
extension with associated internal alterations and two-storey meeting hall 
with glazed link to proposed extension. Alterations to existing access and 
proposed car parking. 

SITE: Stafford House Bonnetts Lane Ifield Crawley West Sussex RH11 0NX   

WARD: Colgate and Rusper 

APPLICATION: DC/20/0882 

APPLICANT: 
Name: Hasnain Mohsin   Address: Stafford House, Bonnetts Lane Ifield 
RH11 0NX      

 
REASON FOR INCLUSION ON THE AGENDA:  More than 8 letters of representation have been 

received within the consultation period raising 
material planning considerations contrary to the 
recommendation of the Head of Development. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: To refuse planning permission  
 
 
1. THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

 
1.1 To consider the planning application. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF THE APPLICATION 
 

1.2 Planning permission is sought in respect of a material change of use, alterations and 
extensions to Stafford House to form a mixed use residential unit and meeting centre serving 
the religious and social needs of the Shia Muslim community. 

 
1.3 This application has been submitted following the dismissal of a planning appeal1 made in 

relation to a previous refusal of planning permission in respect of application reference 
DC/18/1584.  

 
1.4 The planning permission sought is identical, in terms of the proposed use, to that previously 

considered pursuant to reference DC/18/1584. The proposed physical alterations and 
extensions to Stafford House are similar to those previously considered, comprising of the 
formation of an Imam’s flat at first floor level, a two-storey extension beyond the north-west 
elevation of the dwelling and a link-detached hall/meeting room.  

                                                      
1 APP/Z3825/W/19/3226651 - (September 2019) 



 

 

1.5 A lean-to car-port structure beyond the north-east of Staffords House would be removed, 
together with two detached storage sheds. An existing conservatory beyond the south-east 
elevation would also be removed; the removal of which was not previously considered in 
connection with DC/18/2584. 

 
1.6 The proposed development would increase the gross-internal area (GIA) of Stafford House 

to 479m2, relative to 176m2 at present, and the gross-external area (GEA) to 189m2, relative 
to 111m2 at present. The proposal would provide for increased and enhanced community 
facilities, including three open-plan spaces for meeting, educational and worship purposes, 
dedicated male, female and disabled WCs, storage spaces, a communal kitchen-space and 
preparation room for bodies to be ceremonially washed and prepared prior to off-site burial. 

 
1.7 The proposal would seek to widen the existing highway access onto Charlwood Road to the 

south-west, to replace existing hardstand areas (utilised for parking/turning purposes) with 
tarmac and to introduce ‘Terram Geotextile’ mesh sheeting infilled with shingle and seeded 
grass to grassed areas at the south-eastern extent of the site as an improvement to existing 
parking arrangements. Two metre ‘close boarded’ fencing is proposed to be provided to the 
full length of the site perimeter.  

 
1.8 The proposal now before the Authority seeks to respond to the reasons for dismissal, 

providing further commentary as to the methods of acoustic assessment and analysis, in 
addition to providing clarification as to consideration given to alternative premises. Of note, 
the submitted information details that attempts have been made to secure alternative 
premises, along with consideration of an offer to purchase the neighbouring residential 
property (Daisy Cottage). An additional acoustic report has been commissioned that 
addresses the Inspectors comments, the existing conservatory to the side elevation is to be 
demolished and a 2 metre high close-boarded fence is to be erected to the north, east and 
south boundaries, along with conifers planted to the eastern side of the access, to ‘bolster’ 
the existing vegetation to screen the car parking area. In addition, a list of events and 
maximum attendee numbers in the calendar year for 2018 has been submitted, although this 
information was provided to the Inspector at the appeal stage. 

  
 DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: 
 
1.9 The application site comprises of Stafford House, a detached two-storey property occupying 

a generous plot situated to the east of the junction between Charlwood Road and Bonnetts 
Lane. The site benefits from a pre-existing access onto Charlwood Road, with vegetated 
boundaries (mainly within the highway verge) against Charlwood Road and Bonnetts Lane. 
A single dwelling (Daisy Cottage) is found to the adjacent north-east of Stafford House, with 
open-field land to the south and east of the site in addition to opposite across Charlwood 
Road. 

 
1.10 The site is close to the administrative boundary of Horsham District, which lies some ~150m 

to the south-east, and is found within proximity to the neighbourhood of Langley Green within 
Crawley Borough. The site is found beyond a defined built-up area, as such, constitutes a 
countryside location in planning policy terms. 

 
 PLANNING HISTORY: 
 
1.11 The application site has been subject to several applications in the preceding decade, with 

a previous use of the site for combined community and residential use considered pursuant 
to reference DC/11/1350. As outlined within the Committee Report dated 6 December 2011, 
this application sought permission for the use of the ground floor of the existing residential 
dwelling for occasional, low-key use, up to three days per week, for approximately 30 people. 
The supporting statement outlined that, in addition to the normal residential use of the 
premises (which would consist of the Imam’s residence), the weekly events would comprise 
of Sunday School classes for children between 9am and 12pm one day per week, and two 



 

 

weekday events for families on Tuesdays and Thursdays between 6pm and 9pm. As 
described within the supporting documentation, it was stated that an additional meeting may 
occur during 6pm and 9pm for special events and two one-day events during the months of 
Muharram and Ramadam within the Islamic calendar. 

 
1.12 In connection with application reference DC/11/1350 it was concluded that the site was 

appropriately located relative to services and infrastructure within Crawley Borough, 
notwithstanding the remoteness to services and amenities within Horsham District, in a 
location appropriate to serve the Shia Muslim community. It was recommended, therefore, 
that permission be granted, subject to a legal agreement restricting the number of events, 
timing of events and number of attendees. This legal agreement was not signed, however, 
with the application being withdrawn. 

 
1.13 Planning permission was subsequently sought under application references DC/17/1827 and 

DC/18/1854 for a comparable mixed residential-community use, though, with extensions to 
Staffords House and increases in the number and frequency of events relative to those 
considered in connection with reference DC/11/1350. The later of these applications 
(reference DC/18/1854) sought to overcome the stated reasons for refusal in connection with 
reference DC/17/1827 through the submission of additional documentation, including the 
submission of a Noise Survey and Assessment report (NSA).  

 
1.14 Planning permission sought in respect of reference DC/18/1854 was refused on the following 

grounds: 
 

“The change of use of the property as proposed, when considered in totality alongside the 
proposed extension, would result in an intensification of the use of the site to the detriment 
of the amenity of occupiers of the neighbouring properties and the rural character and nature 
of the locality. The proposal would therefore be contrary to policies 2, 25, 26, 32 and 33 of 
the Horsham District Planning Framework (2015).” 

 
1.15 In dismissing the subsequent appeal the Inspector considered that insufficient justification, 

including the consideration of alternative sites, had been provided for an intensification of 
use in this location with reference to the limited harm considered to local character 
(Paragraph 24 of the appeal decision letter). The Inspector, further, considered that there 
were unresolved issues with judgements made by the appellant from the findings of the 
submitted Noise Survey and Assessment (NSA), and therefore insufficient justification in 
relation to noise impact had been provided (Paragraph 46 of the appeal decision letter). 
Overall, notwithstanding the recognised social and religious benefits to the Shia Muslim 
community, it was not considered such considerations would outweigh the degree of 
resultant harm, therefore, warranting the appeal to be allowed. (Paragraph 48 of the decision 
letter).  

 
1.16 Following the dismissal of the appeal made pursuant to reference DC/18/1854, an 

enforcement notice has been served (reference EN/19/0433) requiring the cessation of the 
use of Stafford House as a meeting centre and place of worship, together with associated 
paraphernalia, and the return of the premises to use as a single dwellinghouse.  

 
1.17 The proposal now before the Authority seeks to respond to the reasons for dismissal, 

providing further commentary as to the methods of acoustic assessment and analysis, in 
addition to providing clarification as to consideration given to alternative premises. 

 
1.18 It is recognised that Section 70C of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 bestows a 

discretion upon the Local Planning Authority to decline to determine a planning application 
where the grant of such permission would be in respect of any part of the matters specified 
within the enforcement notice as constituting a breach of planning control. It is, however, 
noted that the proposal now before the Authority entails some changes in terms of demolition 
of an existing conservatory and additional landscaping relative to the scheme previously 



 

 

considered. Further justification for the proposal in direct response to the comments of the 
Inspector is additionally available. It is not considered that the discretion bestowed under 
Section 70C of the Act should operate to preclude the consideration of factors deemed of 
material relevance to the application previously determined, including in relation to the 
methods of acoustic assessment and consideration of alternative sites. 

 
 
2. INTRODUCTION 
 

STATUTORY BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES 
 
2.2 The following Policies are considered to be relevant to the assessment of this application: 

 

2.3 National Planning Policy Framework 
 

2.4 Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF 2015) 
Policy 1 - Strategic Policy: Sustainable Development  
Policy 2 - Strategic Policy: Strategic Development  
Policy 3 - Strategic Policy: Development Hierarchy 
Policy 11 - Tourism and Cultural Facilities  
Policy 15 - Strategic Policy: Housing Provision 
Policy 16 - Strategic Policy: Meeting Local Housing Needs 
Policy 24 - Strategic Policy: Environmental Protection  
Policy 25 - Strategic Policy: The Natural Environment and Landscape Character  
Policy 26 - Strategic Policy: Countryside Protection  
Policy 31 - Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity  
Policy 32 - Strategic Policy: The Quality of New Development  
Policy 33 - Development Principles  
Policy 35 - Strategic Policy: Climate Change  
Policy 36 - Strategic Policy: Appropriate Energy Use  
Policy 37 - Sustainable Construction  
Policy 38 - Strategic Policy: Flooding  
Policy 39 - Strategic Policy: Infrastructure Provision  
Policy 40 - Sustainable Transport  
Policy 41 - Parking  
Policy 42 - Strategic Policy: Inclusive Communities 
Policy 41 - Community Facilities, Leisure and Recreation  
 
RELEVANT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 

2.5 The Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan underwent regulation 16 consultation between 
24.02.2020 and 27.04.2020. An independent examiner has been appointed to review and 
test the Pre-Submission plan for soundness, and has recently sought clarification from the 
qualifying body and Council by way of a note received 29.06.2020.  
 

2.6 As the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan has not yet been formally tested for soundness 
against the National Planning Policy Framework (2019), and unresolved objections remain 
against individual policies of the emerging plan. It is, accordingly, considered that the relevant 
policies of the Pre-Submission plan would attract limited weight at this time. 

 
2.7 The relevant policies of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan are listed below:- 
 RUS1 – Spatial Plan 
 RUS3 – Design 



 

 

 RUS5 – Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity 
 RUS6 – Walking, Cycling and Equestrian Routes 
 RUS8 – Landscape Character and Local Gaps 
 RUS9 – Community Facilities 
 RUS11 – Dark Skies 
 RUS12 – Promoting Sustainable Transport 
   

PLANNING HISTORY AND RELEVANT APPLICATIONS: 
 
2.8 The most recent and relevant planning history relating to the site is as follows: 

RS/37/58 Residential development at 2 houses per acre 
(From old Planning History) 

Application Refused on 
12.11.1958 
 

RS/35/93 Erection of annexe 
Site: Stafford House Bonnetts La Ifield 

Application Refused on 
20.09.1993 
 

RS/8/94 Erection of 2 polytunnels and a farm store 
Site: Stafford House Bonnetts La Ifield 

Application Permitted 
on 18.05.1994 
 

RS/72/00 Variation of condition 4 of rs/8/94 to allow a 
garden/farm shop 
Site: Stafford House Bonnetts Lane Ifield 

Application Refused on 
06.12.2000 
 

RS/11/01 Conversion of buildings to dwelling & garage 
retention of access removal of hardstanding to 
form paddock 
Site: Stafford House Bonnetts Lane Ifield 

Application Permitted 
on 11.04.2001 
 

RS/33/03 Double garage and workshop 
Site: Stafford House Bonnetts Lane Ifield 

Application Permitted 
on 27.06.2003 
 

DC/04/0227 Conversion and extension of building to form 
dwelling 

Application Refused on 
22.04.2004 
 

DC/05/0689 Change of use to HMO (used for rent to low 
income persons who rent a single room with 
ensuite facilities together with communal kitchen 
and eating facilities) and 2-storey extension. 

Application Refused on 
18.05.2005 
 

DC/05/1429 Change of use of land to airport parking for 55 
cars 

Application Refused on 
01.09.2005 
 

DC/05/2353 Change of use from residential dwelling to bed 
and breakfast 

Application Refused on 
02.12.2005 
 

DC/05/2354 Retention of entrance gates Application Refused on 
30.11.2005 
 

DC/11/1350 Change of use to a mixed use comprising 
residential unit and meeting rooms 

Application Withdrawn 
on 27.08.2014 
 

DC/17/1827 Change of use from residential dwelling to mixed 
used residential unit, religious meeting hall and 
place of worship. Erection of part single storey 
part two storey rear extension with associated 
internal alterations and two storey meeting hall 
with glazed link to proposed extension. 
Alterations to existing access and proposed 
landscaping. 

Application Refused on 
11.01.2018 
 

   



 

 

DC/18/1584 Change of use from residential dwelling to mixed-
use residential unit, religious meeting hall and 
place of worship. Demolition of various structures 
and erection of part single storey, part two storey 
rear extension with associated internal alterations 
and two storey meeting hall with glazed link to 
extension. Alterations to existing access and 
proposed car parking. 

Application Refused on 
09.11.2018 

 
 
3. OUTCOME OF CONSULTATIONS 
 
3.1 Where consultation responses have been summarised, it should be noted that Officers have 

had consideration of the full comments received, which are available to view on the public 
file at www.horsham.gov.uk  

 
 INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS 

  
3.2 HDC Environmental Health: Comment 

Environmental Health noted that this new submission does not appear to present any new 
information for Environmental Health to consider. The Local Planning Authority was advised 
to rely upon previous comments made in connection with ref: DC/18/1584. 

 
Comments made previously in connection with ref: DC/18/1584 are provided below:- 

 

“The former Annex 1 to PPG23 Pollution prevention guidance (withdrawn in December 2015) 
advised that in respect of pollution (including noise) causing statutory noise disturbance, the 
test is not fixed, but relies upon consideration of a range of factors including the character of 
the locality. The granting of planning permission of any type may change the character of the 
locality, and therefore raise or lower the standard for statutory nuisance in the area. Statutory 
nuisance is not intended to secure a high level of amenity but is a basic safeguarding 
standard intended to deal with excessive emissions. Nuisance does not equate to loss of 
amenity; significant loss of amenity will often occur at lower levels that would constitute a 
statutory nuisance. It is therefore important for planning authorities to consider properly loss 
of amenity from emissions in the planning process in its wider context, and not just from the 
narrow perspective of statutory nuisance.   

The Acoustic Assessment submitted, whilst adequate in theory, makes several assumptions 
and relies heavily on the proposed works being completed and mitigation measures being 
implemented at all relevant times.  

If the change of use is to be approved, the following matters will need to be subject to 
condition: 

- Hours of construction limited to 08.00 – 17.00 Monday until Friday, 09.00 – 13.00 
Saturdays and no activity on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 

- No live, amplified or recorded sound shall be performed or played in the open air. 

- Prior to the commencement of the use, full details of measures to ensure the 
sung/spoken prayers shall not exceed 90dBA within the premises including details of 
any volume control unit and the design of the speaker array. The information should 
be prepared by a competent person, and shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the planning authority. 

- A management plan must be submitted to this authority and approved in writing for 
the day-to-day activities on site. This must include, but is not restricted to: 

- Traffic management 

- Limiting to a maximum number of 80 delegates 

http://www.horsham.gov.uk/


 

 

- Ensuring that the recommendations of the Noise Survey and assessment 
recommendations are adhered to, i.e. keeping certain doors and windows closed 
during prayer sessions, encouraging people to leave the site quietly. 

- A management plan must be submitted to this authority and approved in writing for 
the night time vigils on site. This must include, but is not restricted to: 

- Traffic management 

- Limiting to a maximum number of 30 delegates 

- Ensuring that the recommendations of the Noise Survey and assessment 
recommendations are adhered to, i.e. keeping certain doors and windows closed 
during prayer sessions, encouraging people to leave the site quietly. 

- A management plan must be submitted to this authority and approved in writing for 
the special activities on site. This must include, but is not restricted to: 

- Traffic management 

- Limiting to a maximum number of 80 attendees 

- Ensuring that the recommendations of the Noise Survey and assessment 
recommendations are adhered to, i.e. keeping certain doors and windows closed 
during prayer sessions, encouraging people to leave the site quietly. 

- The storage of bodies on the premises prior to a funeral will require refrigeration plant 
which is not detailed in the application or the noise report. Details of any plant to be 
installed at the property must be submitted to and approved in writing before installation.  

- A management plan for the storage of bodies must be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the Authority.” 

 
3.3 HDC Environmental Health (Residential Team): Objection 

The Residential Team sought to raise concern regarding the internal arrangement of the 
imam’s flat at first floor level with regard to means of escape and adequate protection from 
fire with regard to the provisions of the Housing Act 2004, Housing Health and Safety Rating 
System. It was, therefore, advised that the internal layout of the flat be altered so as to 
accommodate a compliant means of escape. 

 
A scheme for noise insulation for the first floor flat, so as to limit noise transmittance to an 
acceptable standard, was further recommended 

 
3.4 HDC Arboriculture: No comments received. 
 

OUTSIDE AGENCIES 
  
3.5 WSCC Highways: No objection 

The Local Highways Authority (LHA) considered that the existing vehicular access was of 
sufficient geometry to accommodate the anticipated level of vehicular activity, accounting for 
the minor widening works proposed, with acceptable sightlines of 140m and 131m 
demonstrated to the west and east respectively. 
 
The LHA considered that it would have been beneficial for more information to be provided 
in respect of anticipated trip-generation, however, the LHA further noted that the proposal is 
below thresholds requiring further technical highways assessment in the form of a Transport 
Statement, Travel Plan and Road Safety Audit. The Green Travel Plan submitted in support 
of the application was, however, considered concordant with LHA guidance for smaller 
businesses. 
 
The LHA recognised that the site could accommodate up to the parking of 80 vehicles, with 
a degree of double-parking, though to an extent which was deemed manageable. The LHA 
noted that this parking capacity was previously deemed acceptable, and found no reason to 
reach an alternative conclusion. 



 

 

 
In accordance with updated LHA parking standards2 and the Government’s ‘Road to Zero’ 
Strategy, it was considered that 12 active and 48 passive electric vehicle charging points 
should be provided to the development. Alternatively, justification should be provided for a 
lesser degree of provision. 
 
Conditions were recommended to secure relevant details and the delivery of cycle parking 
facilities, access alterations and car-parking in addition to the implementation of the 
submitted Green Travel Plan.  

 
3.6 Crawley Borough Council: No objection 

Crawley Borough Council considered that the proposal would be located in a relatively 
sustainable location, with most members of the Shia Muslim community residing in Langley 
Green, a short distance from the application site. Subject to the implementation of a Green 
Travel Plan, as submitted, and a car-parking strategy the highways impacts of the proposal 
were considered acceptable in relation to Crawley. 
 
It was, further, considered that the proposed facilities would support the Shia Muslim 
community, mostly residing within the administrative area of Crawley Borough, and that, 
therefore, the proposal would provide significant religious and social benefits to Crawley 
residents. Crawley Borough Council, further, advised that the Council were not aware of 
alternative sites available and suitable for the proposed use.   

 
3.7 Southern Water: No comment. 
 

PARISH COUNCIL CONSULTATION 
 

3.8 Rusper Parish Council: Objection 
On grounds of increased traffic within a rural locality, concerns regarding detrimental effects 
on neighbouring property, proximity to two-road junction and inappropriateness of 
development in a countryside location.  

 
PUBLIC CONSULTATIONS: 
 

3.9 235 letters of representation have been received in connection with the proposal, of which 
175 sought to support the proposal and 59 sought to object to the proposal. A single letter, 
neither in objection to or support of the proposal was further received. 
 
The main material comments received in support of the proposal can be summarised as: 
- Proposal would support the needs and continued growth of the Shia Muslim community; 
- Community has encountered difficulty attaining a permanent community facility for a 

period of approximately 3 decades; 
- No other permanent community facility or place of worship for the Shia Muslim 

community is available in Crawley as an alternative;  
- The proposed facility would be well-located relative to the community it would serve; 
- The lack of a permanent facility has placed financial and logistical strains on the Shia 

Muslim community; 
- Other religious facilities, of various faiths and denominations, are already present in the 

vicinity of the application site; 
- The needs of the Shia Muslim community are separate and independent to the needs of 

the Sunni Muslim community, which is served by pre-existing facilities in the vicinity; 
- The proposed facility would benefit education and youth development; 
- The proposal would promote social cohesion and increase awareness and understanding 

of the Shia Muslim faith and community; 

                                                      
2 West Sussex County Council – Guidance on Parking at New Developments (August 2019) 



 

 

- Additional information submitted in support of this application overcomes previous 
objections; 

- Noise mitigation measures are already in place to limit the degree of noise disturbance; 
- Traffic management measures in place to regulate parking arrangements and maintain 

highway safety; 
- Majority of members visit the facility by foot; 
- Centre is used for worship for a short period throughout the year; 
- Cooking and food preparation activities at the site are minimal; 

 
The main material comments received in objection to the proposal can be summarised as: 
- Concern regarding the proliferation of religious facilities in the area, of varying faiths and 

denominations. with regard to the cumulative effect of such development on highway 
safety/operation, local tranquillity and character; 

- Concern regarding the effect of development on the rural qualities and character of 
Bonnetts Lane and its surroundings; 

- Proposal would detrimentally affect the amenities of neighbouring occupiers in terms of 
overshadowing, overlooking, noise and odour disturbance; 

- Insufficient need demonstrated for the proposed facility; 
- Concerns regarding potential for external lighting and light intrusion; 
- Potential for detrimental effects on local wildlife, protected species and biodiversity; 
- Concerns regarding effects of development on local parking conditions, highway safety 

and operation; 
- Concerns regarding noise impact of proposed use; 
- Concerns regarding potential for increased pollution; 
- Increased pressure on local services and amenities; 
- Concerns regarding arboricultural impacts of proposed development; 
- Insufficient detail as to flood risk and mitigation; 
- Concerns regarding design quality and appearance of proposed built-development; 
- Concerns regarding accuracy and reliability of hypothetical model of acoustic 

assessment; 
- Parking layout within application site would appear impractical/impossible; 
- No pedestrian footpath on Bonnetts Lane; 
- Existing noise activities, including use of percussion, voice and loudspeakers is 

significant; 
- Staggered arrangement of junction between Bonnetts Lane, Ifield Green and Charlwood 

Road is dangerous; 
- Lack of detail on existing attendance numbers and lack of control over future attendance 

numbers; 
- Non-compliance with spatial strategy and countryside protection policies of development 

plan; 
- Few persons currently access site by foot or cycle; 
- Impacts on disabled access via pedestrian footway on Charlwood Road; 
- Proposal has not overcome previous reasons for refusal; 
- Enforcement notice served on premises should be upheld; 
- Concerns regarding accuracy and legitimacy of the applicants search for an alternative 

premises. 
 
 
4. HOW THE PROPOSED COURSE OF ACTION WILL PROMOTE HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
4.1 Article 8 (Right to respect of a Private and Family Life) and Article 1 of the First Protocol 

(Protection of Property) of the Human Rights Act 1998 are relevant to this application, 
Consideration of Human rights forms part of the planning assessment below. 

 
 
5. HOW THE PROPOSAL WILL HELP TO REDUCE CRIME AND DISORDER 
 



 

 

5.1 It is not considered that the development would be likely to have any significant impact on 
crime and disorder. 

 
 
6. PLANNING ASSESSMENTS 
 
6.1 The main issues in the consideration of this application are: 

- The principle of development; 
- The effects of development on highway safety and operation; 
- The effect of development on the amenities of nearby occupiers; 
- The impacts of development on local character and appearance; 

 
Principle of development: 

 
Location: 

6.2 The application site is located beyond a defined built-up area, constituting a countryside 
location for the purposes of planning policy. Sporadic residential, commercial and community 
development can be identified to the north and north-west of the site along Bonnetts Lane 
and Charlwood Road respectively, with an increase in built-development to the near south-
east marking the urban-rural transition at the fringe of Crawley.  

 

6.3 Policy 26 of the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) seeks protect the countryside 
against inappropriate development. Proposed development must be essential to its 
countryside location, and in addition, support the needs of rural enterprise, promote quiet 
informal recreational use or enable the sustainable development of rural areas. Development 
proposals must not, either individually or cumulatively, result in a significant intensification of 
overall activity in the countryside and protect key features and characteristics of its respective 
landscape setting. 

 
6.4 Policy 42 of the HDPF seeks to promote positive measures in support of a socially inclusive 

and adaptable environment, allowing for users to meet their long-term needs. Particular 
account will be given to the need to address the specific needs of minority, faith and 
community groups in addition to the needs of young people. 

 
6.5 Policy 43 of the HDPF provides that new or improved community facilities will be supported 

to meet the identified needs of local communities. Policy 43, further, provides that sites 
located outside of defined built-up areas will be supported where this is the only practicable 
option and where a suitable site well-related to an existing settlement exists. 

 
6.6 Paragraph 92 of the NPPF provides that planning policies and decisions should positively 

plan and seek to satisfy community needs through the provision of social, recreational and 
cultural facilities, including, meeting places and places of worship, in order to enhance the 
sustainability of communities and residential environments  

 
6.7 The application site is remote from services and amenities within Horsham District, however, 

is proximate to the urban area of Crawley and the respective services and amenities provided 
within the neighbouring Borough of Crawley. As observed during the Officer’s site visit the 
site is accessible from the neighbourhood Langley Green to the south by means of a metalled 
and street-lit pavement, where the majority of the centre’s existing and expected users are 
understood to reside. The site is found in proximity to bus stops on Charlwood Road, with 
the ’21 Metrobus’ service appearing to serve on a two-hourly basis Monday-Saturday. 

 
6.8 It is recognised that the site is located beyond a defined built-up area, though, as previously 

considered in connection with reference DC/11/1350 and by the Inspector in connection with 
the appeal pursuant to reference DC/18/1583 (paragraph 15 of the Inspector’s decision 
letter), the proposal would be considered suitably located in terms of sustainable access and 
in relation to the community it would serve. 



 

 

 
Intensity of use – local character and tranquillity: 

6.9 This application is accompanied by a schedule of events and prayer meetings to be held at 
Stafford House, based on meeting/events held in 2018. This schedule suggests that the 
proposed facility would hold weekly prayer meetings on Thursday evenings (18:30-21:00), to 
be attended by some 75 persons including children, together with Friday afternoon prayer 
meetings (12:00-14:00) to be attended by not more than 30 persons. 

 
6.10 The submitted schedule, further, lists additional events on a more occasional basis in 

celebration or commemoration with a greater anticipated attendance of 120-175 persons 
(indicated as approximately 62 events), often between the hours of 19:00 and 22:00 / 23:00, 
with two events listed as finishing at 00:00 and one event listed as finishing at 02:00. In 
addition, 7 events are listed on the schedule indicating an anticipated attendance of 250 
persons; with timings of between 19:30 and 23:30, although one event is listed as finishing 
at 02:00.  

 
6.11 As clarified within the submitted Design and Access Statement, the proposed facility will not 

hold daily prayer meetings in line with the core prayer times for Muslims, as would be 
expected of a Mosque. Furthermore, notwithstanding timings listed on the submitted 
schedule of events, the Design and Access Statement explains that it is the applicant’s 
intention for the timings listed within the applicants suggested conditions to be considered. 

 
6.12 The applicant proposes the use of the facility for community purposes be restricted to the 

hours of 07:30-23:00 Monday to Friday and 10:00-23:00 on Saturdays, Sundays and Bank 
Holidays. The applicant, further, proposes use of the premises for two overnight vigils per 
year, and that the use of the body preparation room not be restricted by means of an hours 
of use condition. 

 
6.13 Relative to the proposal considered pursuant to reference DC/11/1350 the proposal would 

represent a significant intensification of use in terms of the anticipated number of attendees. 
The applicant, within the submitted Design and Access Statement, advances that there is no 
justification for a condition seeking to restrict attendance numbers, as to do so would convey 
no beneficial environmental effect or preserve the amenities of neighbouring occupants, with 
reference to the submitted Noise Survey and Assessment and anticipated visual effects of 
the proposed use.  

 
6.14 As considered by the Inspector at paragraph 22 of the appeal pursuant to reference 

DC/18/1584, however, the increased intensity of use is not abstract and would result in an 
increase in comings and goings together with a significant number of vehicles parked at the 
site. The Local Planning Authority would not benefit from control over the upper-limit of 
attendees, which may or may not increase with time. The Inspector, consequently, 
considered that the intensity of use together with the visual effects of increased parking would 
prove uncharacteristic with the rural qualities and character of the application site and its 
broader setting. 

 
6.15 In response to the comments of the Inspector the applicant has sought to reason that parking 

areas south-east of Stafford House would rarely be at capacity, that the increased number 
of vehicle movements would prove imperceptible in the context of the highway network and 
that the visual impacts of parking are overcome through the introduction of enhanced 
boundary treatments. 

 
6.16 It is considered that the nature, frequency and intensity of the proposed use forms an integral 

part of the proposal to be assessed and directly informs an understanding of its resultant 
effects on local character. Policies 25 and 26 of the HDPF seek to ensure development takes 
account of the characteristics of its countryside setting, including tranquillity and sensitivity 
to change, and to avoid a significant increase in activity.  

 



 

 

6.17 According to the details of events currently provided by the applicant, the proposed 
community centre would see regular attendance by up to 75 persons, with not infrequent 
further events for 120-175 persons often taking place over consecutive days. As the applicant 
has not ventured a maximum limit as to the number of attendees, true attendance figures 
could be higher or lower than as anticipated on the submitted schedule of events. The 
proposed hours of use, furthermore, would not limit the number or frequency of events or 
meetings, which could lawfully occur at any point during the consented hours of use were 
permission to be granted. Assuming that the submitted schedule of events is representative 
of the timing, frequency and anticipated event attendance, the intensity of such a use would 
be deemed significant. 

 
6.18 Notwithstanding the visual impacts of the proposal, which will be discussed in a separate 

section of this report, it is not considered that the proposed use would prove so 
inconsequential so as to have no material effect upon the rural character of its setting. The 
timing of scheduled events would fall outside of ‘peak’ traffic hours, and likely to give rise to 
tidal vehicle movements involving the arrival and departure of vehicles shortly prior to and 
following scheduled meetings and events. While it is recognised that the applicant maintains 
the majority of expected users would arrive at the site by means other than the use of the 
private vehicle, and has submitted a Green Travel Plan to promote modes of sustainable 
transport, the Local Planning Authority would ultimately hold limited control over the chosen 
mode of transport by attendees. Given the anticipated number of attendees it would, in any 
instance, be expected that the proposed use would give rise to a significant number of vehicle 
movements, which would have more pronounced effect on local character during evening 
hours following 21:00 and 23:00 hours where events often come to a close. 

 
6.19 Other than the effects of noise on the living conditions of neighbouring occupants, which will 

also be discussed in a separate section of this report, the proposal would likely affect some 
change in the character of the local acoustic environment. Comings and goings associated 
with the proposed facility, including vehicle movements, the opening and closing of car-doors 
and outdoor conversations would inevitably arise in connection with the proposed use. 
Pressure to use the outdoor spaces of the application site for meeting/community purposes 
may, further, arise during summer months, with it, overall, considered unrealistic that all noise 
activities would be contained within the built fabric of Stafford House or always mitigated 
against. As recognised by the Inspector at paragraph 44 in connection with the appeal 
pursuant to reference DC/18/1583 some recognition must be given to human fallibility, and 
the extent of mitigations which could be reasonably enforceable (with reference to the 
provisions of paragraph 55 of the NPPF). 

 
6.20 It is, therefore, considered that the proposed use remains of a significant intensity which 

would result in conflict with policies 25 and 26 of the HDPF, which, inter alia, would seek to 
preserve the rural quality and character of the countryside. 

 
  



 

 

Alternative sites: 
6.21 In the determination of the appeal pursuant to reference DC/18/1583 the Inspector 

considered that insufficient substantive evidence had been provided to justify the intensity of 
use proposed in this location (Paragraph 24 of the decision letter). 

 
6.22 In coming to this determination the Inspector recognised the difficulty the applicant had 

encountered in obtaining bookings suitable for religious adherences, and the 
inappropriateness of existing facilities catering for the Sunni Muslim community, who observe 
differing tenets and customs (Paragraph 23 of the decision letter). 

 
6.23 Following from the appeal determination the applicant has sought to provide further evidence 

as to the alternative sites considered. In support of this application the applicant has provided 
details of a pre-application enquiry with Crawley Borough Council (reference 
CR/2018/8545/PRA, April 2019) where the neighbouring Authority indicated it would unlikely 
support a prospective use of an office building at Priestly Way as a meeting/religious meeting 
centre. 

 
6.24 The applicant has, furthermore, provided various email/text correspondence with existing 

centres available for hire and regarding the acquisition of the neighbouring property, Daisy 
Cottage.  

 
6.25 The response of Crawley Borough Council suggests that the neighbouring Authority is not 

aware of the availability of any suitable premises. A preceding response from Horsham 
Council Property Services in connection with reference DC/18/1583 suggested that the 
Council was unaware of any Council owned property available for the proposed use. 

 
6.26 The further details and correspondence now made available to the Local Planning Authority 

is, however, far from comprehensive. Correspondence with existing off-site venues appears 
to be in relation to single hires, represents a very limited snapshot of potential 
correspondence and seems to suggest at least some availability elsewhere. 

 
6.27 The submitted Design and Access Statement explains that the continued purchase of Daisy 

Cottage was considered to be unviable at the asking price sought, though, it is recognised 
that a representation received from the owners of Daisy Cottage has sought to call into 
question the accuracy of this version of events. In the absence of agreement the Authority is 
unable to comment on the reasons informing the breakdown of this process, though, it is 
considered unlikely that the Authority would come to an alternative conclusion as to the 
appropriateness of a use of this intensity in relation to the use of an adjacent site in the 
alternative.  

 
6.28 With the exception of a single pre-application enquiry, it is considered that there is limited 

evidence or commentary available to the Authority to demonstrate the rigorous interrogation 
of possible sites for a permanent facility in either Crawley Borough or Horsham District in the 
alterative, including whether sites were discounted for reasons of availability, suitability or 
viability. Accordingly, it is not considered that the applicant has sufficiently demonstrated that 
the application site represents the only practicable option, for the purposes of consideration 
against Policy 43 of the HDPF. 

 
6.29 Overall, it is accepted that the proposal constitutes a community facility which would support 

the needs of the Shia Muslim community. Policy 43 of the HDPF would operate to support 
such community facilities, though, such support is not unconditional, nor does this policy of 
the development plan operate to override any other aspect of the development plan, including 
policies 25 and 26 of the HDPF, which seek to ensure that development is appropriate in 
intensity, character and scale to its respective setting. Notwithstanding the location and 
proximity of the application site relative to the community it would serve, the proposal would 
represent a significant intensification of use, which would be considered detrimental to the 



 

 

rural qualities and character of its respective setting contrary to policies 25 and 26 of the 
HDPF. 

 
 Visual Impact: 
 
6.30 Policies 32 and 33 of the HDPF require development to be of a high standard of design and 

layout. Development proposals must be locally distinctive in character and respect the 
character of their surroundings. Where relevant, the scale, massing and appearance of 
development will be required to relate sympathetically with its built-surroundings, landscape, 
open spaces and to consider any impact on the skyline and important views. 

 
6.31 As observed during the Officer’s site visit the site perimeter is largely defined by means of 

fencing up to an approximate height of 1.8m, though, vegetation within the highway boundary 
affords a significant degree of screening from both Bonnetts Lane and Charlwood Road, with 
the site some distance set-back from the metalled highway. The proposal would seek to 
reinforce boundary treatments through the introduction of boundary fencing to 2m in height. 

 
6.32 The proposed extensions to Stafford House are of a domestic character, appearing as a 

linked-outbuilding and two-storey extension to the main property. These extensions would 
constitute a significant increase in both the gross-internal area and footprint of Stafford 
House, though, are capably accommodated within the application site. 

 
6.33 While the comments of the Inspector are noted at paragraph 22 of the decision letter in 

respect to the visual impact of proposed parking arrangements, it is not considered that the 
proposal would prove of material detriment to the visual amenities of its surroundings in 
compliance with policies 32 and 33 of the HDPF.  

 
 Parking, Highway Safety and Operation: 
 
6.34 Policy 40 of the HDPF states that transport access and ease of movement is a key factor in 

the performance of the local economy. The need for sustainable transport and safe access 
is vital to improve development across the district. 

 
6.35 Policy 41 of the HDPF stipulates that development must provide adequate parking and 

facilities to meet the needs of anticipated users, with consideration given to the needs of 
cycle parking, motorcycle parking and electric/low emission vehicles. Development which 
involves the loss of existing parking spaces will only be allowed if suitable alternative 
provision has been secured elsewhere or the need for development overrides the loss of 
parking and where necessary measures are in place to mitigate against the impact. 

 
6.36 The proposal would make use of a widened pre-existing access and seek to provide 

enhanced parking facilities within the site through the provision of tarmacked hardstanding 
and membrane mesh allowing for the parking of vehicles to the south-east of Stafford House. 

 
6.37 A Green Travel Plan has, further, been submitted seeking to encourage sustainable modes 

of travel to the site and car-sharing. The submitted plans detail the provision of cycle-parking 
facilities, though, do not detail active or passive provision for the charging of electric vehicles. 

 
6.38 The Local Highways Authority (LHA) has reviewed the proposal and has sought to raise no-

objection on highways grounds. The LHA considered that the proposal would not 
unacceptably impact on highway safety or result in a severe cumulative effect on the 
operation of the highway network. Off-street parking capacity for the proposed development 
was, further, deemed acceptable. Subject to the conditions as recommended by the LHA, 
which would secure the implementation and delivery of electric vehicle charging points, a 
Green Travel Plan and cycle storage, the proposal would be deemed compliant with policies 
40 and 41 of the HDPF and considered that the Authority could not substantiate a reason for 
refusal on highways grounds. 



 

 

 
6.39 It is recognised that concerns have been raised in respect of the informal parking of vehicles 

on the highways verge, in addition to the effects of such informal parking on disabled access 
and amenities of neighbouring occupiers. It is, however, considered that sufficient parking 
capacity has been demonstrated within the confines of the application site, accordingly, the 
proposal would be deemed compliant with Policy 41 of the HDPF in this regard. 

  
 Amenity: 
 
6.40 Policy 33 of the HDPF inter alia provides that development will be required to ensure a design 

that avoids unacceptable harm to the occupiers/users of nearby property and land with 
sufficient regard to the sensitivity of surrounding development 

 
6.41 Paragraph 127(f) of the NPPF provides that planning policies and decisions should ensure 

development creates places that are safe, inclusive and adaptable, promoting a high 
standard of amenity for existing and future users. 

 
6.42 In dismissing the preceding appeal the Inspector disagreed with appellants argument that 

the proposal would not result in unacceptable harm to neighbouring occupiers, in terms of 
noise impact, as a matter of scientific fact (Paragraph 35 of the appeal decision letter). 

 
6.43 The Inspector’s report considers the submitted Noise Survey and Assessment in detail 

(paragraphs 25-46), raising individual concerns with the methods and models relied upon 
within the Noise Survey and Assessment to conclude that the proposal would not adversely 
influence the living conditions of neighbouring occupants. The Inspector specifically 
considered that individual and intermittent noise events, not accounted for within ‘average’ 
measurements, could result in intrusive noise likely to affect the behaviour of neighbouring 
occupants (paragraph 36 of the decision), the likelihood of increased disturbance arising in 
connection with larger events (paragraph 38 of the decision) and the methods relied upon to 
demonstrate an acceptable level of noise disturbance to occupiers at Daisy Cottage 
(paragraphs 40-42 of the decision). 

 
6.44 In response to the stated reasons of dismissal, the applicant’s consultant acoustician has 

provided a detailed commentary against paragraphs 25-46 of the Inspectors report. This 
statement seeks to provide additional clarification as to the standards and methods relied 
upon, though, further seeks to rebut the Inspectors considerations. 

 
6.45 Assessment in the manner that he did, with the conclusions reached considered a 

reasonable and valid interpretation of the data available and of the effects of development 
on nearby occupiers. 

 
6.46 Even were the Authority to find the Inspectors analysis invalid in respect of the calculations 

reached in respect of relevant daytime and night-time noise levels at the closest façade and 
within the bedrooms of Daisy Cottage, questions would remain as to the implications of 
increased numbers of attendees beyond the 70-80 persons in attendance during the survey, 
and the efficacy and fallibility of mitigation measures.  

 
6.47  The proposal does seek to remove a conservatory beyond the eastern elevation of Stafford 

House in order to limit the escape of noise, and to limit main operational hours from 07:30-
23:00 Monday to Friday and 10:00-23:00 Saturdays, with the exception of two overnight vigils 
per year. As is suggested within the submitted schedule of events the proposed use would 
likely see celebratory/commemorative events attended by between 120-175 persons on a 
more than occasional basis up until 23:00 hours, with attendees likely departing the site 
following this time, and overnight vigils to ~02:00/03:00 hours also anticipating the greatest 
attendance of ~250 persons. In the absence of certainty regarding attendee numbers it is 
not considered that conditions requiring the removal of the conservatory and seeking to 
control hours of use would necessarily mitigate noise impact to an acceptable standard.  



 

 

 
6.48 The applicant has, further, suggested conditions seeking to ensure that windows within the 

northern elevation of Stafford House are kept close when the facility in use for community 
purposes, and a condition requiring the submission and approval of a scheme seeking to 
manage the emission of noise such that the proposal would not contribute to the existing 
sound level. The former of these conditions was suggested to be unreasonable by the 
Inspector in the preceding appeal determination (paragraph 44 of the decision letter). The 
later condition is reliant upon the proposal not affecting a change in local sound conditions, 
which may not prove possible in operation were the development to be permitted. 

 
6.49 Overall, while the Noise Survey and Assessment and further commentary received in 

response to the Inspectors report have been fully considered, it is not considered that the 
proposal now before the Authority constitutes a sufficient change in circumstance to warrant 
an alternative conclusion to that previously reached by the Inspector. It remains considered 
that the proposed development, entailing a significant intensification of use, and its 
associated noise impact would fail to adequately preserve the amenities of neighbouring 
occupiers from unacceptable harm, contrary to Policy 33 of the HDPF. 

 
 Conclusions and Planning Balance 
 
6.50 The proposed development would constitute a community facility and would support the 

needs of the Shia Muslim community. It is recognised that there is a regional and local 
demand for such a facility, and it is understood that comparable existing facilities are some 
distance from the site in London. These considerations do attract positive weight in the 
planning balance. 

 
6.51 The proposal, however, would represent a significant intensification of use, not essential to 

a countryside location which would detrimentally influence the character of its respective 
setting and the amenities of neighbouring occupants. It is, further, considered that insufficient 
justification has been provided to allow for a recognition of the application site as the only 
practicable option for the proposed use, for the purposes of Policy 43 of the Horsham District 
Planning Framework (2015). Overall, the proposal is considered contrary to policies 2, 25, 
26 and 33 of the Horsham District Planning Framework (2015), with factors weighing in 
favour of the grant of planning permission not considered to outweigh the identified harm. It 
is, subsequently, recommended that planning permission be refused for the reasons outlined 
below. 
 
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 

6.52 Horsham District Council has adopted a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging 
Schedule which took effect on 1st October 2017. 
 

6.53 It is considered that this development constitutes CIL liable development.  At the time 
of drafting this report the proposal involves the following: 
 
Use Description Proposed Existing Net Gain 
 

   

District Wide Zone 1 378.9 145.3 224.6 
 

 Total Gain 224.6 
   

 Total Demolition 9 
 

6.54 Please note that exemptions and/or reliefs may be applied for up until the commencement 
of a chargeable development. 

 
6.55 In the event that planning permission is granted, a CIL Liability Notice will be issued 

thereafter. CIL payments are payable on commencement of development. 
 
 



 

 

7. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
7.1 It is recommended that the application is refused for the following reason: 
 

 1. The change of use of the property as proposed, when considered in totality alongside 
the proposed extension, would result in an intensification of the use of the site to the 
detriment of the amenity of occupiers of the neighbouring properties and the rural 
character and nature of the locality. The proposal would therefore be contrary to 
policies 2, 25, 26, 32 and 33 of the Horsham District Planning Framework (2015). 

 
 
Background Papers: DC/11/1350, DC/17/1827 and DC/18/1584 
 
Appendix 1: Appeal Decision Notice – APP/Z3825/W/19/3226651 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 


