SA36: Wivelsfield Railway Station - Index by ID Number
ID

Respondent
748 Ms L Brook

Organisation
Sussex Wildlife Trust

SA36: Wivelsfield Railway Station

BehalfOf

Respondent Category Participate
Statutory Consultee

Page 1 of 1

748
Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response
Policy: SA36
ID: 748

Response Ref:
Respondent:
Organisation:
On Behalf Of:
Category:
Appear at Examination?

Reg19/748/9
Ms L Brook
Sussex Wildlife Trust
Statutory Consultee


Contact:

Laura Brook

E-mail:

swtconservation@sussexwt.org.uk

Date:

28 September 20

By email only
LDFconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk

Mid Sussex District Council Submission Draft Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) (Regulation 19
Consultation August – September 2020)
The Sussex Wildlife Trust wish to submit the following comments to the Regulation 19 consultation for the - Mid
Sussex District Council Submission Draft Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD)
Overview comments - Site Allocations
As stated in our Regulation 18 comments The Sussex Wildlife Trust (SWT) appreciates that the DPD site selection
methodology led to the exclusion of sites that were likely to result in an impact on locally designated sites, as
explained in figure 3.1 of the Site Selection Paper 3. This is very welcome and SWT considers this approach to be in
line with the NPPF requirement to distinguish between the hierarchy of designated sites and allocate land with the
least environmental or amenity value (paragraph 171). Local Wildlife Sites act as core areas within the district’s
ecological network and therefore should be maintained and enhanced.
That said, overall SWT is very concerned about the proportion of greenfield sites being allocated within the DPD,
particularly given that no site specific ecological data appears to have been provided or considered in the site
selection process.
The NPPF is clear that local authorities should make as much use as possible of previously developed land. However
with over 60% of housing allocations obviously on greenfield, and another 18% appearing to contain some element
of greenfield, SWT are particularly concerned
SWT therefore does not believe that the DPD is consistent with national policy as it does not comply with
paragraph 118 of the NPPF.
In the Regulation 18 Consultation submitted by SWT, we highlighted that The NPPF is clear that plans and policies
need to be justified – based on proportional and up-to date evidence (paragraphs 31 and 35). SWT acknowledge
that we were given the opportunity in October 2018 to comment on a number of candidate sites which had the
potential to impact on locally designated sites. In our letter to MSDC (dated 15/10/18) we stated that:
‘Should MSDC decide that SHELAA sites proceed to allocation within the DPD, SWT recommends that they are
subject to up to date ecological surveys. This will enable MSDC to evaluate each allocation’s suitability for delivering
sustainable development, in line with the Mid Sussex Local Plan evidence base and in particular, polices 37 (Trees
woodland and Hedgerow) and 38 (Biodiversity).’
SWT note that all of the housing site allocation policies include requirements under ‘Biodiversity and Green
Infrastructure’ which is welcome. However, these do not appear to be strategic in nature in terms of considering a
robust evidence base. In particular, it appears that it is assumed that sites will be able to deliver both the number

of dwellings allocated and net gains to biodiversity, when no evidence has been provided of the current biodiversity
value or how this is likely to be impacted.
SWT is therefore disappointed that we are unable to identify any site-specific ecological evidence by this final
round of consultation. Given the current uncertainty of the ecological value individually and cumulatively of the site
allocations. It is not clear how MSDC can ensure the net environmental gains will be delivered by the DPD as
required by paragraphs 8, 32, 170 and 174 of the NPPF.

Overview comments – Sustainability
We also see no evidence that consideration has been given to the capacity for the district’s natural capital
to absorb this level and location of development. The NPPF is clear that delivering sustainable
development means meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs. In achieving this, local planning authorities must pursue all three
objectives; economic, social and environmental, in mutually supportive ways ensuring net gains across all
three.
It is not clear that any of the greenfield sites allocated meet the environmental objective. In
Particular, none of the allocated greenfield sites are considered to have a positive impact on any of the 8
environmental objectives within the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Many have negative or unknown
impacts, and for biodiversity it appears that only formal designations have been considered.
Although the lack of ecological information available makes it very hard for SWT to assess the potential
impact of any of the site allocations or the assessment of their suitability against the SA objectives, we are
particularly concerned about additional sites that are not considered to be sustainable, namely SA12 and
SA13.
The addition of these two ‘marginal’ sites takes the number of units allocated within Category 1
settlements to 1409, this is 703 units above the minimum residual housing figure for Category 1 as
demonstrated in Table 2.4: Spatial Distribution of Housing Requirement. If you take account of the
undersupply for some of the other sized settlements, there is still a total oversupply of 484 dwellings as
demonstrated in Table 2.5 Sites DPD housing Allocations. This oversupply is not justified within the DPD
or supporting evidence base. Removing these ‘marginal’ sites will still result in the DPD that delivers more
than the minimum housing requirement in the lifetime of the local plan. We note that again the impacts
on biodiversity for these sites are listed as unknown in the SA simply because no site specific ecological
information has been assessed.
SWT asks MSDC to reduce the amount of greenfield land allocated within the DPD and consider the
environmental capacity of the district in a more robust fashion. Any assessment of allocated sites
should look at their individual, collective and multifunctional role in delivering connectivity and
function for biodiversity. This would ensure the DPD reflects the requirements under sections 170 &
171 of the NPPF.
SA GEN: General Principles for Site Allocations
It appears that this policy has now been placed in the main body of the Draft Plan. SWT welcomes the inclusion of
wording within this policy that recognises the importance of biodiversity informing planning applications. We also
acknowledge that it highlights the importance of delivering biodiversity net gains through forth coming
development.
For clarity SWT would propose that there is an amendment to the wording relating to ecological information as we
want to ensure that developers are aware that this information is required before validation/determination of the
application, so earliest opportunity is not misunderstood as after permission has been approved.

SWT propose the following amendment to the first bullet point under the section references Biodiversity and
Green Infrastructure (struck through means a proposed deletion and bolded text references a proposed addition)


Carry out and submit habitat and species surveys at the earliest opportunity in order to inform the design
and to conserve important ecological assets from negative direct and indirect effects.

Comments for Site Allocations
As stated previously, without more detailed ecological information for each of the allocated sites it is difficult for
SWT to assess their suitability for development. However, we will make some site specific comments based on the
aerial photographs and desktop information available to us.
A lack of comments does not constitute support for the allocation.
SA12: Land South of 96 Folders Lane, Burgess Hill

As stated under our general comments, SWT does not believe that the allocation of this greenfield site is
justified. It is not required to deliver the overall minimum residual housing requirement or that required
for Category 1 settlements and is not considered sustainable within the SA. We acknowledge that the
number of the dwellings for the site has been reduced by 3, however the biodiversity impacts for this site
are still listed as unknown as no site specific ecological information has been provided. The site appears
to contain hedgerow and trees and is clearly connected to a wider network of linear habitats.
SWT therefore does not believe that the Allocation is consistent with national policy as it does not comply with
paragraph 171 of the NPPF.

SA13: Land East of Keymer Road and South of Folders Lane, Burgess Hill

As with SA12, SWT objects to the allocation of this greenfield site. It is not justified by MSDC’s own
evidence base and does not represent sustainable development. Again the biodiversity impacts for this
site are still listed as unknown as no site specific ecological information has been provided. However, the
site appears to contain rough grassland, hedgerows and trees and is clearly connected to a wider network
of linear habitats and ponds with potential for priority species.
SWT therefore does not believe that the Allocation is consistent with national policy as it does not comply with
paragraph 171 of the NPPF.

SA15: Land South of Southway, Burgess Hill
SWT objects to the allocation of a designated Local Green Space for housing. This is not compliant with NPPF
paragraph 101 which states that policies for managing development within Local Green Space should be consistent
with those for Green Belts i.e. in line with the requirements of chapter 13 of the NPPF.
We do not believe that MSDC have justified the ‘inappropriate construction of new buildings’within a local green
space. In particular, the fact that this area of the LGS is ‘overgrown and inaccessible’ does not negate its value. The
Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan states that this LGS is an important “green lung” for the west of Burgess Hill, a
function which does not require accessibility. The NPPF is clear that LGSs should only designated where they are
demonstrably special. The Planning Inspector who examined the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan clearly felt that
this had been demonstrated and therefore the site should be protected.
SWT therefore does not believe that the Allocation is consistent with national policy as it does not comply with
paragraphs 99-101 of the NPPF.

SA19: Land south of Crawley Down Road, Felbridge
SWT is very concerned about this significant greenfield allocation given the lack of any baseline biodiversity data
and its proximity to Hedgecourt Lake SSSI and The Birches ancient woodland. SWT would like to see much more
evidence of the current value of the site, in particular in terms of ecosystem services delivery. There also needs to
be further consideration of the cumulative impacts when combined with policy SA20.
SWT therefore does not believe that the Allocation is consistent with national policy as it does not comply with
paragraph 171 & 175 of the NPPF.
SA20: Land south and west of Imberhorne Upper School, Imberhorne Lane, East Grinstead
SWT commented on this allocation in our letter dated (dated 15/10/18) and stated that up to date ecological
surveys should be conducted in order assess the site’s suitability for delivering sustainable development. It is
disappointing that this information has not been provided. Without it we cannot assess the ability of this site to
meet the environmental objectives required by the NPPF. We note that the allocation boundary appears to be
amended from the Regulation 18 consultation and that a section of the Worth Way LWS, namely part of
Imberhorne Cottage Shaw ancient woodland, appears to no longer be within the allocation. We would ask MSDC to
inform SWT if this is not the case.
SWT remain concerned that this Allocation is not consistent with national policy as it does not comply with
paragraph 171 & 175 of the NPPF

SWT note the policy requirements under Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure heading includes a bullet point
which states:
Potential impacts of the development on Hedgecourt Lake SSSI, which is accessible via existing PRoW to the north
and the Worth Way LWS to the south should be understood and adequately mitigated.
SWT propose the following amendment to this bullet point to ensure clarity of the importance of avoid within the
mitigation hierarchy is fulfilled as per 175 of the NPPF (struckthrough means a proposed deletion and bolded text
references a proposed addition)
Potential impacts of the development on Hedgecourt Lake SSSI, which is accessible via existing PRoW to the north
and the Worth Way LWS to the south should be understood so they can be avoided and if this is not possible
adequately mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated for.

DEVELOPMENT POLICIES
SA35: Safeguarding of Land for delivery of Strategic Highways improvements
SWT acknowledges that the Regulation 19 consultation now includes maps of the broad locations for the
safeguarding, which did not appear to be present in the main body of the Regulation 18 draft DPD.
We note that the policy refers to how new development in the area of safeguarding should be carefully designed.
Given that the NPPF encourages a net gain to biodiversity through development, we would expect the policy
wording to reflect that biodiversity gains are design carefully into the development to ensure they are not
compromised by future schemes. We therefore propose the following amendments to the policy wording to ensure
that it complies with sections 170 & 171 of the NPPF.
SWT propose the following amendment to the Policy Wording (struck through means a proposed deletion and
bolded text references a proposed addition)
‘New Development in these areas should be carefully designed having regard to matters such as building layout ,
noise insulation, landscaping , the historic environment, biodiversity net gains and means of access.’

SA36: Wivelsfield Railway Station
While we support the integrated use of sustainable transport it is disappointing to see another area allocated as
Local Green Space within a made Neighbourhood Plan being developed. As stated in our comments for policy SA15,
the suitability of the LGS designation was assessed by a Planning Inspector and found sound. It should therefore be
preserved through the DPD. SWT is particularly concerned as the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan states that this
Local Green Space is:
‘Land immediately west of Wivelsfield Station, north and south of Leylands Road: The land parcel is rich in birdlife
and reflective of the historic field pattern. The Land is an important open space that is particularly well used by dog
walkers.’
Whilst it appears that not all of the LGS has been allocated for the upgrading of the station, we are not clear of the
biodiversity value of the area that has been allocated. If MSDC are minded to retain the policy, SWT would like to
see consideration of the compensation required for the loss of the LGS and in particular the rest of the LGS
managed/enhanced in a way that benefits the assets lost.
SWT therefore does not believe that the Development Policy is consistent with national policy as it does not
comply with sections 99-101 of the NPPF.
SA37: Burgess Hill /Haywards Heath Multifunctional Network
SWT remain supportive of measures to embed multifunctional networks in delivering non-motorised sustainable
transport options, but remain concerned at the level of uncertainty from this policy. We appreciate that the
regulation 19 consultation now embeds a map within the main document, which provides an indication of
safeguarded routes for the cycleway. As stated in our Regulation 18 comments the creation of a network could aid
or hinder connection and function in the natural environment, therefore the policy should be clear in its intention.
In particular, we are unclear how this route has been selected and what ecological information has been
considered. Any impacts on biodiversity should be avoided through good design and particular consideration
should be given to the value of sensitive linear habitats such as hedgerows. Lighting and increased recreational use
both have the potential to harm biodiversity and must be considered at an early stage. In would not be appropriate
to safeguard a route that has not yet been assessed in terms of potential biodiversity impacts.
Yours sincerely,
Laura Brook
Conservation Officer
Sussex Wildlife Trust

