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From: Mae Fuller 
Sent: 27 September 2020 13:03
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Objection to the allocation of housing to sites SA12 & SA13 in the DPD

 
I object to the allocation of housing to sites SA12 & SA13 in the DPD on the grounds of the permanently deeply 
damaging effects it would have on the surrounding communities. 
 
The existing adjacent highways are totally inadequate to cope with the extra traffic which would be generated. 
 
The impact, particularly on Ockley Lane and Hassocks, would be disastrous for the following reasons: 
 
1. Ockley Lane is a narrow winding lane linking the southern edge of Burgess Hill to Hassocks a couple of miles 
further south. It is in an appalling state of disrepair with large potholes and, in places, deep ruts in the soft ground 
at the edge of the road surface. Some are deep enough to risk damage to the underneath of vehicles forced to the 
side by oncoming larger vehicles. 
 
2 .There are steep banks on either side of the winding lane, particularly where it slopes steeply downhill as you 
approach Hassocks from the north. There appears to be no scope whatsoever to widen or improve the road in 
such a way as to make it suitable for use by a substantial increase in traffic. (See also paragraph 3 below.) 
Furthermore, where the road levels out there is a series of blind bends in the narrow lane. 
 
3. Permission has already been given for 500 houses and a school to be built on the northern edge of Hassocks 
accessing Ockley Lane not far from the blind bends. (See paragraph 2.) This will already have a devastating effect 
on Hassocks for all the above reasons. Any development which would increase the pressure on Ockley Lane still 
further would only exacerbate the situation. 
 
Clearly, air pollution is  one of the many negative results of an increase in traffic. It has been shown that  the most 
intense pollution is caused by vehicles having to stop and start in slow moving traffic which will already be an 
inevitable consequence of the houses and school scheduled to be built off Ockley Lane. (See 3 above).Furthermore 
this situation already exists in the approaches to Stonepound crossroads at the junction of the A273 and the B2116. 
 
The B2116 is the extremely congested road running east/west through Hassocks where traffic builds up and comes 
to a halt at busy times such as the beginning and end of the school day for both the local primary and 
comprehensive schools in the village. 
 
Cumulatively, as a result of what is described above, in effect Hassocks becomes an island cut off from the 
possibility of emergency vehicles having access to the village.  And the more the increase in traffic, the worse the 
situation becomes. 
 
To sum up, yes, homes have to be built somewhere, but please, in this proposal, not where  so many 
extra  houses have already been put up and so many more have already been given the go ahead and where yet 
more houses still would have such a deleterious effect on  the wellbeing, health and even the safety of members 
of the surrounding communities.  As such this application surely must contravene Planning Guidance and also go 
against the District Plan.  
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From:
Sent: 27 September 2020 11:49
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Objection to the proposal to build 350 houses on fields south of Folders Lane (SA12

&SA13)

Dear Sir or Madam 
 
I am writing to register my objection to the proposal to build a further 350 homes on the land south of Folders Lane in 
Burgess Hill. 
 
The area already has a huge amount of traffic and more houses will only cause the traffic to increase and will cause 
more pollution and disruption. 
 
Allocating these sites goes against the District Plan and the National Planning Guidance. 
 
But my most important concern is that it reduces the space between Burgess Hill and the villages to the south- 
Hassocks and Keymer. During lockdown we have walked for miles in this area enjoying all the wildlife and views.We 
have met many others walking too.  It would be awful to have an urban sprawl as Burgess Hill would start to 
encroach, and in the not too distant future Hassocks and Keymer would be absorbed into Burgess Hill as once the 
gap starts to close it will encourage others to fill in the gap and make it more likely that future planning applications 
would be passed. We will never be able to recover the countryside. 
 
Please, please DO NOT allow homes to be built on this land. 
 
Pauline Day 
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From: Justine Collins 
Sent: 27 September 2020 15:26
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Objection

I would like to object to the possible planning for 350 homes that are proposed to be built on the ancient green 
fields south of folders lane.  
 
We have recently moved to the folders lane area and feel this would affect the great quality of life we feel we have 
living here. 
 
Many thanks 
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From: Andrew Jones 
Sent: 27 September 2020 18:37
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Objection to housing on sites SA12 and SA13

.Objecting to the allocation of houses to site fields SA12 and SA13. 
 
^ Traffic. I live close to these proposals and have a daily view of traffic in the area alongside insufficient infastructure 
to support current population (doctors, schools, policing and new roads) just looking at traffic since moving to 
Sussex in 2016 from being able to move around Burgess hill in a car was easy by 2020 it can take over 1/2 hour to 
drive approx 1 mile to my doctors surgery in the morning due to nose to tail traffic. There seems no capacity to build 
wider or new roads as Burgess Hill is a small town other than removing current homes.  
^ Doctors. In 2016 it was easy to get a doctor's appointment not any more. 
^Well being. The Sussex Downs are an area of natural beauty . The towns and villages within this area are being 
expanded and soon there will be an urban sprawl stretching from Crawley to Brighton. The families that have 
chosen to live here for many years value the open spaces. Tourists, who visit to enjoy walking/bike riding in the 
Sussex country side bring much needed revenue and support local business all will be lost by short sighted 
developers who are only interested in instant profit. 
^Site selection. Why were representations lost to the first consultation and it did not follow MSDC'S own guidance 
The selection of this site which has a unique biodiversity makes it unsuitable for development.  
Allocating these sites for housing goes against the district plan and National planning guidance. 
 
Please listen to the people that matter in this planning, the people who live  in Mid Sussex. Thank you for listening 
 
Anna Jones   
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From: Heather Deykin 
Sent: 27 September 2020 18:52
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Site Allocations DPD Consultation

If something isn't done to stop all this land grabbing and excessive building going up wherever there's a small plot of 
land that can accommodate another dozen houses there's a very strong possibility that Hassocks, Burgess Hill will be 
another Croydon before long , god forbid.  
Enoughs enough.  No more BUILDING.  Leave some green space for some innocent creatures who don't ask for much 
but a small piece of save haven. 
Let's have some good news in time of gloom and uncertainty. 
Mrs H Deykin 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Jan Thornely 
Sent: 27 September 2020 22:48
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: "Objection to the allocation of housing to sites SA12 and SA13"

To Whom It May Concern 
 
I am extremely concerned indeed with the proposals I have read and digested in relation to the above 
sites.   It seems so sad that we could lose much of village life in an around Burgess Hill and beyond.   Traffic 
in this area is a big issue at the moment so I cannot imagine what impact SA12 and SA213 would have if 
this plan was to come to fruition.   Also to see that field (few left in this area) become yet another housing 
site would be absurd in truth.   I feel absolutely adamant that we should do everything in our power and I 
object totally to this proposition.   It must not go ahead at any cost. 
 
I know that I am one of many objectors and hope that every effort is made and every voice heard for a 
retraction of this proposed development. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Jan Carson 
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From: Seamus Watson 
Sent: 28 September 2020 09:45
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Site Allocations DPD Consultation

Dear sir or Madam 
I write to fully support SOFLAGs objection to further development in Burgess Hill. As a tax paying voter in Burgess 
Hill I request that you formally pass their submission to Council for full consideration. 
Yours sincerely  
Séamus Watson  
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From: Colin Harrison 
Sent: 28 September 2020 16:15
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Objection to Housing on Sites SA12 & SA13 in the DPD

Importance: High

Dear Sir, 

Re: Housing Allocation to Sites SA12 & SA13. 

I wish to object to the allocation of housing to sites SA12 & SA13 in the DPD because: 

1) The site selection process was unsound, unrepresentative, did not follow MSDC's own guidance. Representations 
made to the first consultation were lost. 

2) The traffic report produced for MSDC is fatally flawed. Clearly the traffic situation is already at breaking point and 
nothing can be done to remedy this. 

3) The unique biodiversity within the site makes it unsuitable for development and MDSC have ignored this. 

4) Developing the vital green gap between Burgess Hill and the villages to the south ie Keymer and Hassocks will 
result in coalescence. Burgess Hill's urban sprawl will eat further into neighbouring boundaries of Hassocks. 

5) There is a lack of infrastructure and nothing is showing in the proposals to address this. 

6)Allocating these sites for housing goes against the District Plan and National Planning Guidance. 

The above are the objections formulated by the South of Folders Lane Action Group. I am in full agreement with 
these and don't have the time to rewrite them. I am objecting to these houses being built. Burgess Hill is already too 
big and this is before the northern arc. Roads and utilities just won't be able to handle all these houses. 

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

Colin Harrison 
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From: Chris J Allen 
Sent: 28 September 2020 10:24
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Site Allocations DPD Consultation

Good Morning, 

Please accept this email as my formal objection to the inclusion of Sites SA12 & SA13 for housing. They are 

unsuitable, unsustainable and undeliverable and their inclusion contravenes District Plan policies DP6, DP7, DP12, 

DP13, DP15, DP18, DP37, DP38 and national planning law, and makes the whole DPD unsound. I am in full support 

of the SOFLAG objection submission and urge the Council to consider it fully and send it to the Inspector.  

Regards, 

Chris Allen 

 
American Express made the following annotations  

 
 
"This message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain confidential or privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or distribution of the information 
included in this message and any attachments is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
notify us by reply e-mail and immediately and permanently delete this message and any attachments. Thank you."  
 
 
American Express a ajouté le commentaire suivant 
 
Ce courrier et toute pièce jointe qu'il contient sont réservés au seul destinataire indiqué et peuvent contenir des 
renseignements confidentiels et privilégiés. Si vous n'êtes pas le destinataire prévu, toute divulgation, duplication, 
utilisation ou distribution du courrier ou de toute pièce jointe est interdite. Si vous avez reçu cette communication 
par erreur, veuillez nous en aviser par courrier et détruire immédiatement le courrier et les pièces jointes. Merci. 
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From: keith sullens 
Sent: 27 September 2020 11:27
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Site selection DPD

  
 

 
27 September 2020 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Site Selection DPD 
 
I am writing to object to the inclusion of site SA12 and SA13 in the above. 
 
Over the years these sites have not been developed because of the impact they will have on the already choking 
traffic using Folders Lane and Keymer Road.  Indeed it was said by consultants in earlier years that in order to relieve 
the traffic congestion  another road would need to be built from Ditchling Common Road to London Road in Burgess 
Hill crossing the London Brighton railway line and making a third east to west crossing of Burgess Hill.  The two 
current railway crossings are choc a bloc with traffic at peak travel times. I cannot understand how suddenly it is ok 
to build 340 more houses when the number of houses already feeding cars on to the local roads is still increasing. 
 
There is great concern about the damage to nature caused by man. Building on sites SA12 and SA13 will destroy the 
habitats of the extensive range of wildlife that now inhabits the sites.  No mitigation by developers can come close 
to repairing tha damage that would be done. 
 
During the recent dry spells there have been water supply problems and they will only get worse as more houses are 
built.  The infrastructure of Doctors surgeries and schools are also incapable of supporting yet more new residents. 
 
My suggestion is that SA12 and SA13 are removed from the DPD and not replaced as the remaining number of 
houses planned would be sufficient to meet the target for Mid Sussex with an adequate buffer. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Penny Sullens 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Chris Ternouth 
Sent: 27 September 2020 12:27
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Sites DPD Policy Numbers SA12 & SA13

Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
I have read that Burgess Hill has already met its 'minimum housing requirement for the full plan period 
and will not be expected to identify further sites within their Neighbourhood Plans'. 
I, therefore, ask why this most inappropriate development is being given serious consideration. 
 
There has been substantial housing development in the Folders Lane area over the last few years. The 
volume of traffic on this road and Keymer Road/Ockley Lane is far too high for the quality of the roads.  
This is especially true of Ockley Lane which I consider to be a very dangerous road with a very poor surface and 
drainage. 
 
In addition, there are now 5 pedestrian crossings between Keymer Road and Queen Elizabeth Avenue, a stretch 
which includes the chaotic 
Burgess Hill roundabout next to McDonalds. No solution to this chaos has been forthcoming. 
 
https://www.westsussextoday.co.uk/news/politics/long-term-fix-burgess-hill-roundabout-next-mcdonalds-planned-
2870315 
 
Approximately 350 new homes will put further strain on the already unacceptable traffic situation. 
 
I believe the developments would impinge on the South Downs National Park boundary. If not, they would affect the 
unique diversity of the area. 
The time when Burgess Hill and Hassocks becomes a single conurbation becomes ever closer. 
 
One significant business that would be affected is the award-winning Ridgeview Vineyard.  
With the prevailing westerly wind, I fear the resulting air pollution would have a significant effect on the quality of 
their produce. 
 
I would be interested to hear why local Burgess Hill Tories are back tracking on previous promises to oppose 
developments in this area. 
Hopefully, it's within your remit to ask them. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Christine Ternouth 
 



2143 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2143 
Response Ref: Reg19/2143/1 

Respondent: Mr D Thornton 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2147 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2147 
Response Ref: Reg19/2147/1 

Respondent: B, J, D & S Monk 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 



1

From: bev 
Sent: 27 September 2020 14:15
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: objection against 350 houses on the ancient fields south of Folders Lane  plots 

SA12 and SA13

 
 
My family and I will to object to the building of this homes, please take this as our official objection 
 
Traffic is a nightmare in Burgess and the surrounding areas at most times. You cannot make the roads bigger to 
allow for the additional amount of traffic that  these houses will bring. 
 
There seems to be little consideration for the wild life both flora and fauna of this area. 
 
It seems currently there is no end in Burgess Hill to the amount of houses that can be build with not supporting 
infrastructure.. 
 
One can only assume that there is someone is making something out of allowing this situation to allow it to continue 
who does not have any regard for our area. 
 
Please stop this development 
 
Thanking you for you assistance to stop the madness 
 
Beverley, Joseph, Delores and Sebastian Monk 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Barry 
Sent: 27 September 2020 20:18
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Site Allocations DPD Consultation

Please submit the SOFLAG objection concerning planning applications SA12 and SA13 after their consideration and 
forward to the inspector.  
 
Thank you. 
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From: Alison Allen 
Sent: 28 September 2020 17:16
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Site Allocation DPD Consultation

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Good afternoon,  
 
I have submitted my objection on the Mid Sussex website this afternoon (Ref: DPDCon-1601309367) to 
Sites SA12 & SA13. 
 
I would like to add that I fully support the SOFLAG objection submission also and that I urge their objection 
be fully reviewed by the Council and sent it to the Inspector.  
 
I hope sense prevails and the process from here is fair and justified. 
 
Many thank 
 

 

Alli Allen 
UK AML Compliance Analyst 
Global Risk & Compliance  
American Express, Brighton, 1 John Street, Brighton BN88 1NH 

+44 (0) 1273215471| Alison.L.Allen@aexp.com  
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utilisation ou distribution du courrier ou de toute pièce jointe est interdite. Si vous avez reçu cette communication 
par erreur, veuillez nous en aviser par courrier et détruire immédiatement le courrier et les pièces jointes. Merci. 
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2290 
Response Ref: Reg19/2290/1 

Respondent: Ms R Connell 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2299 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2299 
Response Ref: Reg19/2299/1 

Respondent: Mr S Cook 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2312 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2312 
Response Ref: Reg19/2312/1 

Respondent: Mr R Ford 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2315 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2315 
Response Ref: Reg19/2315/1 

Respondent: P Eggleton 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2317 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2317 
Response Ref: Reg19/2317/6 

Respondent: Mr S Hyams 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 















2318 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2318 
Response Ref: Reg19/2318/1 

Respondent: Mr I Harding 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2322 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2322 
Response Ref: Reg19/2322/1 

Respondent: Mrs G Harding 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2329 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2329 
Response Ref: Reg19/2329/1 

Respondent: Mr P Machin 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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From: Peter Machin 
Sent: 28 September 2020 19:17
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: DPD sites SA12 & SA13

Dear Sirs 
I refer to the fields officially known as SA12 & SA13. 
I am objecting to the allocation of housing on these two sites in the DPD for the following reasons: 

1. I am aware that the site selection process did not follow MSDC’s own guidance procedures. 
2. I am also aware that the first consultation of these sites were lost – this was an important document. 
3. There is already a severe shortage of infrastructure such as doctors surgeries, schools, etc... and a further 

350 houses, which will result in around 1000 people will bring these basic facilities to their knees. 
4. The traffic along Folders Lane and Keymer Road is already heavily congested at peak times and I believe the 

traffic report produced for the Council is fatally flawed. 
5. The unique biodiversity within these sites makes them very unsuitable for a large development. 

I therefore strongly object and hope the Inspector declines to include these sites for development. 
Yours sincerely 
Peter Machin 

 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 



2342 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2342 
Response Ref: Reg19/2342/1 

Respondent: Mr B Bowen 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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From: bowen 
Sent: 28 September 2020 19:13
To: ldfconsultation
Subject: Objection to Site Allocations DPD

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I support the SOFLAG objection submission and urge the Council to consider it fully and send it to the Inspector.  
 
I am objecting to the inclusion of Sites SA12 & SA13 for housing. They are unsuitable, unsustainable and 
undeliverable. Their inclusion contravenes District Plan policies DP6, DP7, DP12, DP13, DP15, DP18, DP37, DP38 and 
national planning law, and makes the whole DPD unsound.  
 
Brian Bowen 

 
 

 
 



2354 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2354 
Response Ref: Reg19/2354/1 

Respondent: Mrs D Chant 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 







2359 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2359 
Response Ref: Reg19/2359/6 

Respondent: Mrs S Hyams 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 















2365 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2365 
Response Ref: Reg19/2365/1 

Respondent: Mrs G Gerard 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2366 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2366 
Response Ref: Reg19/2366/1 

Respondent: D Earl 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 







2370 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2370 
Response Ref: Reg19/2370/1 

Respondent: Ms I Greenard 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2373 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2373 
Response Ref: Reg19/2373/1 

Respondent: Mr M Whitehead 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020



2375 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2375 
Response Ref: Reg19/2375/1 

Respondent: Mr P Harwood 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2378 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2378 
Response Ref: Reg19/2378/1 

Respondent: Mr P Egan 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of: Wellhouse Lane Residents Association 

Category: Organisation 
Appear at Examination?  
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LDF Consultation        
Planning Services Division      
Mid Sussex District Council                                                     
Oaklands Road          
Haywards Heath  
West Sussex RH16 1SS      28th September 2020 
 
 
Mid Sussex District Draft Site Allocations DPD Consultation Response 
 
To The Government Inspector, 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Wellhouse Lane Residents Association which covers 
the properties in Wellhouse Lane, Keymer to register our  strong objections, on the 
grounds of soundness, to the inclusion of Sites SA12 Land South of Folders Lane, 
Burgess Hill and SA13 Land East of Keymer Road and South of Folders Lane, 
Burgess Hill in the draft Mid Sussex Site Allocations DPD under Regulation 19. 
 
Wellhouse Lane is the area which will be most heavily affected should site SA13 
receive approval for development and therefore we believe our voice should receive 
particular attention. 
 
The lane consists of 10 properties the majority of which were built before the 1940s,  
one a listed building going back to 17th Century. The houses at the Eastern end of the 
lane face the South Downs National Park (SDNP) and one property abuts the site of 
the proposed development, but also forms part of the South Downs National Park so 
in effect the development will be adjacent to the National Park itself and infringe 
upon it.   
 
There is a public footpath in the lane which takes ramblers and walkers to Ditchling 
and beyond. This route is very popular with both the townsfolk of Burgess Hill and 
ramblers from further afield. We are very lucky because it is on our doorstep but there 
is no price that can be put on the value of such a place to people who live in more 
urban areas and are in need of some space and tranquillity. 
 
The value of this has been especially noticeable since the Covid-19 pandemic 
took hold as we have seen a huge increase in the amount of people who daily 
walk along the lane to enjoy the peaceful atmosphere and the wildlife which 
surrounds them. Allowing the general public a most welcome break from the 
stresses at this very difficult time cannot be over emphasised and this should be a 
material consideration which carries weight in any decision making.   
 
In the last five years four of the ten properties in the lane  have changed hands and the 
new owners with young families who aspired to live here because of its peaceful 
location now find that the very things which attracted them may be destroyed forever 
by an intensive urban development of 300 homes in the fields next to their properties. 
 
One couple moved into the lane after living in Burgess Hill for 25 years having 
always enjoyed walking here with their children. They thought they were getting a life 
in the country but now that is being put in great jeopardy with the proposed 
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development on site SA13. People must be allowed to have dreams of one day living 
in properties which they aspire to own, if we devalue those properties by destroying 
the very things which make them aspirational then we destroy both those dreams and 
opportunities.          
 
Opposition to these sites does not just originate from those living in our immediate 
vicinity but extends throughout Burgess Hill and beyond. To clarify, opposition can 
be found in all of the villages to the south, particularly, Hassocks, Keymer, Ditchling 
and Hurstpierpoint as well as by the South Downs National Park Authority. 
 
This objection sets out why we believe this latest draft Site Selection DPD with regard 
to sites SA12 & SA 13 is unsound. 
 
SA12 & SA13 Planning History 
 
All development has to adhere to the policies and criteria contained in the NPPF & 
the local Development Plan, in this case the Mid Sussex District Plan. We will show 
that the inclusion of Sites SA12 & SA13 has clearly not met those policies and  
criteria. 
 
These sites where assessed by MSDC in 2004, 2007, 2013 & 2016 and each time 
they where deemed to be unsuitable, undeliverable and most importantly 
unsustainable yet now for reasons totally unexplained by MSDC they believe none 
of these findings where correct and the sites can now go forward for development.   
 
In 2004 the Mid Sussex Local Plan was submitted for assessment to the Government 
Inspectorate and the Inspectors findings on sites OMS01, 02 & 03 which  now 
makeup sites SA12 & SA13 was and I quote 
 
"Development would compromise Strategic Gap. Sustainability of site is 
outweighed by adverse impact on character and appearance of the area."  
 
"Site forms part of open countryside on edge of town and is an important lung of 
open space between Burgess Hill and Ditchling Common.  No overriding reason 
why site should be released." 
 
"Site is part of open countryside and is detached from built up area.  Development 
would lead to serious and obvious erosion of Strategic Gap" 
 
In 2007 MSDC submitted their Small Scale Housing Allocations Development Plan 
Document for inspection, in that was site ALT45 part of site SA13 today.   
The Inspector concluded that even this limited area should not be allocated for 
housing stating: “it would be difficult to design, lay out and landscape the site without 
knowing whether further development would follow. That risks an unacceptably 
intrusive development in open countryside”1  

                                                 
1 2007 Mid Sussex District Local Development Framework Small Scale Housing Allocations 
Development Plan Document, Schedule C to the Inspector’s Report, para 1.213 
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In addition he concluded “To develop this site in addition would risk adding 
unacceptably to pressures on infrastructure including the local road network.” 2 
 
In 2013 the Burgess Hill Assessed Sites Document included site 557 which formed 
part of site SA13 today and again this recorded the site as unsuitable with the 
following comments 
 
 There is likely to be significant highways impacts on the local road network 

 Site location is 150m from the South Downs National Park boundary at its closest 
point. Notwithstanding this buffer, there would need to be a thorough 
investigation of the visual impact of potential development on this designated area 

 Until the impacts on the highways network and the National Park are 
properly understood and evidenced, this site is assumed to be unsuitable for 
development.3 

 
In 2016 the Burgess Hill Assessed Sites Document again looked at site 557 and once 
again it was assessed as unsuitable with the following comments 
 
 Most of the site has low landscape suitability for development. 

 The fields also have a time depth value as characteristic assarts4 with mature 
oaks. 

 There are potential significant transport impacts on the road network as a result of 
developing this site (in particular the east-west link issues in Burgess Hill).   

 Overall the site is considered unsuitable for development due to the unknown 
impact on the highway network. 5 

 
It was reported that Albert Einstein once said "the definition of insanity is doing the 
same thing over and over and expecting different results". 
 
The question now has to be asked of Mid Sussex District Council, are they competent 
to run our affairs or are they in fact incompetent for yet again trying to include these 
sites for development without any resolutions or changes to the known problems of 
the last two decades?   
 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 Ibid para 1.214 

3 2013 Burgess Hill Assessed Sites 557 (BH/D/21) Land south of Folders Lane and east of Keymer 
Road, Burgess Hill (Site H West) 

4 The definition of an assart in the dictionary is an area of land that has had trees and undergrowth 
removed and the ground broken up in preparation for cultivation. 
5 2016 Burgess Hill Assessed Sites 557 (BH/D/21) Land south of Folders Lane and east of Keymer 
Road, Burgess Hill  
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SA13 and Planning Policies 
 
This site covering the fields between the properties in Folders Lane, Burgess Hill 
and those in Wellhouse Lane, Keymer form the legal strategic/local gap between 
the two settlements, there is no other.  
 
The formal legal boundary between Burgess Hill and Keymer is the end of the rear 
gardens of the houses on Wellhouse Lane behind which sits site SA13 therefore if  
SA13 is approved by Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) for development then 
MSDC will be in contravention of its own Development Plan, in particular policies  
 
DP13 Preventing Coalescence,  
DP6 Settlement Hierarchy and  
DP12: Protection and Enhancement of Countryside. 
 
The issue of coalescence will impact everyone in Wellhouse Lane greatly due to the 
noise, light pollution and loss of wildlife habitat that will result from building 300 
homes right behind us. 
 
DP13 Preventing Coalescence states:  
 
"Provided it is not in conflict with Policy DP12: Protection and Enhancement of the 
Countryside, development will be permitted if it does not result in the coalescence of 
settlements which harms the separate identity and amenity of settlements, and would 
not have an unacceptably urbanising effect on the area between settlements."   
 
I intend to show later why developing this site will be in contravention of DP12 but 
for now I will focus on the issue of coalescence. 
 
DP6 Settlement Hierarchy 
 
The strategic objective of DP6 is very clear "To promote well located and designed 
development that reflects the District’s distinctive towns and villages, retains their 
separate identity and character and prevents coalescence" 
 
"Within defined built-up area boundaries, development is accepted in principle 
whereas outside these boundaries, the primary objective of the District Plan with 
respect to the countryside (as per Policy DP12: Protection and Enhancement of 
Countryside) is to secure its protection by minimising the amount of land taken for 
development and preventing development that does not need to be there." 
 
The defined built-up area boundary of Burgess Hill is the rear gardens of the 
properties on Folders Lane beyond which lies the northern edge of site SA13.  
 
The MSDC methodology to assess sites for inclusion in the SPD was clear, two 
basic issues were measured,  1. The degree of connectivity the site has with a 
settlement and 2. Their size. I quote: 
 
"Sites with capacity to deliver growth significantly greater than required by the 
District Plan Strategy were considered to not conform to the strategy"  
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"To assess the degree of connectivity sites within 150m of a built-up area boundary 
were considered in principle to function as part of that settlement whereas sites 
beyond 150m were considered to be remote from a settlement.   
Any site at which either or both of these issues were evident was not considered 
further." 6 
 
The boundary between Burgess Hill and Keymer which marks the Southern 
edge of site SA13 is approximately 900 metres away from the Burgess Hill built 
up boundary therefore the overwhelming majority of the site must fail the above 
criteria and therefore should have been considered remote in terms of 
connectivity AND by MSDCs own methodology should not have been considered 
for inclusion in the DPD.  
 
This gap is very important to Burgess Hill as it both re-enforces its identity as a 
market town while contributing to the semi rural lifestyle which residents consistently 
say they value highly. 
 
In short there is absolutely no basis in planning policy for development of these 
fields and ergo the local/strategic gap. Mid Sussex knows it has other more suitable 
sites which are both available, sustainable and deliverable which would provide 
an equivalent or higher number of housing numbers without the need to destroy 
this important local/strategic gap, its ecosystem and the wildlife that inhabits it. 
 
DP12: Protection and Enhancement of Countryside states 
 
The countryside will be protected in recognition of its intrinsic character and beauty.  
Development will be permitted in the countryside, defined as the area outside of 
built-up area boundaries on the Policies Map, provided it maintains or where 
possible enhances the quality of the rural and landscape character of the District, 
and: 
 
• it is necessary for the purposes of agriculture; or 
 
• it is supported by a specific policy reference, either elsewhere in the Plan, a 
Development Plan Document or relevant Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
All of this site lies beyond the built up boundary of Burgess Hill and is outside of 
the area covered by the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan, neither is it covered 
by the Hassocks Neighbourhood Plan so none of the above bullet points apply 
and it should be removed from the DPD forthwith. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
 
6 Site Allocation Development Plan Document Site Selection Paper 3: Housing Sites Methodology para 
3.3 
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SA12 and Planning Policies 
 
Unlike SA13 this site does not directly abut the settlement boundary between Burgess 
Hill and another settlement however it does directly abut the boundary with East 
Sussex and Lewes District and it will be visible from the South Downs National 
Park therefore it has to be considered against policy DP18 which states:  
 
"Development within land that contributes to the setting of the South Downs National 
Park will only be permitted where it does not detract from, or cause detriment to, the 
visual and special qualities (including dark skies), tranquillity and essential 
characteristics of the National Park, and in particular should not adversely affect 
transitional open green spaces between the site and the boundary of the South 
Downs National Park, and the views, outlook and aspect, into and out of the 
National Park by virtue of its location, scale, form or design." 
 
Site SA12 has already been the subject of a planning application by Jones Homes, 
DM/19/0276, which was withdrawn for reasons unknown to the public. 
 
However, the response by the SDNP authority to this application was scathing and I 
quote: 
 
"The further expansion of residential development in this locality on open rural land 
outside the settlement boundary together with its associated infrastructure, would 
significantly reduce the landscape buffer up to the boundary of the National Park.  In 
turn, such development is likely to detrimentally exacerbate the further urbanisation 
of this predominantly rural location, which is likely to be harmful to the special 
qualities and landscape character of the setting of the South Downs National Park.   
It is further considered that even with the combination of existing trees and planting, 
together with the proposed new landscaping would not mitigate for the loss and 
erosion of this valuable landscape buffer as an essential and effective soft-scape 
transition from the urban form to open rural countryside, in particular the South 
Downs National Park.  Therefore, the proposed development would result in 
substantial urban built form impact, extending out from the built up area of 
Burgess Hill, on a valuable and essential open green countryside location, in an 
incongruous and unnatural way, on the fringe of the wider countryside setting, 
harmful to the setting of the South Downs National Park." 7 
 
SA12 also fails to meet the criteria already mentioned above allowing building in the 
countryside under policy DP12. In addition this site is bounded by a public right of 
way footpath ((PROW), so it has to be considered against policy DP22 in which 
PROWs are described thus "Public Rights of Way are identified as a primary 
environmental constraint to development in the Capacity of Mid Sussex District to 
Accommodate Development Study (2014, paragraph 6.9) due to both high 
environmental importance and the strong policy safeguards that apply to them." 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
7 Letter to MSDC from TIM SLANEY Director of Planning South Downs National Park Authority on 
5th August 2019 ref SDNP/19/03508/ADJAUT  
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DP22s strategic objective is and I quote 
 
"To create and maintain easily accessible green infrastructure, green corridors and 
spaces around and within the towns and villages to act as wildlife corridors, 
sustainable transport links and leisure and recreational routes;" 
Given 73 homes are currently being built directly to the West of SA12 it is difficult to 
see how this PROW can continue to act as a wildlife corridor if SA12 is also allowed 
for a development of a further 43 homes! 
 
Legal Requirements 
 
It is a legal requirement that in all it planning decisions MSDC is compliant with 
its own development plan (District Plan) unless material considerations allow 
otherwise. 
 
This was confirmed by a 2017 judgment in the Supreme Court 8 where Judges Lord 
Neuberger, Lord Clarke, Lord Carnwath, Lord Hodge and Lord Gill stated 
 
"Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the [local] development plan, unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy Framework must be taken into 
account in the preparation of local and neighbourhood plans, and is a material 
consideration in planning decisions". 
 
"NPPF is divided into three main parts: “Achieving sustainable development” 
(paragraphs 6 to 149), “Plan-making” (paragraphs 150 to 185) and “Decision 
taking” (paragraphs 186 to 207). Paragraph 7 refers to the “three dimensions to 
sustainable development: economic, social and environmental”. Paragraph 11 begins 
a group of paragraphs under the heading “the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development”. Paragraph 12 makes clear that the NPPF “does not change the 
statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making”.  
 

Therefore, as the official development plan for Mid Sussex, it is the policies 
within the District Plan that all planning decisions need to comply with and it is 
very clear that sites SA12 & SA13 conflict with a number of these policies, 
specifically policies DP6, DP7, DP12, DP13, DP15, DP18, DP22, DP26, DP29, 
DP37, DP38 & DP41. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
8 Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Ltd and SSCLG, Richborough Estates Partnership 
LLP and SSCLG v Cheshire East Borough Council [2017] UKSC 37 
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Infrastructure Issues 
 
There are severe transport restrictions to site SA13; this was recognised in the 
ATKINS study commissioned by MSDC in 2005 which stated very clearly that if this 
site and others such as SA12 on the Eastern side of Burgess Hill were to be developed 
then it was "dependent on the implementation of an Eastern spine road/bypass 
which will result in significant infrastructure costs".  
 
The reason for this was the increasingly pressing need for traffic to avoid the choke 
point of the railway crossing in Burgess Hill town centre which today already causes 
significant traffic jams during the peak periods along the Keymer Road, Folders Lane 
and through Station Road to Jane Murray Way.  
 
Since that study was published planning permission for well over 1000 homes on the 
South Eastern side of Burgess Hill has been approved and building started on three 
large sites (Keymer Tile Works, Kingsway and Jones Homes Phase 1) not to mention 
the multitude of other smaller already completed developments in gardens along 
Folders Lane and the Keymer Road yet no improvements whatsoever have been 
implemented to the local road network and the effects of these three large sites 
has still to be felt on the road network. 
 
This is not a new situation, MSDC themselves recognised this fact in the Mid Sussex 
Local Plan in 2004 when they said: Quote 
 
“While access on the west side of the town has benefited from the new development, 
east-west movements across the town are hampered by the railway and the limited 
number of crossing points. A number of roads in the area lying to the east of the 
railway have restricted capacity and suffer from serious congestion at peak periods. 
There are no simple solutions to these problems and efforts will be made to 
encourage the increased use of local bus services”. 
Mid Sussex Local Plan Para 11.14 May 2004 
 
Therefore, it is totally reckless for MSDC to now include sites SA12 & SA13 into 
any development plan unless a relief road or an alternative solution has been 
identified and agreed on as a pre-requisite PRIOR to planning approval being 
considered.  
 
Recently the MSDC Assistant Chief Executive stated that Atkins is out of date but 
could not elucidate why. Instead MSDC is now relying on a French company called 
SYSTRA to underpin and update Mid Sussex's own Transport Study by carrying out 
desktop studies based only on eight different scenario’s with scenario 8 being the one 
most relevant to sites SA12 & SA 13.   
 
Whereas Atkins used real time traffic data to inform their decision there is no 
evidence of this with SYSTRAs findings. Instead they base their conclusions on a 
number of assumptions and it is notable that whereas Atkins specifically 
identified the B2112 & B2113 junctions i.e. the roundabouts at the junction of 
Folders Lane with the Keymer Road and at the Keymer Road with Station Road 
in the town centre as being major problems,  SYSTRA and the latest MSDC 
Transport Study does not. 
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The junction with Station Road is mentioned in SYSTRA's findings as junction 
S6 and they recognise it will be severely impacted if SA12 & SA13 go ahead but 
unlike the other junctions that they forecast will be severely impacted they have 
NO mitigation proposals whatsoever as to how to reduce the impact this will 
have on the community.  
 
Instead they focus on the congestion at the A23 & A2300 link road based on 2031 
extrapolated traffic figures and the assumption that a Scientific & Technology Park 
will by then have been developed off the A23 South of Hickstead, an assumption 
which whilst admirable has no relation to existing real world facts.      
 
In contrast this is what Atkins said in 2005 
 
"In order to support the  development of Option C an eastern spine road will need 
to be constructed linking to A273 Jane Murray Way and passing through sites C3, 
C4, C5, C6 and C7. It should be noted that the proposed link road alignment in 
Figure 6.1 (and Figures 7.1 - 7.2) represents one solution to linking the 
development sites and other alignments maybe possible. For example the south-
eastern section of the Link Road could pass through Site C5 and connect to the 
existing Kingsway, rather than B2112/B2113 roundabout. However the 
development of this option would need to consider the impact on the 
B2113/Kingsway junction and how the link road would be connected to site C7." 
 
Note Site C7 is site SA13 today and site C6 is site SA12 both shown in the 
diagram below. 
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The governments guidance document Transport Evidence Bases in Plan Making 
and Decision Taking which is intended to aid local planning authorities assess and 
reflect on the strategic transport needs in Local Plan making, states and I quote 

"To assess the availability of the capacity of the road network, the transport 
assessment should take into account: 

 recent counts for peak period turning movements at critical strategic 
junctions, for example, in certain instances where there is known to be a 
significant level of heavy goods vehicles traffic, a classified count 
(identifying all vehicles separately) should be provided 

 12 hour/24 hour automatic traffic counts 

Additional counts that may be required on the strategic parts of the road network 
could include: 

 manual turning counts (which should be conducted at 15 minute intervals) to 
identify all strategically relevant highway network peak periods 

 queue length surveys at key strategic signal junctions to establish demand and 
actual traffic flows 

 journey time surveys 
 freight counts 
 abnormal load counts 
 pedestrian and cyclists counts 

Capacity assessments for roads, rail and bus should also be obtained." 

Today long queues are already a fact of life at both the junctions mentioned by Atkins 
during peak periods and anyone who has resided in the area for at least 10 years will 
attest to the fact that the traffic levels are increasing sharply year on year.   
 
The most recent empirical documented trip measures on the Keymer Road were 
taken in November 2016 by the developer for the refused planning application 
DM/16/3959 at a point south of the Folders Lane (B2113) junction with the 
Keymer Road. This data showed there were 46,138 vehicle trips over a 7 day 
period (including a weekend) along the Keymer Road, virtually all of which 
would have had to use the roundabout with Folders Lane. 
 
That was four years ago, since when the road network has remained totally 
unchanged. For MSDC to now propose another 343 homes be built in this 
immediate vicinity, with access onto both the Keymer Road and Folders Lane, 
without ANY mitigation measures whatsoever only demonstrates the complete 
disregard MSDC has for this situation.  
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Impact on Local Residents    
 
There is absolutely no doubt that developing sites SA12 & SA 13 will cause 
significant harm to the local area contrary to NPPF paragraphs 14 & 49.  
 
Sustainability 
 
The over riding requirement in the NPPF and the District Plan is that 
developments must be sustainable, one strand of which is the environment and the 
need to reduce dependency on the car by siting developments in proximity to high 
quality transport facilities within reasonable walking distances, thus encouraging 
residents to use public transport, cycle or walk.  
 
Site SA12 is on the very Eastern fringe of the Burgess Hill area, some 2km from 
Burgess Hill town centre with a 30 minute walk to Burgess Hill train station and a 
very limited bus service of just one bus per hour during the day, none at night, on 
Sundays and in two cases on a Saturday either. It is self evident that the vast 
majority of future residents will have no choice but to use their cars on a daily 
basis. 
 
The Transport Statement for the withdrawn application for 43 properties 
(DM/19/0276) on this same site stated that would generate a minimum of 353 
vehicle trips over a 12 hour period (0700 -1900) per day. This is in addition to the 
625 vehicle trips over the same period per day that was forecasted in the application 
for the 73 homes nearing completion on the adjoining site. Conservatively this 
equates to an additional 978 vehicle trips over the period 0700 -1900 per day 
from this location.  
 
It is notable that the above application was eventually withdrawn, deemed 
invalid, by MSDC Planning due to the fact no transport assessment was 
submitted by the applicant.  
 
Site SA13 whilst further West and thus closer to the Keymer Road is even worse. This 
site is very large some 15.3 hectares so it is highly unlikely that residents will walk 
the distance to the proposed exits at Broadlands on the Keymer Road and on Folders 
Lane and then face a 20 minute walk into town to catch trains or buses, no they will 
rely heavily on their cars as we all have to do in this area. 
 
If we extrapolate the estimated traffic figures for the 43 homes on site SA12 to 
the 300 homes planned for Site SA13 then SA13 would produce 2,463 vehicle 
trips over the period 0700 -1900 per day.   
 
In total these two sites would generate an additional 2,800 vehicle trips per day 
between 0700 - 1900 at the choke points of the B2112 & B2113 junctions, 
junctions already identified 15 years ago by ATKINS as being major obstacles to 
development in this area.  
 
Once again the question has to be asked why does MSDC now believe sites SA12 
and  SA13 are sustainable locations? 
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Environmental Impacts : Ecology & Wildlife  
 
Global warming, the environment and climate change is now right at the top of the 
political and societal agenda. Numerous initiatives continue to be put in place all over 
the world to offset carbon build up by planting trees and yet here is Mid Sussex 
District Council choosing to allow development on two sites which will result in the 
loss of THOUSANDS of trees.   
 
These sites act as valuable breathing spaces for Burgess Hill and the surrounding 
villages and whilst not easily accessible to the public it is this very fact that has left 
them in an almost unique position. 
 
For the past 27 years we have lived alongside site SA13 and have seen first hand how 
when left to its own devices how nature has taken hold so the site now contains 
literally tens if not hundreds of thousands of trees and shrubs, with many valuable 
species such as Hornbeam, Willow and Oak amongst them.  
 
These fields haven't been farmed in well over a century, if at all, which is very rare 
these days and the absence of modern farming has left a unique habitat which is home 
to a multitude of birds and mammals from Barn Owls to Weasels. It is also home to 
some highly protected species such as Bats, Dormice and Great Crested Newts, not to 
mention the countless insects, moths and butterflies, some of which are scarce.    
 
The recent photos below show just a very small area of site SA13 but this is typical 
for the whole 15.3 hectares so to lose such an environment in today's world when 
green space close to urban settlements is at a premium would be almost criminal and a 
huge mistake for Burgess Hill and Mid Sussex. 
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This was recognised in 2013 & 2017 when planning applications 12/03230 & 
DM/16/3959 to build houses in gardens directly bordering this site were refused and 
dismissed on appeal by the Govt Inspector. One of the grounds for refusal was that 
ponds on the site were home to an important breeding colony of Great Crested 
Newts (GCNs) which as a European protected species and the rarest of the Newts 
found in the UK is afforded protection under the UK Biodiversity Plan (BAP).   
 
It was found that whilst the GCNs use the ponds for breeding the surrounding lawns 
are closely mown so they use the fields in SA13 to forage and it was also found that 
one of the ponds within the fields also had a small colony of GCNs so interbreeding 
could also be going on.  
 
In July 1996 a study was carried out of one of the smaller fields (0.15hectare) which 
make up site SA13 by John Newton, BSc Zoology (Hons) FRES as part of a Phase 1 
Habitat Survey of Burgess Hill by BHTC9. In this report he noted the field was quote 
"unimproved grassland rich in native trees and shrubs, probably prone to wetness 
particularly towards the North East end".  He also noted "there is no easy access 
from nearby roads, almost certainly standing water in places in wet winters. Water 
table is probably fairly close to the surface throughout the year. THIS AREA 
MERITS FURTHER STUDY." 
 
His recommendation was "this field requires a full survey by a team of trained 
botanists. It merits some degree of protection from development."  
 
South Downs National Park (SDNP) & Dark Skies  
 
In May 2016 the SDNP became an International Dark Sky Reserve (IDSR).  
 
The Northern boundary of the SDNP borders the properties in Wellhouse Lane and as 
there is no street lighting along the lane the whole area is exceptionally dark at night. 
Introducing an intensive housing estate on SA13 with all the associated street lighting 
will destroy this forever and may effect the SDNP rating as an IDSR.  
 
Drainage & Sewage 
 
Both SA12 & SA13 are classified as Low Weald with heavy clay soils which during 
heavy or persistent rainfall become heavily waterlogged and as both sites drop steeply  
from North to South the inevitable run off from a development could have serious 
impacts for the surrounding area. This issue was clearly recognised by the applicant 
for the aborted planning application DM/19/0276 on site SA12 as they proposed to 
include swales, attenuation ponds, pumping station and an underground tank in a bid 
to avoid the risk of flooding. 
 
The photograph below shows the typical surface flooding which occurs each year 
from late Autumn onwards across site SA13. 
 

____________________________________________ 

 

9 Folders Lane Survey Document: Survey of field about 200m south of Folders Lane 3rd August 2009 
John Newton, BSc Zoology (Hons) FRES 



 
 

18 

 

 
 
View of site SA13 looking East circa 2012  
 
SA13 has a long history of severe water logging. For a few years in the 2000s a 
couple tried to run a small holding on the land but in the end had to admit defeat and 
gave up because it was just too wet for their livestock.  The photograph below 
illustrates this point.  
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In Wellhouse Lane during periods of heavy rain we suffer flooding over the lane from 
ground water running off the fields to the South into a watercourse which flows 
Northwards under the lane carrying the water onto site SA13. Due to the poor heavy 
clay soil once it reaches site SA13 it cannot drain quickly enough so the watercourse 
quickly backs up flooding the lane. The photographs below illustrates just how bad 
this can be.  
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Mr Scott Wakely the MSDC Drainage Engineer has seen these photographs and 
acknowledged there is a serious issue with drainage in this area, therefore to concrete 
over a site as large as SA13 with a development of 300 homes will have very serious 
consequences for the surrounding area. 
 
Sewage is another serious issue, there is no mains sewerage South of Burgess Hill 
beyond Greenlands Drive until you reach the outskirts of Hassocks. All properties in 
between rely on septic tanks, cess pits or stand alone sewage treatment plants. 
Southern Water have confirmed the existing treatment plant at Goddard's Green has 
insufficient capacity to handle anymore large developments so this issue cannot be 
ignored.  
 
Questions Around Due Process When Selecting Sites SA12 & SA13   
 
MSDC and its councillor representatives have a clear responsibility to put forward the 
most appropriate sites for development. This democratic process should include 
proposed sites being scrutinised by a suitable delegation or committee, formed from 
an appropriate geographical spread in terms of constituency representation. 
 
Since the SPD was decided and published it has come to light that the decision to 
include sites SA12 & SA13 did NOT follow due process. When MSDC established a 
committee to discuss and decide on which sites should be included in the SPD it 
contained eight councillors, four of whom represented wards in the South of the 
district, who were knowledgeable about issues in the area.  
 
However, at the May 2019 elections three of these four councillors lost their seats and 
they were never replaced. This left just one councillor from Hassocks to represent the 
interests of Burgess Hill, Hassocks & Keymer. Despite this, a meeting of the 
committee was called at short notice in August 2019 when the final decision on which 
sites would be included in the SPD was decided.  It is claimed that up to this  point 
sites SA12 & SA 13 were NOT part of the SPD and instead a site on the Haywards 
Heath Golf Club for 500 homes was.    
 
Unfortunately the councillor from Hassocks was on holiday when this meeting was 
called so could not attend and another councillor failed to attend on the day leaving 
just three councillors from Haywards Heath, East Grinstead and the High Weald as 
attendees. At this point the meeting should have been cancelled as the committee no 
longer complied with its terms of reference however it went ahead and it is reported 
that it was at this meeting that the decision was taken to remove the Haywards Heath 
GC site  and replace it with sites SA12 & 13. The background to this decision has 
been requested under a FOI request but to date MSDC has not provided any 
information so until this question is answered then the whole process of selection and 
whether it was fair and proper is in doubt. 
 
In conclusion we believe the SPD clearly fails to comply with MSDCs own 
methodology on the selection of sites and deliverability and in key areas ignores 
the policies in the NPPF & District Plan and therefore it is UNSOUND. 
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Sites SA12 & SA13 are not sustainable in any sense of the criteria within the 
NPPF and District Plan and if allowed for development will inevitably result in 
significant harm to the local area in contravention of the NPPF and the District 
Plan Policies DP6, DP7, DP12, DP13, DP15, DP18, DP22, DP26, DP29, DP37, 
DP38 & DP41.  
 
For all of the reasons above and others not touched on such as limited access to 
GP services, Schools etc they should be removed from the Site DPD and replaced 
with more suitable and deliverable sites which MSDC already know exist within 
the district. 
 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
Peter Egan 
 
cc:  Mr & Mrs M Wright,  
      Mr & Mrs T Loughton    
      Mr & Mrs R Boardman,  
      Mr & Mrs D Gillett,  
      Mr & Mrs H Powell,  
      Mr & Mrs R Corbett,   
      Mr & Mrs J  Mathews,   
      Ms  T Reilly,  
      Mr & Mrs S Willis,    
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2391 
Response Ref: Reg19/2391/1 

Respondent: Mrs M Dobson 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2392 
Response Ref: Reg19/2392/1 

Respondent: Mrs G Collard-Watson 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2393 
Response Ref: Reg19/2393/1 

Respondent: Mrs L Dobson 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2394 
Response Ref: Reg19/2394/1 

Respondent: Mrs 
rs R Belchamber 

Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2395 
Response Ref: Reg19/2395/1 

Respondent: Mr S Mordecai 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2396 
Response Ref: Reg19/2396/5 

Respondent: Mr A Whitehouse 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2397 
Response Ref: Reg19/2397/1 

Respondent: Mr M Hoad 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2398 
Response Ref: Reg19/2398/1 

Respondent: Mr J Wadey 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2402 
Response Ref: Reg19/2402/1 

Respondent: Mr W Phelan 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2403 
Response Ref: Reg19/2403/1 

Respondent: Mr S Watson 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2405 
Response Ref: Reg19/2405/1 

Respondent: Mrs J Davies 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2407 
Response Ref: Reg19/2407/1 

Respondent: Mr S Campbell 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please outline why you either support or
object (on legal or soundness grounds) to
the Site Allocations DPD

As a visitor to the area on business I have great concern about the
allocation of SA12 and SA13 to the Site allocation DPD. I have outlined
the reasons for my concern below:
Having read the Highway Impacts report undertaken by GTA Civils, I
remain unconvinced that the Mid Sussex Transport Study will do
anything to address the traffic problems generated by building on Sites
SA12 and SA13.

The highlights of which are outlined below:
Mid Sussex Sites DPD – GTA Civils Review of Highway Impacts

• The Mid Sussex Strategic Highway Model (MSSHM) has been used by
MSDC to assess the transport impacts of the Sites DPD.

• The comparison of existing observed and modelled flows for road links
in the vicinity of Folders Lane appears generally acceptable. However,
there may be an issue with the way in which the B2112 from Janes Lane
to Ditchling crossroads is described in the model which would affect the
model’s determination of route shares for all north/south traffic in the
southern and central parts of the district.

• Highway network impacts are assessed in the study reports by
reference to their severity, but there are concerns about the criteria
adopted to define ‘severe’ and ‘significant’ (which is a lower level of
impact used in the MSSHM reporting). The incremental impact approach
used under-represents cumulative impacts with the Sites DPD allocations
added. There is also no assessment of impacts on highway safety as
required by NPPF para 109.

• At the western junction of Folders Lane with Keymer Road (Junction
S27), the Sites DPD assessment misrepresents the way that the junction
works in conjunction with the much more heavily impacted junction
(Junction S6) of Keymer Road / Station Road / Junction Road / Silverdale
Road to the north.

• Junction S6 would operate at well over capacity with excessive RFCs,
queues and delays, in all Scenarios greater than in the base year, and
the operation of the Folders Lane/ Keymer Road junction (junction S27)
would increasingly be impacted by the inadequacies of Junction S6. This
could only be exacerbated by new traffic generated by the Folders Lane
area allocations in the Sites DPD.

• Modelling of the 2031 end-of-plan-period forecast year clearly shows
that the package of highway improvements already committed and
included in the Reference Case (RC) Scenario (including the Local Plan
development) is not sufficient on its own to enable the level of
development included in the RC alone to be delivered without
widespread ‘severe’ highway network impacts.

• As set out in the Sites DPD testing report, the contribution of
sustainable transport initiatives to resolving the additional impacts of
additional Sites DPD sites would be marginal at best.

With such a history of traffic problems in this area, and a detailed report
confirming what we already know, I am surprised these sites still remain
in the process. I see time and again unsuitable and undeliverable sites
chosen for development because a Systra traffic assessment is used to
judge whether the site is suitable. Funny enough they always seem to
have the result that the body instructing them to do the work want to
hear. I am saying that this system is unreliable and like everything which
uses algorithms to achieve an outcome, it is only as robust and impartial
as the user who wants to determine the result. This Mid Sussex traffic
Study needs to stand up to much more scrutiny. The GTA civils report
has done this, therefore I think the traffic problems known to exist in the
area are singularly enough to suggest that SA12 an SA13 are unsuitable
and un-necessary. They should be withdrawn from this process.



Please set out what change(s) you
consider necessary to make the Site
Allocations DPD legally compliant or
sound, having regard to the reason you
have identified at question 5 above where
this relates to soundness.

Please withdraw SA 12 and SA13 from the Site Allocation DPD.

If you wish to provide further
documentation to support your response,
you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a change,
do you consider it necessary to attend and
give evidence at the hearing part of the
examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Date 28/09/2020



2411 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2411 
Response Ref: Reg19/2411/1 

Respondent: Mr J Nightingale 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2413 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2413 
Response Ref: Reg19/2413/1 

Respondent: Mrs D Nightingale 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2417 
Response Ref: Reg19/2417/1 

Respondent: Mr A Griffith MP 

Organisation: Member of Parliament for Arundel and South 
Downs 

On Behalf Of:  
Category: MP 

Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2418 
Response Ref: Reg19/2418/1 

Respondent: Mr & Mrs  Fish 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2422 
Response Ref: Reg19/2422/1 

Respondent: Ms V Nightingale 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2424 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2424 
Response Ref: Reg19/2424/1 

Respondent: Mrs M Corbett 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please set out what change(s) you
consider necessary to make the Site
Allocations DPD legally compliant or
sound, having regard to the reason you
have identified at question 5 above
where this relates to soundness.

Please remove unsuitable sites SA12 and SA13 from the site allocation
DPD.

If you wish to provide further
documentation to support your
response, you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a
change, do you consider it necessary to
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Date 28/09/2020



2425 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2425 
Response Ref: Reg19/2425/2 

Respondent: Ms S Thornely 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2430 
Response Ref: Reg19/2430/1 

Respondent: Ms M Hoad 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2431 
Response Ref: Reg19/2431/1 

Respondent: Mrs A Allen 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please set out what change(s) you
consider necessary to make the Site
Allocations DPD legally compliant or
sound, having regard to the reason you
have identified at question 5 above
where this relates to soundness.

The necessary changes to make the DPD process legally compliant is
to remove the sites SA12 & SA13 all together from the site selection.
The dishonest way in which these sites have ended up making it
through the consultation process needs a full review and the relevant
people investigated.

If you wish to provide further
documentation to support your
response, you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a
change, do you consider it necessary to
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Please notify me when-The Plan has
been submitted for Examination yes

Please notify me when-The publication of
the recommendations from the
Examination

yes

Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2432 
Response Ref: Reg19/2432/1 

Respondent: Mr A Catharine 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2434 
Response Ref: Reg19/2434/1 

Respondent: Mr S Simper 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2435 
Response Ref: Reg19/2435/2 

Respondent: Mrs R McMillan 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please outline why you either support or
object (on legal or soundness grounds) to the
Site Allocations DPD

I object to the proposed allocation of sites SA13 and SA12 because:

i) they would be much more harmful than the consultation documents
suggest,

ii) the Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment are
inadequately evidenced,

iii) the public consultation documents are incomplete and misleading with
respect to potential impacts,

iv) if impacts had been properly considered it is likely that different site
allocation selections would have been made, and

v) allocation of these sites goes against District Plan polices.

As a result of these shortcomings the Site Allocations Development Plan
Document is unsound.

These site allocations go against the Mid Sussex District Plan strategic
objectives (2.14 of the District Plan), especially in terms of Protecting and
Enhancing the Environment, which emphasises the importance of retaining
the separate identity and character and prevents coalescence of towns and
villages. The District Plan also commits (again under 2.14) to \'protecting
valued landscapes for their visual, historical and biodiversity qualities\'. By
allocating SA 12 and SA 13 in the DPD, Mid-Sussex are ignoring their own
policies.

In particular the allocations of SA 12 and SA 13 in the DPD goes against the
following District Plan policies:

DP6/DP7 Settlement Hierarchy/Strategic Development at Burgess Hill. The
town has already met its required housing numbers for the entire period of
the Plan and suggestions for further development go against Mid-Sussex\'s
own policies.

DP12 Protection and Enhancement of Countryside. The area is
characterised by unspoilt ancient and open field systems, with
concentrations of protected wildlife and plants. Developing these sites
contravenes the policies of the District Plan. In addition the Site Allocations
DPD has already identified sufficient sites to meet the 10% buffer,
therefore these two new sites are not required.

DP13 Preventing Coalescence. Developing this vital and unspoilt green gap
between Burgess Hill and neighbouring villages (Keymer, Hassocks) will
result in coalescence (site SA 13 lies within the parish of Keymer, allocating
this area will cause Burgess Hill and Keymer to coalesce. Allocating these
unnecessary sites will have a cumulative impact on this part of Burgess Hill
and cause concern that further green space will be lost.

DP18 South Downs National Park, developing these sites will cause harm to
the setting of the South Downs National Park, going against guidance in
the National Planning Policy Framework.

DP37 Trees, Hedgerows and Woodlands, by developing these sites, trees,
hedgerows and woodland will be destroyed and are irreplaceable

DP38 Biodiversity, allocating these sites for development will not lead to
the \'net gain in biodiversity\' that MSDC planning policy requires and will
lead to irreversible ecological harm.

The DPD, through allocating sites SA 12 and SA 13 is also contravening
overall strategies of the District Plan in terms of increasing sustainability
and as stated under 3.6 \'reducing the environmental impacts of increased
traffic and congestion on air pollution and quality of life\' (see objection
DPDCon-1601302703 for concerns regarding traffic).

The site allocations are also contrary to the spirit of the Burgess Hill
Neighbourhood Plan which highlights local pride in and concern for the
protection and enhancement of existing green space (see under 8 Green
Infrastructure of the Neighbourhood Plan).



Please set out what change(s) you consider
necessary to make the Site Allocations DPD
legally compliant or sound, having regard to
the reason you have identified at question 5
above where this relates to soundness.

Remove sites SA 12 & SA 13 from the Site Allocations DPD.

If you wish to provide further documentation
to support your response, you can upload it
here
If your representation is seeking a change, do
you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the
examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Please notify me when-The Plan has been
submitted for Examination yes

Please notify me when-The publication of the
recommendations from the Examination yes

Please notify me when-The Site Allocations
DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020





Please outline why you either support or object (on legal or
soundness grounds) to the Site Allocations DPD

I object to the Site Allocations DPD, especially the proposed allocation of sites SA13 and SA12 because:
i) they would be much more harmful than the consultation documents
suggest,
ii) the Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment are
inadequately evidenced,
iii) the public consultation documents are incomplete and misleading with
respect to potential impacts, and
iv) if impacts had been properly considered it is likely that different site
allocation selections would have been made.

As a result of these shortcomings the Site Allocations Development Plan Document is unsound.

In particular I am concerned about the impacts of traffic increases on the road
network and local communities.

Keymer Road is severely affected by queuing traffic, especially during morning and evening rush hours and at
weekends, and side roads are used as rat-runs by drivers seeking to avoid waiting. This is not adequately
acknowledged by the transport studies, the SEA or the proposed SA13 and SA12 allocations. These allocations
would considerably increase congestion and rat-running, which will have a much greater effect on residents
than is acknowledged in supporting documents. The concept of “sustainability  does not seem to extend to
sustaining the quality of life for existing residents.

The SYSTRA strategic highway model does indicate that junction S6 (Junction Road/ B2113) would be severely
impacted in Scenarios 7 and 8, without mitigation, but that “nearby mitigation to reroute traffic from this
junction would reduce it to a point where it is no longer severely impacted but still operates at capacity  (Mid
Sussex Transport Study Transport Impact Of Scenarios 7 and 8 Full Modelling Report p 34),which is un-
evidenced and implaus ble.

The only mitigation listed for the Folders Lane development sites are the sustainable measures of an improved
public transport interchange, enhanced bus infrastructure and enhanced of cycle parking; there is no
description of highways mitigation to reroute traffic away from the S6 junction. However, the residents of
nearby Greenlands Drive and Oak Hall Park (D182) were informed by the South of Folders Lane Action Group
that West Sussex County Council Highways Department are, in fact, considering using this quiet residential
distr butor road to relieve the pressure on Keymer Road by changing it into a one-way B-road providing a
principle access to the town centre. Mid Sussex District Council do not appear to have denied that this has
been under consideration. Greenlands Drive and Oak Hall Park were designed as housing estate access roads,
narrow in places with poor vis bility through corners, many unenclosed front gardens and residential driveways
opening onto the road, and are therefore completely unsuited to a high volume of through traffic. t would be
completely inappropriate for land to be allocated for development that might necessitate such a large change
to the road network, the public realm, especially the unique character of this part of Burgess Hill
and the quality of life and safety of hundreds of households without proper sustainability appraisal, strategic
environmental impact assessment and public consultation.

Furthermore, no transport impacts arising from the development of sites SA13 and SA12 (or the impacts of
consequent mitigation schemes to re-route traffic) have been assessed in the Site Selection table (SEA NTS
p.14) where the impacts and benefits of schemes are weighed, even though the impacts of the such a huge
change to the road network would be a major offset to the benefits of SA13 & SA12 and seem l kely, therefore,
to result in the proposed allocations being re-allocated to the “Sites that Perform Poorly  category.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires that “transport issues should be considered from the
earliest stages of plan-making and development proposals, so that: a) the potential impacts of development on
transport networks can be addressed; d) the environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure can
be identified, assessed and taken into account – including appropriate opportunities for avoiding and mitigating
any adverse effects; and e) patterns of movement, streets, parking and other transport considerations are
integral to the design of schemes, and contribute to making high quality places (NPPF para.102).

In paragraph 108 of the NPPF it says that in assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans it
should be ensured that :c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of
capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.
Paragraph 109 says that development should be refused on highways grounds if there would be an
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be
severe.

In paragraph 31 the NPPF says that the preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by
relevant and up-to-date evidence. This should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting
and justifying the policies concerned.

The SEA Directive (2001/42/EC, 27 June 2001) says in Annex 1 that the information to be provided in a SEA
should include a description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as poss ble offset any
significant adverse effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme.

Furthermore, paragraph 5.27 of EC Guidance for SEA (Implementation Of Directive 2001/42 On The
Assessment Of The Effects Of Certain Plans And Programmes On The Environment) says “It should be
remembered that mitigation measures may themselves have adverse environmental effects, which should be
recognised.

Paragraph 5.16 of the SEA Guidance also makes it clear that the level of detail in a SEA should be
proportionate to that of the plan/programme that is being assessed.

Planning policy and EC requirements are clear that that the impacts of development on transport networks,
safety and environmental impacts must be considered and clearly descr bed at the earliest stages of plan
making, including the consequent impacts of potential mitigation works. Furthermore, policies must be
underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. A development should eventually be refused if it would
cause severe congestion, an unacceptable impact on highway safety, the environment or the public realm, so
land should not be allocated at plan stage for highly impactful or inadequately evidenced proposals.

If the Plan contains inadequate evidence about likely impacts or is likely to depend on major highways
mitigation such as the re-routing of the B2113 through a residential housing estate, adversely affecting many
hundreds of households, such a proposal would be a strategic issue not a minor matter of detail that can be
deferred to a later stage of planning. Therefore, if development of SA13 and SA12 might necessitate such a
change it must be considered (and consulted upon) as part of the SEA; not to do so would leave strategic
environmental and social assessment of the Plan incomplete and therefore would be contrary to planning
guidance.

In fact, the transport report does not descr be any change to Greenlands Drive and Oak Hall Park, and the
SA/SEA does not take into account the impacts of such change nor weigh the impacts against the benefits of
the proposed land allocations.

Therefore, I object to the proposed allocation of sites SA13 and SA12 because i) they would be more harmful
than the consultation documents suggest, ii) the SA/SEA are inadequately evidenced in respect of transport
and biodiversity impacts, iii) public consultation has been misleading, and iv) if impacts had been properly
considered it is l kely that different site selections would have been made. The Site Allocations Development
Plan Document is therefore unsound.



Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Site Allocations DPD legally compliant or sound, having regard to the
reason you have identified at question 5 above where this relates to
soundness.

Removing SA 12 & SA 13 from the Site Allocations DPD

If you wish to provide further documentation to support your
response, you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it
necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing part of the
examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Please notify me when-The Plan has been submitted for Examination yes
Please notify me when-The publication of the recommendations from
the Examination yes

Please notify me when-The Site Allocations DPD is adopted yes
Date 28/09/2020
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2436 
Response Ref: Reg19/2436/1 

Respondent: Mr B Moore 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please set out what change(s) you
consider necessary to make the Site
Allocations DPD legally compliant or
sound, having regard to the reason you
have identified at question 5 above
where this relates to soundness.

The DPD that doesn\'t recognise and address the current traffic and
access problems across the town clearly can\'t address the future and
therefore to approve additional massive house development south of
Folders Lane is not only foolish but illegal and possibly corrupt.

Approving additional development south of Folders lane does not
comply with the approved District Development Plan and begs the
question as to why the Council would approve any such scheme. Who
is pushing it through and why?

If you wish to provide further
documentation to support your
response, you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a
change, do you consider it necessary to
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Please notify me when-The Plan has
been submitted for Examination yes

Please notify me when-The publication of
the recommendations from the
Examination

yes

Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020



2437 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2437 
Response Ref: Reg19/2437/1 

Respondent: T Cullen 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2439 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2439 
Response Ref: Reg19/2439/1 

Respondent: Mr A Warner 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2440 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2440 
Response Ref: Reg19/2440/1 

Respondent: Mrs C Daw 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Date 28/09/2020
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2442 
Response Ref: Reg19/2442/1 

Respondent: Ms L Brewster 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





If your representation is seeking a
change, do you consider it necessary to
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Date 28/09/2020



2443 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2443 
Response Ref: Reg19/2443/1 

Respondent: Mrs S Warner 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2446 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2446 
Response Ref: Reg19/2446/1 

Respondent: Ms J Muspratt 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2448 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2448 
Response Ref: Reg19/2448/1 

Respondent: Ms R Travers 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2450 
Response Ref: Reg19/2450/1 

Respondent: Mr J Henden 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





If you wish to provide further
documentation to support your
response, you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a
change, do you consider it necessary to
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Please notify me when-The Plan has
been submitted for Examination yes

Please notify me when-The publication of
the recommendations from the
Examination

yes

Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020



2451 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2451 
Response Ref: Reg19/2451/1 

Respondent: Ms C Burton 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2452 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2452 
Response Ref: Reg19/2452/1 

Respondent: Ms A Benton 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please notify me when-The publication of
the recommendations from the
Examination

yes

Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020



2453 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2453 
Response Ref: Reg19/2453/1 

Respondent: Mr E Corbett 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





If you wish to provide further
documentation to support your
response, you can upload it here
If your representation is seeking a
change, do you consider it necessary to
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Date 28/09/2020



2454 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2454 
Response Ref: Reg19/2454/1 

Respondent: Mr G Draw 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2455 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2455 
Response Ref: Reg19/2455/1 

Respondent: Mr L Milton 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





Please notify me when-The Plan has
been submitted for Examination yes

Please notify me when-The publication of
the recommendations from the
Examination

yes

Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted yes

Date 28/09/2020



2456 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2456 
Response Ref: Reg19/2456/1 

Respondent: Mr A Barker 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2457 
Response Ref: Reg19/2457/1 

Respondent: Mrs K Crisps 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2458 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2458 
Response Ref: Reg19/2458/1 

Respondent: Ms E Bennett 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of: Streat Parish Meeting 

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  

 





2459 
 

Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

 

Policy: SA12 - SA13 
 

ID: 2459 
Response Ref: Reg19/2459/1 

Respondent: Mrs J Gilar 
Organisation:  
On Behalf Of:  

Category: Resident 
Appear at Examination?  
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