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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response

Policy: SA11
ID: 813
Response Ref:
Respondent:
Organisation:
On Behalf Of:
Category:
Appear at Examination?

Reg19/813/1
Dr J Thring
The Rowfant Society
Resident
3

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.

To comply with Government diktats to provide housing in excess of
local needs, largely owing to uncontrolled mass immigration, the major
change required is to:
Direct urban growth to Regions in need of employment and
infrastructure investment where, for example, disused industrial and
mining areas can benefit from development.
It is further noted that England is the 7th highest density country in
the World (ignoring states with less than 1 million people) and the
South East is the densest Region in the UK. Therefore, resistance to
development needs to be communicated to Government policymakers in order to maintain the integrity, self-sufficiency, environment
and tranquillity of the realm.

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
Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination
attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination
If you wish to participate at the oral part The breadth of changes necessary may require cross-examination
of the examination, please outline why which may be instructive from my experience as a consultant to the
you consider this to be necessary
Department of the Environment on the South East Regional Plan, on
Scenarios for National Planning Policy and on the costs and
effectiveness of New Towns
Please notify me when-The Plan has
been submitted for Examination

yes

Please notify me when-The publication of
the recommendations from the
yes
Examination
Please notify me when-The Site
Allocations DPD is adopted

yes

Date

24/09/2020
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response

Policy: SA11
ID: 1025
Response Ref:
Respondent:
Organisation:
On Behalf Of:
Category:
Appear at Examination?

Reg19/1025/6
Mrs H Griffiths

Resident
3

Part A – Your Details (You only need to complete this once)
1. Personal Details
Title

Dr

First Name

Helena

Last Name

Griffiths

Job Title
(where relevant)

Organisation
(where relevant)

Respondent Ref. No.
(if known)

On behalf of
(where relevant)

Address Line 1
Line 2

Line 3

Line 4
Post Code
Telephone Number

E-mail Address

Note: Three separate submissions are
included under this cover sheet:
- Representation against St Stephens SA29
- Representation against Police House field SA28
- Representation for sites at Jeffreys Farm SHELAA 68,
69 and 971

Part B – Your Comments (St Stephens SA29)
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Helena Griffiths

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

Yes

Yes

Sustainability
Appraisal

Yes

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA SA29

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:

4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

No

X

4b. Sound

Yes

No

X

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

X

(2) Justified

X

(3) Effective

X

(4) Consistent with national policy

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
6b.
N/A

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

I believe the allocation of site SA29 shows the DPD to not be sound.
Mid Sussex have failed to declare an interest in land adjacent to site SA29 in Horsted
Keynes. Inconsistencies exist in how sustainability assessments (SA) have been made,
meaning that their land benefits in the longer term, due to the allocation of SA29 being
made in this plan. This enables their previously land locked property to be accessed via
this site in the future, resulting in over development of the area (in breach of DP13).
This clear conflict of interest should require that the SA be able to stand up to local
comparisons and public scrutiny. To date, the assessments fall short of any comparison by
those who have knowledge of the sites, and the strong positive bias for the allocation of
Site SA29 at St Stephens has led to other alternative sites being repeatedly negatively
discriminated against.
Positive bias of SA29 includes failure to notify the AONB of the critical risk to the tree
belt along the western boundary and access road (with the road being within 2m of the
tree trunks with overhanging branches) in breach of DP37 and DP16. Highways have
failed to critically assess the parking stress survey, which is in no way a reflection of the
reality of the day to day issues on access and parking experienced by the 125 households
that are already serviced by the access along the cul-de-sac Hamsland, in breach of DP21
and DP29. The proposed layout in SA29.1 shows the access road bordering the tree belt
and boundary to the land owned by MSDC, providing ease of access and spread of
development unchallenged in the future. With this representation I submit detailed
documentation evidencing the incorrect factual information and inappropriate surveying
methods used in the Transport survey submitted by the promoter to incorrectly assess the
impact of the development on the residents of Horsted Keynes Attachment A.
Furthermore, I believe the owner of Summerlea (directly affected by the allocation of
SA29) applied for TPO’s to be put on the trees along his boundary with the proposed
access to protect this distinctive tree belt, but this was refused by Mid Sussex Tree Officer
after the tree officer consulted with the office – surely a conflict of interests.
Site SA29 is not accessible without destruction of the tree belt, and will have an immense
impact on the character of this part of the village as the proposed access runs along a
single track road that already serves 125 houses. A petition with over 350 signatures was
submitted to MSDC in opposition to the allocation of this site. No attempt has been made
to mitigate the impact on the community showing a lack of community involvement.
Discrimination against other sites includes the failure to promptly correct factual
information in the SA proformas to sites SHELAA 68, 69 and 971, leading to their
omission from allocation. If these factual corrections had been made in a timely manner it
would have resulted in the sites being considered as reasonable alternatives. No mitigation
of the minor negative impacts of these sites have been considered, even though they have
been proposed by the site promoter. With this representation I submit detailed
documentation evidencing the incorrect factual information on the site proformas for the
omitted sites and also the allocated sites as Attachment B.
I believe the DPD to not be justified. The strategy has failed to take into account suitable
and reasonable alternatives, which have been supported by a strong evidence base to be
appropriate for allocation. The site SA29 is assessed in the DPD against an ‘alternative’,
SHELAA 216. This site is inappropriate as an alternative, as it is a subset of site SA28
that has been allocated. Other suitable, sustainable, deliverable and developable sites,
namely SHELAA 68, 69, and 971 should be used in the reasonable alternatives
comparison.
None of my previous concerns outlined in my Reg 18 comments have been addressed in
the DPD, now open for Regulation 19 consultation. The plan is thus not being prepared
using correct facts or current information, or in a positive manner. The plan is not sound
as Mid Sussex have failed to comprehensively assess other sites within the village that are
suitable, sustainable, deliverable and developable.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

With this representation I submit detailed documentation evidencing the factually
incorrect information on the site proformas for the omitted sites (SHELAA 68, 69 and
971) and also the allocated sites (SA28 and SA29) as Attachment B. This information
should be used to update and amend the SA for the specified sites in Horsted Keynes.
The transport and Parking Stress Survey for SA29 should be critically assessed by
Highways and a site visit should be made to Hamsland to observe the day to day safety
issues experienced down this single-track road leading to 125 homes. The prompter
should be asked to resubmit a more realistic, appropriate and accurate assessment.
There should be recognition of residents opposition to the allocation of SA29, and the 350
residents who signed a petition against the allocation of this site. Mitigation measures on
the effect on the community need to be adequately addressed.
The AONB should be asked to reassess the impact level of this development given the
detrimental impact on the distinctive tree belt along the access to site SA29, and the
restricted access.
The policy should enable the defence of the boundary with adjoining fields, not enabling
access and the spread of unchecked development in to adjoining fields owned by Mid
Sussex.
The SA for Horsted Keynes sites should be reconsidered, using factually corrected data,
in a clear and transparent manner so that meaningful comparisons can be done between
sites, to mitigate any perceived discrimination or positive bias of sites as MSDC have a
conflict of interest to allocate site SA29.
Following the revised SA, appropriate reasonable alternatives should be considered and
all appropriate mitigation measures should be assessed.
Had the factual corrections been made to the proformas to HK sites in a timely manner
(when first submitted to MSDC in Feb 2019), then this revisiting of the site allocations
would not need to be made, but sites should not be discriminated against further by
dismissing this as a change ‘too late in the day’.
Please note the ability of this representation to cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and
the suggested change is difficult for Policy SA29 given the number of corrections and
amount of justifying evidence is vast, as previous representations in Regulation 18 have
not been acted upon. Should the inspector require more detail of the evidence I am happy
to provide this information.
Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

Yes

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

The ability of this representation to cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
change is difficult for Policy SA29, given the number of factual corrections and amount of
justification of evidence is vast, as previous representations in Regulation 18 have not been
acted upon.
I would like to participate in the oral part of the examination to be able to address the issues
in a timely manner, and to be available for the inspector to ask questions of me.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

X

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

X

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

X

Signature:

Date:

28/9/20

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation

Part B – Your Comments (Police House field SA28)
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Helena Griffiths

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

Yes

Sustainability
Appraisal

Yes

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA SA28

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:

4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

No

X

4b. Sound

Yes

No

X

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

X

(2) Justified

X

(3) Effective

X

(4) Consistent with national policy

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
6b.
N/A

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

I believe the allocation of site SA28 shows the DPD to not be sound.
Inconsistencies exist in how sustainability assessments (SA) have been made for sites in
Horsted Keynes, due to the SA being undertaken using incorrect factual information. With
this representation I submit detailed documentation evidencing the factually incorrect
information on the site proformas for the omitted sites and also the allocated sites as
Attachment B.
The SA need to be able to stand up to local comparisons and public scrutiny. To date, the
assessments fall short of any comparison by those who have visited the sites, leading to
other alternative sites being repeatedly negatively discriminated against.
The allocation of SA28 was in part due to the failure to notify the AONB of the critical
risk to the characterful oak tree which is sites on Birch Grove Road, directly adjacent to
the required visibility splays for safe access (with the road being planned to directly abutt
the tree trunk, SA28.5, SA28.6, SA28.7) in breach of DP37 and DP16. Thus, Site SA28 is
not safely accessible.
The allocation of site SA28 will have an immense impact on the character of this part of
the village and does not adequately address the mitigation to the impact on the listed
building Lucas Farm, directly opposite the site. No consideration has been given to its
location of the former buildings associated with the listed building on the site itself (in
SA28.2), and the site promoter is suggesting no vegetation buffer, against AONB advice,
so breaching DP34.
I believe the DPD to not be justified. Their strategy has failed to take into account suitable
and reasonable alternatives, which have been supported by a strong evidence base to be
appropriate for allocation. The site SA28 is assessed in the DPD against an ‘alternative’,
SHELAA 216. This site is inappropriate as an alternative, as it is a subset of site SA28
that has been allocated. Other suitable, sustainable, deliverable and developable sites,
namely SHELAA 68, 69, and 971 should be used in the reasonable alternatives
comparison.
None of my previous concerns outlined in my Reg 18 comments have been addressed in
the DPD, now open for Regulation 19 consultation. The plan is thus not being prepared
using correct or current factual information, or in a positive manner. The plan is not sound
as Mid Sussex have failed to comprehensively assess other sites within the village that are
suitable, sustainable, deliverable and developable.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

With this representation I submit detailed documentation evidencing the incorrect factual
information on the site proformas for the omitted sites (SHELAA 68, 69 and 971) and
also the allocated sites (SA28 and SA29) as Attachment B. This information should be
used to update and amend the SA for the specified sites in Horsted Keynes.
The AONB should be asked to reassess the impact level of this development given the
detrimental impact on the distinctive tree that will be critically affected by the visibility
spays needed to give safe access to site SA28.
The SA for Horsted Keynes sites should be reconsidered, using corrected factual data, in a
clear and transparent manner so that meaningful comparisons can be done between sites.
Following the revised SA, appropriate reasonable alternatives should be considered and
all appropriate mitigation measures should be assessed.
Had the factual corrections been made to the proformas to HK sites in a timely manner
(when first submitted to MSDC in Feb 2019), then this revisiting of the site allocations
would not need to be made, but sites should not be discriminated against by dismissing
this as a change ‘too late in the day’.
Please note the ability of this representation to cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and
the suggested change is difficult for Policy SA29 given the number of corrections and
amount of justifying evidence is vast, as previous representations in Regulation 18 have
not been acted upon. Should the inspector require more detail of the evidence I am happy
to provide this information.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

Yes

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

The ability of this representation to cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
change is difficult for Policy SA28 given the number of corrections and amount of
justification of evidence is vast, as previous representations in Regulation 18 have not been
acted upon.
I would like to participate in the oral part of the examination to be able to address the issues
in a timely manner, and to be available for the inspector to ask questions of me.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

X

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

X

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

X

Signature

Date:

28/9/20

Part B – Your Comments (Omission of Jeffreys Farm sites 68, 69 and 971)
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Helena Griffiths

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

Yes

Sustainability
Appraisal

Yes

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA SA11

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:

4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

No

X

4b. Sound

Yes

No

X

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

X

(2) Justified

X

(3) Effective

X

(4) Consistent with national policy

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
6b.
N/A

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

I believe the failure of consistency and use of factually incorrect information within the
Sustainability Assessment (SA) of sites in Horsted Keynes shows the DPD to not be
sound, and is in breach of Policy SA11.
Why, in Horsted Keynes, is a green field site on a medieval field system which would
severely impact a large number of residents (125 households) living down a cul-de-sac,
with no existing access, being allocated, over a brown field site with existing tarmacked
access? This is a question many residents of Horsed Keynes are asking.
Inconsistencies exist in how the SA have been made, resulting in the inappropriate
allocation of sites SA28 and SA29 over other sites that are equally appropriate for
allocation (notably SHELAA 68, 69 and 971).
The SA should be able to stand up to local comparisons and public scrutiny. To date, the
assessments fall short of any comparison by those who have visited the sites, and the
strong positive bias for the allocation of Site SA29 at St Stephens (where Mid Sussex has
a conflict of interest) has led to other alternative sites being repeatedly negatively
discriminated against, especially SHELAA 68, 69 and 971.
In regard to SHELAA 971, the Built-Up Area Boundary does not reflect the current built
development adjacent to the site, the boundary needs revision to reflect the true built form
of Horsted Keynes.
The failure to promptly correct factually incorrect information in the SA proformas to
sites SHELAA 68, 69 and 971, has led to their omission from allocation. If these
corrections had been made in a timely manner it would have resulted in the sites being
considered as reasonable alternatives. No mitigation of the minor negative impacts of
these sites have been considered, even though they have been proposed by the site
promoter. The SA have not used current information available, including information
referred to by the promoter in association with recent planning applications to assess the
SHELAA 68, 69 and 971 sites.
With this representation I submit detailed documentation evidencing the factually
incorrect information on the site proformas for the omitted sites and also the allocated
sites as Attachment B.
AONB assessment of all sites was a desk top exercise and does not adequately address
information that has been omitted in the site SA proformas.
I believe the DPD to not be justified. Their strategy has failed to take into account suitable
and reasonable alternatives, which have been supported by a strong evidence base to be
appropriate for allocation. The allocated sites SA28 and SA29 are assessed in the DPD
against an ‘alternative’, SHELAA 216. This site is inappropriate as an alternative, as it is
a subset of site SA28 that has been allocated. Other suitable, sustainable, deliverable and
developable sites, namely SHELAA 68, 69, and 971 should be used in the reasonable
alternatives comparison.
The allocation of SHELAA 68, 69, and 971 would go a long way to positively impact the
communities’ health, social and cultural well-being, as a large purposeful recreation space
was part of a previous planning application, in stark comparison to the allocated sites who
have token green space planned.
None of my previous concerns outlined in my Reg 18 comments have been acknowledged
in the summary document, or addressed in the DPD, now open for Regulation 19
consultation. The plan is thus not being prepared using correct or current information, and
in a positive manner. An unwillingness to add or remove sites, or to correct basic factual
errors shows the plan to have been prepared with no concern for a duty to cooperate.
The plan is not sound as Mid Sussex have failed to comprehensively assess other sites
within the village that are suitable, sustainable, deliverable and developable.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

With this representation I submit detailed documentation evidencing the factually
incorrect information on the site proformas for the omitted sites (SHELAA 68, 69 and
971) and also the allocated sites (SA28 and SA29) as Attachment B. This information
should be used to update and amend the SA for the specified sites in Horsted Keynes.
The AONB should be asked to reassess the impact level of development on all sites in
Horsted Keynes and especially SHELAA 68, 69 and 971 using the corrected factual
information as above, and also the full information on the impact of development on the
trees at sites SA28 and SA29.
Built-Up Area Boundary should be revised to reflect the current built development to
reflect the true built form of Horsted Keynes.
The SA for Horsted Keynes sites should be reconsidered, using factual corrected data, in a
clear and transparent manner so that meaningful comparisons can be done between sites.
Following the revised SA, appropriate reasonable alternatives should be considered and
all appropriate mitigation measures should be assessed.
Suitable, sustainable, deliverable and developable options are available in Horsted Keynes
to achieve the OAN of 70 houses, and additional sites (SHELAA 68, 69 and 971) should
be allocated to take the deficit burden away from other settlements.
Had the corrections been made to the proformas to HK sites in a timely manner (when
first submitted to MSDC in Feb 2019), then this revisiting of the site allocations would
not need to be made, but sites should not be discriminated against by dismissing this as a
change ‘too late in the day’.
Please note the ability of this representation to cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and
the suggested change is difficult for the SA, notably SHELAA 68, 69 and 971, given the
number of corrections and amount of justifying evidence is vast, as previous
representations in Regulation 18 have not been acted upon. Should the inspector require
more detail of the evidence I am happy to provide this information.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

Yes

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

The ability of this representation to cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
change is difficult for the SHELAA sites 68, 69, and 971 given the number of corrections and
amount of justification of evidence is vast, as previous representations in Regulation 18 have
not been acted upon.
I would like to participate in the oral part of the examination to be able to address the issues
in a timely manner, and to be available for the inspector to ask questions of me.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

X

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

X

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

X

Signature:

Date:

28/9/20

• A photographic survey is presented by Dr H M Griffiths as evidence to this
critical misrepresentation of parking stress on Hamsland
• This photographic survey shows that it is impossible to park 42 cars along
Hamsland, and that the existing ‘available’ parking spaces are actually
needed as passing places along Hamsland to enable the flow of traffic. This is
even before the added stress of a development of 30 houses on site SA29.

• Inaccurate survey sheets
• Inappropriate methods of surveying the availability of parking spaces
• Inaccurate measuring methods

• The parking stress survey SA29.4 is not representative in any way of the lack
of parking along Hamsland on a daily basis. Hamsland is a cul-de-sac
servicing 129 houses, with access being the single car width road in and out.
• Mitigation measures on parking stress need to be addressed for the
development of site SA29, before the site is allocated, to address the long
term safety and wellbeing of residents
• The survey SA29.4 clearly uses ‘standard’ minimal car lengths and
measurement methods that are not appropriate for a rural village.
• The reliability of the measurements and vehicle counts made is brought in to
question due to critical omissions in the survey SA29.4.
• Evidence is shown in the following slides.

Introduction

Inappropriate methods of surveying the availability of parking space :
The use of dots for car locations is an inappropriate method of
assessing parking stress, as vehicles are different sizes. A more
appropriate survey method would be to count the available parking
places NOT the number of cars parked.

Inaccurate survey sheets:
The Parking survey sheets (example below) show the driveways used in the analysis
(two on the west end of Hamsland). There are additional driveways that need to be
addressed in the parking stress calculations. See next slides and photos for locations.
Omission of these driveways has led to an overestimation in available parking along
Hamsland.

• Section 2.19 states that Hamsland can accommodate 42 vehicles. This would be a
useable length of 252m (6m x 42 cars) including allowance for driveways and 10m at
junctions. The total measured distance of Hamsland NOT taking in to account
driveways and 10m at junctions is 231m. The photographic survey shows that legal
parking of 42 vehicle is impossible.
• Section 2.19 states that driveways have been taken in to account, however I have
noted that 50% of the driveways have been missed, thus underestimating the level of
parking stress.
• Section 2.21 states that a max number of parked vehicles was 24. This data is not
disputed, but following my own survey the number of possible ‘available’ spaces left
from 27 parked vehicles does not align with a 57% parking capacity suggested in the
promoters parking survey. All available spaces are used as passing places by the
residents, as Hamsland is essentially a single lane road.
• The parking stress information has been directly used by WSCC in their response to
pre-application advice of the site in Appendix A – WSCC Pre-app Scoping response.
This data is an understimate and further representative data should be requested by
WSCC to come to their concusions.

• Vans
• Landrovers
• 4x4 / pickup

Inappropriate information used to calculate parking stress:
• Car length used to calculate parking (measured off Appendix G - Proposed Access
Arrangement) = 4m (6m including space to manoeuvre)
• ‘urban’ or ‘small size’ cars are those under 4m
• Horsted Keynes is not an urban area so more appropriate size cars should be used – a
higher proportion of residents are trades people, tree surgeons, builders, all with
large vehicles for their trade.
• Existing usage of vehicles is not solely cars, but includes:

Summary of photographic parking survey of Hamsland 27/9/20
• 27 vehicles parked legally (labelled 1 to 27)
• Not taken in to account cars parked illegally (within 10m of a junction box or over
pedestrian crossings or driveways – 5 documented on Hamsland)
• Parking spaces available 7 (labelled A to G), but 3 of these are also needed as informal
passing places as there is not the width for 2 cars to pass along the entirety of
Hamsland due to the number of cars parked.
• Total capacity legally = 27 + (7-3) = 31
• Capacity according to SA29.4 traffic survey = 42 (unrealistic)
• Traffic survey under measures the number of driveways by 50%
• Traffic survey makes no allowance for passing places to enable the flow of traffic
• Traffic survey assumes car length of 4m (+2m for turning) – 4m is a Small car – not
representative of the size of vehicles currently parking on Hamsland (this is a village
with tree surgeons, builders, trades people all with larger vehicles of trucks/vans).
• Traffic survey appears to not take in to account the illegal parking of vehicles within
10m of a junction
• This information is supported a second photographic survey undertaken at 7:30am on
Tuesday 15/9/20. 27 vehicles were parked on Hamsland. These additional supporting
evidence photos can be made available should the inspector want to view them.

• A photographic survey is presented by Dr H M Griffiths as evidence to this
critical misrepresentation of parking stress on Hamsland
• This photographic survey shows that it is impossible to park 42 cars along
Hamsland, and that the existing ‘available’ parking spaces are actually
needed as passing places along Hamsland to enable the flow of traffic. This
is even before the added stress of a development of 30 houses on site SA29

• Inaccurate survey sheets
• Inappropriate methods of surveying the availability of parking space
• Inaccurate measuring methods

• The parking stress survey SA29.4 is not representative in any way of the lack
of parking along Hamsland on a daily basis.
• Mitigation measures on parking stress need to be addressed for the
development of site SA29, before the site is allocated
• The survey SA29.4 clearly uses ‘standard’ car lengths and measurement
methods that are not appropriate for a rural village.
• The reliability of the measurements and vehicle counts made is brought in
to question due to critical omissions in the survey SA29.4.
• Evidence is shown in the following slides.

Conclusions

Distance measured along the western section of Hamsland from Junction box to
Junction box = 139m
This does not take in to account the 10m distance from the junction, nor
driveways or footpath crossings.

Distance measured along the eastern section of Hamsland from Junction box to
Junction box = 132m
This does not take in to account the 10m distance from the junction, nor
driveways or footpath crossings.

Regulation 19 comments to MSDC DPD
ATTACHMENT B – corrections to incorrect data in the Sustainability
Appraisal concerning sites at Jeffreys Farm (Farm buildings #68,
Fields to North of Farm Buildings #69, and Fields to South of Farm
Buildings #971), and other sites in Horsted Keynes (SA28 and
SA29).
September 2020
Prepared by Dr. H. Griffiths
A detailed submission, documenting corrections to the information provided in the Regulation 18
consultation Sustainability Appraisal, was submitted in November 2019. Many of these corrections
have not been made to the Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal. This document again evidences
the corrections to data that should be completed to enable the assessment and comparison of sites
in Horsted Keynes for realistically reasonable alternatives.
The failure to correct this information will lead to the analysis of sites in Horsted Keynes being
flawed. All sites in Horsted Keynes should be re-appraised on a level playing field using correct and
unflawed advice, to allow for ‘the most suitable sites at each settlement to be chosen to meet the
residual needs of that settlement’.
Please note, supporting documentation to this evidence is also being included as Appendices to this
document (8 in number).
For ease I have divided the corrections in to site specific issues, the different sites being listed below:
x
x
x
x
x

Site SHELAA 68 - Farm buildings, Jeffreys Farm, Horsted Keynes
Site SHELAA 69 - Land at Jeffreys Farm (Fields to North of farm buildings)
Site SHELAA 971 - Land at Jeffreys Farm (Fields to South of farm buildings)
Site SHELAA 184 (SA29)- Land South of St Stephens Church
Sites SHELAA 216/807 (SA28) - Land at Police House Field

Site SHELAA 68 - Farm buildings, Jeffreys Farm, Horsted Keynes
Information in the Site 68 proforma (SSP3 Appendix 3 Proformas page 230-231) of Site selection
paper 3 Appendix B Housing site proformas, is incorrect, and has been mistakenly used to dismiss
the site from allocation.
x

Part 2, point 11, Local Road Access: Denoted as ‘Significant Improve’, citing ‘In this location,
there could be significant conflict with the existing junction (creating a crossroads). It has not
been demonstrated that a satisfactory access can be achieved to the site. Insufficient
provisions in the locality suggest that the site is likely to be over reliant on private car use.’
o Mitigation to provide a safe access is possible as land either side of the access track
(including the field to the north of the track often referred to as the ‘Front Field’) is
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o

o

o

o

in the same ownership as the site. Refer to registry documents as attached to this
submission as Appendix 1). A plan showing access and visibility splays close to the
existing access is attached to this submission as Appendix 6. As the landowners own
a substantial section of road frontage including that shown in the attached plans,
there are subsequently no access issues for site 68.
Recent planning applications on the farm sites (refer to DM/16/3974 and
DM/19/0957) also proposed an additional potential access to the site to the north of
the existing access, further north along Sugar Lane. Visibility splays here are possible
without the loss of mature trees, and the access does not conflict with the existing
junction at Jefferies. A plan showing this access and associated visibility splays is
attached to this submission as Appendix 7. These planning applications and
associated access plans saw no objection raised by WSCC Highways, showing there
are no access issues for site 68.
Some of the land proposed for a safe access (the ‘Front Field’) is subject to a
covenant, of which the owner of the Farmhouse is solely the beneficiary (not the
owner). The covenant states that the owners of the land should ‘not erect a building
of any type…. with the exception of a sports pavilion.’. This prevents the building of
houses on the land, but this does not restrict access across the land. A copy of the
covenant is attached to this submission as Appendix 2, showing there are no access
issues for site 68.
For legal clarity, the landowners have had the details of the covenant verified legally
by a barrister on the Attorney General’s Panel of Counsel in the Radcliff Chambers in
London. The conclusion of the barrister is that ‘the construction of an access road
across (the land)… would not constitute the erection of a building within the meaning
of the covenant’. A copy of the barristers comments is attached to this submission
as Appendix 3, showing there are no access issues for site 68.
All of the above shows evidence that access is possible and should be taken in to
account when assessing the access to the site , and we believe a reassessment using
the MSDC guidelines for Access in the Site Selection Paper 2 - Methodology for Site
Selection, would result in an assessment of ‘Minor’ to ‘Moderate’ for site access.

x

Part 3, point 14, Education: The distance from the site to the school has been incorrectly
allocated to be a 15 to 20 minute walk. The distance is 1.124km (as measured on Promap),
so should be classed as a 10 – 15 min walk if following the MSDC guidelines for Education in
the Site Selection Paper 2 - Methodology for Site Selection.

x

Part 3, point 16, Services: The distance from the site to the village centre has been
incorrectly allocated to a 10 to 15 minute walk. The distance is 691m (as measured on
Promap), so should be classed as a 10 min walk if following the MSDC guidelines for Services
from MSDC Site Selection Paper 2 - Methodology for Site Selection.
These corrections have been raised previously with Mid Susses planning, both in April 2019
when the proformas were sent out to landowners to ‘fact check’, and also when the
documents were released in September 2019 for Regulation 18, prior to the scrutiny
committee reviewing them. They have not been amended in the current form of the
Sustainability appraisal for Regulation 19 consultation.

x
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Site 68 conclusions:
The sustainability assessment for site 68 Farm buildings, Jeffreys Farm is fundamentally flawed due
to the incorrect information being used to assess the site. The issues around access are unfounded,
and the site should be deemed accessible, and hence sustainable, and included in the allocated
sites as a realistic reasonable alternative to other sites in the village.

Site SHELAA 69 - Jeffrey's Farm Northern Fields (Ludwell Field
adjacent Keysford and Sugar Lane)
Information in the Site SHELAA 69 proforma (page 232-233 of Site selection paper 3 Appendix B
Housing site proformas), is disputable, and has been mistakenly used to dismiss the site from
allocation.
x

Part 1, point 1, AONB: The AONB had advised that they consider a development of this site
would be ‘High impact’, citing ‘High impact on AONB as development would be out of
character with the settlement pattern of Horsted Keynes. Undulating field to the north of the
farmyard site. No watercourses mapped. Jeffrey's Farm is a historic farmstead separated
from the village by Sugar Lane. The western side of the lane is characterised by dispersed
settlement and development of this site would be uncharacteristic of this area. Sugar Lane
and Keysford Lane are historic routeways. Mature trees on field boundaries and a dense
screen of trees along Sugar Lane and at the junction with Keysford Lane which probably
marks the original wider junction for driving stock. Post medieval field system due to more
recent field amalgamations. Given the probable age of Jeffrey's Farmhouse it is likely that
the whole farmstead is medieval in origin. Very limited views into the site from routeways
due to mature hedgerows and trees.’
o There seems to be an inconsistency of the AONB assessment of this site when
compared to other sites in the village, as the advice is not a measurable indicator,
and purely qualitative. This inconsistency has been highlighted to the AONB unit in
September 2019 by form of a challenge document sent to the AONB. This challenge
document is attached to this email as Appendix 4. The main points of the challenge
are summarised below, but I would ask you to consider Appendix 4 in its entirety.
 The May 2019 ‘high impact’ assessment of site #69 does not reflect that site
69 is proposed in a field that is classed as a modern field system, in stark
contrast to the medieval field systems that the currently allocated sites are
in.
 The May 2019 ‘high impact’ assessment of site #69 does not reflect the
reduction in area being promoted (from site 780 withdrawn from
consideration), the reduced number of housing units being proposed, nor
the fact that this site is now only occupying a modern field system.
 The description of site #69, specifically under the AONB characterisation
category of ‘Settlement’ is incorrect and misleading. Terminology used
forms a negative image of the site, and is not objective.
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o
o

o

o

o

When comparing the high impact conclusion reached in relation to site #69
with other sites in Horsted Keynes that have a high impact rating, there are
dramatic discrepancies in the characteristics which suggest that site #69 is
not being assessed consistently.
 The AONB assessment of sites is a simple and basic qualitative process,
rather than a quantitative process and as a result is open to wildly different
interpretation by different assessors.
The AONB have kindly responded to the challenge made, and their comments are
attached to this email as Appendix 5.
Comments of note in the response from the AONB include:
 The AONB state that ‘This was a desktop assessment based on the AONB
Unit’s datasets (metadata included within the reports) and it was clearly
stated that they [the assessments] would need to be supplemented by
evidence on visual impact.’
 Site 69 ‘development would be out of character with the settlement pattern
of Horsted Keynes’, yet ‘The AONB assessment relates to historic settlement
pattern ….. [and] Twentieth century additions to the village are not relevant
to this assessment.’.
 Site assessment ‘did not take into account any further information provided
by developers for the SHELAA or to support planning applications’,
 ‘Potential mitigation is a matter for consideration by the District Council and
the Parish Council’
Given the AONB assessment of sites in Horsted Keynes was a desk top assessment ,
and that their input is described as ‘advice on how to conserve and enhance the
AONB’, and that ‘the effect on views in and out of a site can really only be assessed
on site’, I feel the ‘high impact’ assessment should not be used to dismiss this site as
being a sustainable option for development in Horsted Keynes. The challenge
document sent to the AONB (Appendix 4) describes in detail the evidence that site
69 has little visual impact on the AONB, and this should be fed in to the DPS
sustainability assessment of site 69. This visual impact is given weight by a Visual
Impact Assessment that was part of the planning application DM/16/3974, and is
attached to this submission as Appendix 8.
The AONB assess sites on their relation to ‘historic settlement pattern’, thus to
include comment on how any sites in Horsted Keynes relate to modern development
should not be considered relevant. Historic development was in the form of single
houses and farmsteads, but these farmsteads are now being over-run on all parts of
the village. All sites being promoted in the village, including those that have been
allocated in the draft plan, could thus be described as being ‘out of character with
the settlement pattern’.
Precedent has been set through the development to the west of the road system
bounding the western fringes of the village (along Treemans Road), where
development is along both sides of the road. Treemans Road is called Sugar Lane at
its northern extent, so development to the west of Sugar lane is not out of
character.
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Assessments for the development plan should include information from developers
regarding site specific plans, and these should be fed in to the AONB assessments,
especially if it involves the removal of mature trees and hedgeline. For site 69 the
landowner will not be removing any mature trees for access, and this has been
demonstrated in recent planning applications (refer to tree surveys and LVIA for
applications DM/16/3974 and DM/19/0957).
o The ‘high impact’ assessment from advice from the AONB does not mean that
development on site 69 cannot be successfully mitigated, and this is ‘a matter for
consideration by the District Council and the Parish Council’. Proposed mitigation has
been shown in detail in previous planning applications on the Jeffreys Farm sites
(see DM/16/3974 and DM/19/0957). The preservation and improvement of existing
mature hedgelines which already give ‘Very limited views into the site from
routeways’ should be considered as mitigation. The landowners plan of enhancing
the AONB by provision of onsite green space and wildflower meadows, in addition
to extra planting to screen the visibility of the site should also be considered. This
has not been adequately addressed by the DPD sustainability assessment, and I
propose this would successfully mitigate the ‘high impact’ AONB assessment, and
the impact could be deemed to be ‘low to moderate’ with mitigation.
Part 1, point 5, Listed buildings: The DPD sustainability assessment states that Ludwell
Grange has ‘some views of the site from the upstairs rear windows of the farmhouse can be
afforded through gaps in the hedgeline, particularly in winter months’, and that ‘There
would be a higher level of harm if a new access was needed to be created from Keysford Lane
or through the tree belt on Sugar Lane which would open up the site to wider view.’ For
Boxes Farmhouse the site visibility is described as being ‘the tree belt is well established,
there are some views through the gaps to the site behind, particularly in winter months. If
access to this site was provided along this lane, then the site would be even more open to
view’.
o The proposed access to site 69 is NOT along Keysford Lane or through the tree belt
on Sugar Lane, as these afford good visibility buffers to the routeways and also the
listed buildings. The access proposed is further south along Sugar Lane (see
Appendix 6 and 7). The proposed access is through the open field to the south
known as the ‘Front Field’. This access has been discussed in detail in the previous
section on site 68, and all points made should also be considered for site 69 in this
regard. Thus the impact on the listed buildings will be minimal, and can be
successfully mitigated.
o There are many means of mitigating the views ‘through gaps in the hedgeline’, and
as discussed above in the AONB impact section, we plan to plant native vegetation
to enhance the existing mature vegetation buffer of the site and enhance the
hedgerows further.
o I think it should be noted that Boxes Farm is surrounded by 15 ft mature evergreen
laurel hedges so I am surprised at the visibility description.
o The description of impact on both of these listed buildings seems to be highlighted
in a great deal of detail in comparison to other sites assessed in Horsted Keynes. I
will discuss this further when I discuss site SHELAA 807 (SA28) Police House Field,
and the impact of that development on the Grade II listed Lucas Farm in particular.
o

x
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x

x

x

Part 2, point 11, Local Road Access: The access to site 68 and 69 of the Jeffreys Farm sites is
discussed in detail in the section on site 68. Site access is proposed on to Sugar Lane – close
to the junction with Jefferies, and should be considered to only be of minor to moderate
impact. Comments regarding there being a ‘reliance on the private car in this location’,
should be noted for all sites in Horsted Keynes, as the distance to amenities is no different
for Site 69 to other allocated sites.
Part 3, point 16, Services: The distance from the site to the village centre has been
incorrectly allocated to a 10 to 15 minute walk. The distance is 639m (as measured on
Promap), so should be classed as a 10 min walk if following the MSDC guidelines (as per
MSDC Site Selection Paper 2 - Methodology for Site Selection).
Comments regarding AONB impact, access and services have been raised previously with
Mid Sussex planning, both in May 2019 when the proformas were sent out to landowners to
‘fact check’, and also when the documents were released in September 2019, prior to the
scrutiny committee reviewing them. They have not been amended in the current form of the
Sustainability appraisal for Regulation 19 consultation.

Site SHELAA 69 conclusions:
The sustainability assessment for site 69 Jeffrey's Farm Northern Fields is fundamentally flawed due
to disputable and incorrect information being used to assess the site. The advice of a high impact on
the AONB is able to be successfully mitigated through targeted planting, and a well thought out
development that would reflect similar style residential housing comparable to that along the
southern extension of Sugar Lane, namely Treemains Road. The existing mature hedge lines and the
proposed planting schemes will mitigate any impact on the listed buildings, and the access as
proposed will also not impact on them. This provides evidence that site 69 should be deemed
accessible, and the impact on the AONB that can be successfully mitigated, and hence be judged to
be sustainable, and included in the allocated sites as a realistic reasonable alternative to other
sites in the village.

Site SHELAA 971 - Land at Jeffreys Farm (Fields to South of farm
buildings)
Information in the Site SHELAA 971 proforma (page 247-248 of Site selection paper 3 Appendix B
Housing site proformas), is incorrect, and has been mistakenly used to dismiss the site from
allocation.
x

Part 1, point 1, AONB: The AONB had advised that they consider a development of this site
would be ‘High impact’, citing ‘High impact on AONB due to loss of medieval field and
development out of character with the settlement pattern of Horsted Keynes. Undulating
field to south of farmyard. No watercourses mapped. Jeffrey's Farm is a historic farmstead
separated from the village by Sugar Lane. This site is detached from any existing part of the
settlement. The western side of Sugar Lane is characterised by dispersed settlement and
development of this site would be uncharacteristic of this area. Sugar Lane and Keysford
Lane are historic routeways. There is an area of Ancient Woodland to the south-west of the
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site and mature trees on field boundaries. Part of medieval field system. Given the probable
age of Jeffrey's Farmhouse it is likely that the whole farmstead is medieval in origin. No
views into the site from public viewpoints due to mature hedgerows and trees and residential
curtilages.’
o I have outlined in the section on site 69 that the AONB assessment of sites was a
desk top exercise, and the advice is not a measurable indicator, and purely
qualitative. This is also apparent in the assessment of site 971 as it is clear that the
site is NOT ‘detached from any existing part of the settlement’, and abuts directly
adjacent to the rear of residential housing on the western side Treemains Road, so a
development if designed properly would not be ‘uncharacteristic of this area’.
o The site is a not a complete ‘medieval field system’. The field system is only partial
due to the insertion of housing including The Cottage, Smarties, Twittens and Pypers
on Treemans Road. Other medieval field systems are being proposed for site
allocation in Horsted Keynes (notably sites 184 (SA28) and 807 (SA29)), so mitigation
must be possible.
o The AONB description includes that ‘The western side of Sugar Lane is characterised
by dispersed settlement and development of this site would be uncharacteristic of
this area.’. This site is not related to Sugar Lane as it is set behind residential housing
on Treemans Road, so a development would be directly adjacent to existing housing
stock. Mitigation could include a well thought out design that would compliment
this housing, and show similar characteristics.
o Given ‘No views into the site from public viewpoints due to mature hedgerows and
trees and residential curtilages.’, is seems that little mitigation would be necessary
for the visual impact, but we would propose an increase in the landscaping to
maintain this screening in the future, and to buffer the site from the ancient
woodland to the south.
o All of the above shows evidence that the description of the impact on the AONB
does not reflect the site, and a reassessment with the correct information would
result in an assessment of ‘Low’ to ‘Moderate’ for AONB Impact.
Part 2, point 11, Local Road Access: Denoted as ‘significant improve’, citing ‘Access via
existing farm track. In this location, there could be significant conflict with the existing
junction (creating a crossroads). It has not been demonstrated that a satisfactory access can
be achieved to the site. Insufficient provisions in the locality suggest that the site is likely to
be over reliant on private car use.’
o As for site 68, mitigation to provide a safe access is possible as land either side of the
access track (including the field to the north of the track often referred to as the
‘Front Field’) is in the same ownership as the site, enabling an alternative access to
be proposed (refer to Land registry documents as attached to this email as Appendix
1). A plan as seen for site 68 (Appendix 6) would create a safe and suitable access to
the site, showing there are no access issues for site 971.
o Recent planning applications on the farm sites (refer to DM/16/3974 and
DM/19/0957) proposed an access to the site to the north of the existing access,
further north along Sugar Lane, where visibility splays are possible without the loss
of mature trees, and the access does not conflict with the existing junction (see
Appendix 7). These planning applications and associated access plans saw no
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objection raised by WSCC Highways. This access road could be utilised for access to
site 971, but alternatively an improved junction at the existing farm track could also
be achieved, as seen in the above cited plans. This information gives evidence that
there is no access issue for site 971.
o As per site 68, the land proposed for a safe access (the ‘Front Field’) is subject to a
covenant, but this does not restrict access across the land. A copy of the covenant is
attached to this submission as Appendix 2, showing there are no access issues for
site 971.
o As per site 68, the details of the covenant verified legally by a barrister on the
Attorney General’s Panel of Counsel in the Radcliff Chambers in London. A copy of
the barristers comments is attached to this submission as Appendix 3, showing there
are no access issues for site 971.
o All of the above shows evidence that access is possible and should be taken in to
account when assessing the access to the site, and we believe a reassessment using
the MSDC guidelines for site sustainability assessment, would result in an
assessment of ‘Minor’ to ‘Moderate’ for site access.
These comments on access have been raised previously with Mid Susses planning, both in
May 2019 when the proformas were sent out to landowners to ‘fact check’, and also when
the documents were released in September 2019, prior to the scrutiny committee reviewing
them. They have not been amended in the current form of the Sustainability appraisal for
Regulation 19 consultation.

Site 971 conclusions:
The sustainability assessment for site 971 Jeffreys Farm, Southern fields is fundamentally flawed due
to disputable and incorrect information being used to assess the site. The issues around access are
unfounded, and the advice of a high impact on the AONB is able to be successfully mitigated through
planting and a well thought out development that would reflect similar style residential housing
directly adjacent to the site bounding the western side of Treemans Road. This provides evidence
that site 971 should be deemed accessible, and that the impact on the AONB can be successfully
mitigated, and hence should be judged to be sustainable, and included in the allocated sites as a
realistic reasonable alternative to other sites in the village.

SA29 - Site 184 - Land South of St Stephens Church
Information in the Site 184 (SA29) proforma (page 235-236 of Site selection paper 3 Appendix B
Housing site proformas), should be further scrutinised as the site assessment does not appear to be
consistent with other sites in the village – namely the sites at Jeffreys Farm.


Part 1, point 1, AONB: The AONB had advised that they consider a development of this site
would be ‘Low impact’. The assessment states that ‘Low impact on AONB. Reasonably flat
site but high. No watercourses mapped. Immediately to south of modern development in
Hamsland. Reasonably well-related to village depending on design. Hamsland follows the
route of a historic PROW. No woodland on or adjacent to site but mature trees on boundaries
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and within site. Part of a medieval field system according to HLC, but not intact due to church
and development inserted along Hamsland. Some limited views from Hamsland’.
Following my challenge to the AONB (outlined in Appendix 4 of this submission) there are
inconsistencies in their assessment. The response from the AONB to this challenge
(Appendix 5 of this submission) highlights some comments that should be considered when
assessing site 184 for allocation.
 The AONB state that ‘This was a desktop assessment based on the AONB
Unit’s datasets (metadata included within the reports) and it was clearly
stated that they [the assessments] would need to be supplemented by
evidence on visual impact.’
 ‘The AONB assessment relates to historic settlement pattern ….. [and]
Twentieth century additions to the village are not relevant to this
assessment.’
 Site assessments ‘did not take into account any further information provided
by developers for the SHELAA or to support planning applications’
 The AONB state that ‘The removal of mature trees to access site 184 was not
considered as part of the AONB assessment because this information was
not available in the SHELAA’.
 The AONB also state that the ‘site 184 is immediately to the south of modern
development in Hamsland and is reasonably well-related to the village
depending on design’
 The AONB state that ‘continuous development on both sides of Hamsland up
to the site and the field is not legible as part of a separate farmstead’
o The AONB assessment is meant to represent the ‘historic settlement pattern’, so the
proximity of the site to the ‘modern development in Hamsland’, and that the
‘continuous development on both sides of Hamsland up to the site and the field is not
legible as part of a separate farmstead’ should not be considered to enable the
development to be considered to be ‘well-related to the village’. Historically the site
is a medieval field system, that would have been associated with the Wyatts estate,
so the site should be described as being ‘out of character with the settlement
pattern’.
o The AONB have not considered the ‘The removal of mature trees to access site 184’,
yet this distinctive and notable tree line should be considered in their assessment.
This should increase the impact from ‘Low’ to ‘moderate’ at least, and assessments
for the development plan should include information from developers regarding site
specific plans, and these should be fed in to the AONB assessments, especially if it
involves the removal of mature trees and hedgeline. The developers current plans
show that the access will disrupt the roots of many mature trees along a length of
the access road, being within 2m of the tree trunks.
Part 2, point 11, Local Road/Access: The assessments states that there are no issues with
site access, and that ‘Access to site can be achieved’. Given information received by Horsted
Keynes Parish Council and openly discussed in council meetings, the developer has stated
that there will need to be a 5 meter protection zone adjacent to the mature trees along the
western edge of the access track, to protect and retain the distinctive tree line. How is
access considered available when the access track is only 7m wide? The land to the east of
the access is NOT in the developers ownership, so access is restricted by third party land
ownership. This access should be reassessed as ‘Severe’, until land is purchased and access
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is proven to be viable without affecting the tree belt along the access road, including
suitable visibility splays.
Part 2, point 13, Infrastructure: The assessments states that there is ‘Potential to improve
Infrastructure’, and that there is ‘Potential for improvements to existing highway at
Hamsland’. Any highway ‘improvements’ would require the widening of the road through
the single access road to the site, which would involve the removal of green verges and the
construction of pedestrian barriers to enable the level differences to be safely maintained.
This is not an ‘improvement’ and is making a village environment distinctly city like, and
would be a severe impact on the residents of Hamsland and Challoners. Hamsland is a culde-sac accessed by a road with permanent parking issues, making it a single track entrance
and exit, with stress on the infrastructure already. No mitigation has been suggested for the
effects of additional traffic and the safety and well-being of the 129 existing households
serviced along the same single track road.

Site 184 conclusions:
The sustainability assessment for site 184 Land South of St Stephens Church is fundamentally flawed
due to disputable and incorrect information being used to assess the site. The access statement
should be reconsidered, and the advice of a low impact on the AONB is disputable if the tree line
along the western access boundary will be damaged or removed. This provides evidence that site
184 should be reconsidered for allocation in the draft plan.

SA28 - Sites SHELAA 216/807 - Land at Police House Field
Information in the Site 216/807 proforma (pages 241-242 of Site selection paper 3 Appendix B
Housing site proformas), should be further scrutinised as the site assessment does not appear to be
consistent with other sites in the village – namely the sites on Jeffreys Farm. In addition, no separate
sheet is available for site 216 in the Site selection paper 3 Appendix B Housing site proformas, so
how can a comparison be made when assessing the site as a reasonable alternative?


Part 1, point 1, AONB: The AONB had advised that they consider a development of this site
(the allocated site 807) would overall be ‘Moderate impact’. The assessment initially states
that ‘High impact on AONB due to loss of medieval fields and development too isolated and
separate from existing village core uncharacteristic of its settlement pattern. If access
available from Birchgrove Road and development restricted to northern field, impact would
be moderate. Slightly sloping to south, no watercourses mapped. Site comprises two fields to
the south of row of houses along Birchgrove Road. The northerly field is better related to the
settlement than the southerly one. Access via Birchgrove Road (via site 216) would be needed
to integrate with the village. Access onto Danehill Lane would make development too
isolated and separate from existing village core. Birchgrove Road and Danehill Lane are
historic routeways. No woodland on or adjacent to the site but some mature trees in field
boundaries. Part of a medieval field system. Limited view of site from Danehill Lane access.’.
Following my challenge to the AONB (outlined in Appendix 4 of this submission) there are
inconsistencies in their assessment. The response from the AONB to this challenge
(Appendix 5 of this submission) highlights some comments that should be considered when
assessing site 807 for allocation.
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The AONB state that ‘This was a desktop assessment based on the AONB Unit’s
datasets (metadata included within the reports) and it was clearly stated that they
[the assessments] would need to be supplemented by evidence on visual impact.’
o ‘The AONB assessment relates to historic settlement pattern ….. [and] Twentieth
century additions to the village are not relevant to this assessment.’
o Site assessments ‘did not take into account any further information provided by
developers for the SHELAA or to support planning applications’
o ‘No information was available at the time of the AONB assessment suggesting that
mature trees or hedgerows would need to be removed so this was not taken into
account’ .
o ‘site 216 would continue the line of cottages along Birchgrove Road and the northern
part of site 807 would continue development behind this’.
The AONB assessment is relating to ‘historic settlement pattern’, so the description of the
site to ‘to the south of row of [modern] houses along Birchgrove Road’ and that ‘The
northerly field is better related to the settlement than the southerly one’, should not be
considered to enable the development. Historically the site is medieval field system, that
would have been associated with the Lucas Farm, so the site could thus be described as
being ‘out of character with the settlement pattern’.
The removal of the hedgeline and possibly mature trees to gain visibility splays and access to
the site along the Birch Grove Road ‘was not taken into account’ by the AONB assessment.
This should increase the AONB impact from ‘Moderate’ to ‘High’, and assessments for the
development plan should include information from developers regarding site specific plans,
and these should be fed in to the AONB assessments, especially if the removal of mature
trees or hedgelines is required for access. The recent access plans provided by the developer
show the visibility splays to directly abut the trunk of the large characterful oak tree at the
entrance to the village. This must have an impact on the tree roots and the tree itself to
have new tarmac placed right against the trunk, and thus this critical threat should be
reflected in the AONB assessment.
Part 1, point 5, Listed buildings: The sustainability assessment states that ‘Grade II-listed
Lucas Farm is located to the north of the site’ and that this will have ‘Less Than Substantial
Harm (Medium)’ impact. It does not comment on the old barn and farm yard that used to be
on site 216/807, that would have been closely connected to the Lucas Farm assets. The
impact assessment seems at odds with the location of the listed building, it being directly
opposite the site and not screened from the site by any vegetation that will be retained. To
compare this with the assessment of the listed buildings associated with site 69 the impact
was deemed to be the same yet the visibility is described as ‘some views of the site from the
upstairs rear windows of the farmhouse can be afforded through gaps in the hedgeline,
particularly in winter months’, and that ‘the tree belt is well established, there are some
views through the gaps to the site behind, particularly in winter months’. This discrepancy
highlights inconsistencies in the impact assessments on listed buildings within the
settlement and I believe the impact of developing site 807 should be reassessed as ‘High
impact’ on the listed building and its historic setting.
o

x

x

x

Site 807 conclusions:
The sustainability assessment for site 807 Land at Police House Field is fundamentally flawed due to
disputable information being used to assess the site. The impact the Grade II listed Lucas Farm
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should be reconsidered, and the advice of a moderate impact on the AONB is disputable as the
removal of mature trees and hedgeline along Birch Grove Road has not been assessed, and the
medieval field systems and historic barn and yard were clearly associated with and proximal to Lucas
Farm, thus a development would be ‘out of character with the settlement pattern’. This provides
evidence that site 807 should be reconsidered for allocation in the draft plan.

Conclusions:
This part of my submission to Regulation 19 consultation has focused on the corrections that should
be made to the sustainability assessments for the sites in Horsted Keynes. The assessments have
been flawed due to the incorrect assumptions being made, or wrong data being used for different
aspects of the sustainability assessment. This has had a direct impact on which sites have been
selected and which have not. Sites should be assessed on an even playing field, and correct
information is necessary for this to be achieved.
The occurrence of fundamentally incorrect information does bring in to question the level of scrutiny
that has been applied to the site selection process itself. I understand that there are several sites,
including those in Folders Lane, Burgess Hill that also feel there was a lack of scrutiny in the final
process of selection. Having been present at committee meetings prior to the publication of the DPD
documents throughout the process it was clear that there were councillors who were also concerned
that the documents were being rushed through to meet a time line rather than being adequately
QC’ed. It was clear that the issue became partisan and the party line was drawn to push these
documents through the process. A time line should not detract from the accuracy of information and
ultimately a defendable conclusion in the allocation of sites in the MSDC Draft Development Plan.
I sincerely hope that the extensive information and evidence I have provided will be used to make
suitable corrections to the sustainability assessments of the sites in Horsted Keynes.
Should you have question or need clarification on any of the information please contact me on

Appendixs to submission to be considered in conjunction with this
document
Appendix 1 = Title deed for the land at Jeffreys Farm being promoted – showing access is not in
‘third party ownership’.
Appendix 2 = Title deeds for the Farmhouse at Jeffreys Farm, the owner of whom is beneficiary of a
covenant on the land that would enable a safe access to be achieved (often referred to as the ‘Front
Field’). This covenant does not restrict the building of an access road to access the sites being
promoted.
Appendix 3 = The opinion of a barrister as to the wording of the covenant on the ‘Front Field’ to
which access is proposed for a safe access. This covenant does not restrict the building of an access
road to access the sites being promoted.
Appendix 4 = Challenge to the AONB assessment of site 69 at Jeffreys Farm – September 2019
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Appendix 5 = AONB response to the challenge to the AONB assessment of site 69 at Jeffreys Farm
Appendix 6 = Access plan showing safe visibility splays to the sites at Jeffreys Farm – proximal to the
existing farm entrance
Appendix 7 = Transport statement including access plan showing safe visibility splays to the sites at
Jeffreys Farm – opposite Jefferies as per the previous planning applications DM/16/3974 and
DM/19/0957.
Appendix 8 = Visual Impact Assessment that was part of the planning application DM/16/3974

Page 13

Title number WSX381300
This is a copy of the register of the title number set out immediately below, showing
the entries in the register on 13 SEP 2019 at 12:37:54. This copy does not take account
of any application made after that time even if still pending in HM Land Registry when
this copy was issued.
This copy is not an 'Official Copy' of the register. An official copy of the register
is admissible in evidence in a court to the same extent as the original. A person is
entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she suffers loss by reason of a
mistake in an official copy. If you want to obtain an official copy, the HM Land
Registry web site explains how to do this.

A: Property Register
This register describes the land and estate comprised in
the title.
WEST SUSSEX : MID SUSSEX
1

(20.09.2007) The Freehold land shown edged with red on the plan of the
above title filed at the Registry and being Land on the West side of
Sugar Lane, Horsted Keynes, Haywards Heath.

2

(20.09.2007) The land has the benefit of the rights reserved by but is
subject to the rights granted by the Transfer dated 12 April 1990
referred to in the Charges Register.

3

(20.09.2007) The land has the benefit of the rights reserved by but is
subject to the rights granted by a Transfer of land adjoining Jeffreys
Farmhouse dated 12 November 1992 made between (1) George Frederick
Colin Griffiths and (2) Richard Alan Vince and Celia Margaret Vince.
NOTE: Copy filed under WSX312715.

4

(20.09.2007) The land has the benefit of the rights reserved by but is
subject to the rights granted by a Transfer of land adjoining the
Western boundary of the land in this title dated 29 January 1998 made
between (1) George Frederick Colin Griffiths and (2) Timothy Hugh John
Griffiths.
NOTE: Copy filed under WSX220004.

5

(23.03.2009) The land has the benefit of the rights reserved by but is
subject to the rights granted by the Transfer dated 11 March 2009
referred to in the Charges Register.

B: Proprietorship Register
This register specifies the class of title and
identifies the owner. It contains any entries that
affect the right of disposal.

Title absolute
1

(02.06.2016) PROPRIETOR: HELENA MARY GRIFFITHS
JANE BAILEY
HUGH JOHN GRIFFITHS
and PETER WILLIAM MATTHEW GRIFFITHS

and SARAH
and TIMOTHY

2

(02.06.2016) The value stated as at 2 June 2016 was £323,500.

3

(02.06.2016) RESTRICTION: No disposition by a sole proprietor of the
registered estate (except a trust corporation) under which capital
money arises is to be registered unless authorised by an order of the
court.
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Title number WSX381300

C: Charges Register
This register contains any charges and other matters
that affect the land.
1

(20.09.2007) A Conveyance of the land in this title and other land
dated 2 September 1957 made between (1) The Ashdown And General Land
Company and (2) George Frederick Colin Griffiths contains restrictive
covenants and reserves rights.
NOTE: Copy filed under WSX312715.

2

(20.09.2007) The land is subject to the rights granted by a Conveyance
of an electricity sub-station site dated 17 April 1961 made between (1)
George Frederick Colin Griffiths (2) The Agricultural Mortgage
Corporation Limited (3) Lily Margaret Kerly and Beatrice Brooks and
(4) The South Eastern Electricity Board .
NOTE: Copy filed under WSX312715.

3

(20.09.2007) A Transfer of Jeffreys Farmhouse dated 12 April 1990 made
between (1) George Frederick Colin Griffiths and (2) Richard Alan Vince
and Celia Margaret Vince contains the restrictive covenants by the
Vendor.
NOTE: Copy filed under WSX312715.

4

(23.03.2009) A Transfer of Jeffreys Farm Cottage dated 11 March 2009
made between (1) George Frederick Colin Griffiths and (2) Mary Veronica
St Clere Griffiths and Helena Mary Griffiths contains restrictive
covenants by the transferor.
NOTE: Copy filed under WSX326927.

5

(02.06.2016) A Transfer of the land in this title dated 11 May 2016
made between (1) Mary Veronica St Clere Griffiths and (2) Helena Mary
Griffiths, Sarah Jane Bailey, Timothy Hugh John Griffiths and Peter
William Matthew Griffiths contains restrictive covenants.
NOTE: Copy filed.

6

(02.06.2016) The land is subject to any rights that are reserved by the
Transfer dated 11 May 2016 referred to above and affect the registered
land.

End of register
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This is a copy of the title plan on 13 SEP 2019 at 12:37:54. This copy does not take account of any application made after
that time even if still pending in HM Land Registry when this copy was issued.
This copy is not an 'Official Copy' of the title plan. An official copy of the title plan is admissible in evidence in a court to
the same extent as the original. A person is entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she suffers loss by reason
of a mistake in an official copy. If you want to obtain an official copy, the HM Land Registry web site explains how to do
this.
HM Land Registry endeavours to maintain high quality and scale accuracy of title plan images.The quality and accuracy
of any print will depend on your printer, your computer and its print settings.This title plan shows the general position,
not the exact line, of the boundaries. It may be subject to distortions in scale. Measurements scaled from this plan may
not match measurements between the same points on the ground.
This title is dealt with by HM Land Registry, Durham Office.

September 2019

Challenge to AONB assessment of site
#69, Land at Jeffreys Farm (Fields to
North of Farm Buildings), Horsted Keynes
of May 2019.
Prepared by H. Griffiths

We understand that the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) Partnership fulfil an
advisory role to both Local Authorities and Neighbourhood Plans steering groups. The advice
provided by the AONB Partnership is being heavily weighted in planning decisions, and therefore
needs to be robust and defendable.
We have serious concerns over the advice being provided in respect of both planning decisions, local
plan formulation and Neighbourhood Plan preparation in Horsted Keynes by the AONB planning
department. There appears to be a failing in impartiality, transparency, and consistency of the
assessment of sites in connection with the Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) SHELAA assessments,
and also the Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan site assessments. This seems to be most notable
for site #69 (Land at Jeffreys Farm, Field to north of farm buildings). We are raising these concerns to
you as the landowners of site #69, however there have been comments made to us by several
members of the public concerning the assessment of site #69, so we feel we are also representing
the interests of the community as a Neighbourhood Plan is being prepared, and site #69 has support
from many residents of the parish.
History of the AONB Assessments:
Site #69 has been assessed twice by the AONB: firstly, in October 2018 as part of an amalgamated
assessment of the farm area (SHELAA site #780), and again in May 2019 as a stand-alone site #69.
The initial October 2019 assessment was on a site (#780) that was not being promoted by the
landowners as a large block of 5.32 ha. MSDC had amalgamated the 3 different sites put forward,
which included a large area being promoted as green space (with a restrictive covenant on it
preventing building, but NOT access), and also a woodland area. MSDC used the whole area to
calculate a housing unit number of 80 units. This was not a number that the landowners envisaged
or were comfortable promoting. Understandably the AONB Partnership assessed this amalgamated
area as high impact, as it affected a medieval field system in the south, and also was a large
development which would have been out of character with the historic growth of the village. See
Appendix 1 for the AONB assessment.
In December 2018 / January 2019 the landowner contacted MSDC and asked them to subdivide the
amalgamated area (#780) into the different sites that they had originally promoted within the

SHELAA call for land, and to change the number of units associated with the site, to reflect their
aspirations. The subdivision also included the removal of the woodland area and the covenanted
green space, as these areas were not available for development, thus substantially reducing the area
being promoted. Two new site numbers were generated: #69 (field to the north) being 2.23ha for 22
units, and #971 (field to the south) being 0.86 ha for 12 units. The density aspirations for the sites
were guided by pre-application advice for a development on the farm buildings (#68) where the
MSDC planner had indicated she wanted to see large detached dwellings in character with the
surrounding residential development (for example as per Lewes Road, Sugar Lane and Boxes Lane).
The assessment of these two sites by the AONB Partnership in May 2019 was confirmed then to be
of high impact (See Appendix 1).
It is unclear which of these assessments was a ‘desktop assessment’, and which have involved site
visits. The landowners met the AONB Planning officer, together with the Parish Council planning
consultant on site by coincidence earlier this year (2019). This was by coincidence, as there had been
no communication to say that they were visiting the sites. We can only assume that earlier
assessments were only desktop exercises.
Our Concerns:
1. Recent AONB re-assessment of site #69 - May 2019
The new assessment of site #69 does not seem to reflect the reduction in area being promoted,
the reduced number of housing units being proposed, nor the fact that this site is now only
occupying a modern field system, as per the AONB Partnerships own assessment of field system
ages in 2017.
x
x
x

The site area has reduced from 5.32ha (#780) to 2.23ha (#69)
The reduction in housing proposed for the site has reduced from 80 units (#780) to 22
units (#69)
The reduced site (#69) no longer incorporates the medieval fields to the south (new site
#971) and occupies modern field systems only. Appendix 3 includes the map of field
system ages, taken from the AONB Partnerships assessments of SHELAA sites in October
2018.

The conclusion of high impact for site #69 in May 2019 does not seem to take account or indeed
represent the site and the new information that has come forward since the first assessment.
AONB assessments should consider the impact on the AONB in conjunction with the plans of the
developer as this is how mitigation can be discussed and a positive outcome for both parties can
be achieved.
2. Terminology used to describe site #69 is not objective.
The description of site #69, specifically under the AONB characterisation category of
‘Settlement’ is incorrect and misleading. Terminology used forms a negative image of the site,
and is not objective.

The description reads: ‘Jeffreys Farm is a historic farmstead separated from the village by
Sugar Lane. The western side of the lane is characterised by dispersed settlement, and
development of this site would be uncharacteristic of this area’.
x

x

x

x

The use of the term ‘separated’ from the village, suggests that the area is disconnected
from the settlement boundary. This is not the case. The site is adjacent to the built-up
area boundary of Horsted Keynes. The fact that this boundary is along a road does not
mean it is disconnected from the settlement. The mature woodland to the east of the
site forms a substantial screen to existing housing, and would reduce the impact of
development for existing residents, two listed buildings (Boxes Farm and Ludwell), and
the AONB as a whole, and this screening is noted positively in the description of the site
under ‘Public understanding and enjoyment’. See Appendix 4 for the built-up area
boundary map.
The description of Sugar Lane as having ‘dispersed settlement’ along its western side is
also misleading. Sugar Lane is a Lane by name, but leads directly in to a section of Lewes
Road and Treemans Road, to the south (all sections of the existing highway network).
The settlement along the western boundary of this continuation is not dispersed, but a
continuous row of 11 predominantly detached houses with large gardens. See Appendix
5 for the detailed map of Sugar Lane and Lewes Road / Treemans Road to the south.
The description is quick to characterise the western side of Sugar Lane, but omits to
describe the eastern side of the lane. The eastern side is a continuous stretch of housing
from Station Road in the north, to Lewes Road in the south, running parallel to site #69,
again being predominantly detached houses. Sugar Lane is not the rural lane that many
might envisage when reading the description, but is a heavily urbanised edge of the
village. See Appendix 5 for the detailed map of Sugar Lane and Lewes Road / Treemans
Road to the south.
The comment that suggests that ‘development of this site would be uncharacteristic of
this area’, seems to contradict what is clearly shown on maps. The area is already
urbanised, with large detached dwellings.

3. Uncertainly over the age of the farmstead at Jeffreys Farm
The site assessment for site#69 notes ‘the probable age of Jeffreys Farm House’. This is
speculation.
Horsted Keynes is a historic village, and it has been serviced by small farmsteads that have
gradually been over-run by development. Most notably Rixons Farm (on the Green), and Boxes
Farm (on Sugar Lane). These are both listed buildings and are predominantly of a timber
construction, clearly medieval in nature.
Jeffreys Farm House is not of a similar construction, being predominantly brick, showing
characteristics of Georgian architecture. Within the farmhouse there is an old beam on the
internal western wall, but as far as we know there is no date attributed to this construction. A
Sussex barn (now dilapidated) has stood on the farm site and is noted on the Tythe map 1842.
None of this definitively points towards the farm, or farmhouse being medieval.

4. Conclusion comments for site #69 show little knowledge or understanding of how Horsted
Keynes has developed since the Second World War
The Conclusion states: ‘development would be out of character with the settlement pattern of
Horsted Keynes’.
These concluding comments are ill-informed, and show no understanding of how the village has
developed over the last 75 years.
Pre-war, houses were built sporadically, in isolation, and in a scattered pattern cross the bounds
of the village as we know it today. However, Post-war, the village has grown substantially, and
development has occurred as clusters of multiple houses, predominantly in cul-de-sacs, both
infilling within the village historic routeways, but also on the edges of the village, jumping the
routeways in to open countryside. The developments ranged in number from 6 houses (Rixons
Orchard in the 1960’s) to tens of houses (Challoners in the 1970’s and 1980’s). A list of the
housing developments with approximate dates and number of housing units is shown below.
Appendix 6 shows a map of the location of these housing clusters.
Post war cluster developments in Horsted Keynes:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Rixons (cul-de-sac off Station Road) – 16 semi-detached houses, built pre 1947
Jefferies (through road from Sugar Lane to Lewes Road) – 16 semi-detached houses,
built ~1947
Boxes Lane (cul-de-sac off Sugar Lane) – detached houses, 14 built ~1955
Lucas (cul-de-sac off Birch Grove Road) – 12 detached houses, built ~1959
Hamsland (cul-de-sac off Lewes Road) – 11 bungalows, and 10 semi-detached houses,
built ~1956 to 1959
Rixons Orchard (cul-de-sac off Station Road) – 6 detached and semi-detached
bungalows, built pre 1973
Challoners (extension of cul-de-sac off Lewes Road / Hamsland) – 60 semi-detached
houses, built post 1974 to 1980’s
Cheeleys - (cul-de-sac off Church Lane) – 12 bungalows, and 8 detached houses, built
post 1974
Hillcrest (cul-de-sac off the Green) – 9 semi-detached houses, built ~2000
Since 2000 only single or double infill dwellings have been built and as a result no more
infill opportunities exist in the built-up area boundary of Horsted Keynes today.

The development of Horsted Keynes clearly shows that historically, larger developments have
occurred and these have also occurred on the periphery of the village, jumping the old routeways in
to open countryside sporadically as the need for housing grew. Whilst there is an understanding that
the AONB Partnership seek to limit development, there is no space left within the built-up area
boundary of Horsted Keynes for larger developments. In addition small piece-meal development and
single dwellings provide no affordable housing for the village.

5. The AONB assessment of site #69 does not appear to be comparable with other site
assessments in the village.
Several sites across the village have been assessed by the AONB Partnership as part of both the
SCHELAA assessment for MSDC, and also for the Neighbourhood Plan of Horsted Keynes. When
comparing the high impact conclusion reached in relation to site #69 with other sites that have a
high impact rating, there are dramatic discrepancies in the characteristics which suggest that site
#69 is not being assessed consistently. In addition, when comparing site #69 to sites with ‘Low’ and
‘Moderate’ impacts, again there seems little justification to rate site #69 as high.
The sites in question are listed below, and the full AONB assessments are also shown in Appendix 7:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Farm Buildings, Jeffreys Farm #68 – 18 units (0.7ha) – LOW impact
Land at Jeffreys Farm #780 – 80 units (NUMBER AND AREA NOT AS PER LANDOWNER
PROMOTION) (5.32 ha) – HIGH impact
Land at Jeffreys Farm (Fields to North of farm buildings) #69 – 22 units (AS PER LANDOWNER
PROMOTION) (2.23ha) - HIGH impact
Land at Jeffreys Farm (Fields to South of farm buildings) #971 – 12 units (AS PER
LANDOWNER PROMOTION) (0.86ha) - HIGH impact
Land west of Church Lane ‘Sledging Field’ #893 – 38 units (4.3ha) - HIGH impact
Land at Police House Field #216 – 10 units (0.26ha) - MODERATE impact
Land South of Police House Field #807 – 40 units (3.0ha) - HIGH impact to MODERATE
impact (with mitigation)
Land South of St Stephens Church #184 – 30 units (1.2ha) – LOW impact

Again, I reiterate that it is unclear which of these assessments have been made on the basis of
desktop analysis and which sites have actually been visited in person. We understand that the Parish
Council planning consultant has been on some sites with the AONB planning officer at some point in
2019, but it is unclear which sites and when.
For ease I will break down the concerns that I have about the way in which site #69 has been
assessed in comparison with other sites in the village in to 3 sections: (A) comparing with site #893
in Church Lane; (B) comparing with site # 184 St Stephens Field; and finally (C) comparing to site #
216 and #807 at Police House Field.
A. Comparing site #69 with site #893 in Church Lane
Both sites have been deemed high impact by the AONB Partnership, but when
comparing the proximity to the Conservation Area of Horsted Keynes, the
topography and hence the potential to mitigate any visual impacts of development,
the existing screening, and the visibility from public footpaths, the sites are
dramatically different.
Appendix 8 shows map located photographs of the sites to compare the impact.
Site #893:
x Site #893 is directly adjacent to the Conservation Area and in clear sight of a
Grade I listed building (St Giles Church) – refer to photo 7 in Appendix 8, and
map of Conservation Area in Appendix 8.

x

Site #893 has a public footpath running along its northern boundary, with no
existing screening meaning the site is highly visible – refer to photos 9, 10
and 11 in Appendix 8.
x Site #893 has no existing screening on its northern, eastern or western
boundaries – refer to photos 6-11 in Appendix 8.
x Site #893 has 25m of elevation gain across the site, meaning any mitigation
planting will be ineffective – refer to map of site #893 in Appendix 8.
x Site #893 is assessed as a modern field system by the AONB. See Appendix 3
for the map of field system ages, taken from the AONB assessments of
SHELAA sites in October 2018.
Site #69:
x Site #69 is some distance from the Conservation Area across the village and
is well screened from 2 listed buildings (Ludwell and Boxes Farm) - refer to
photos 1 and 2 in Appendix 8.
x Site #69 has no public footpaths in the vicinity – refer to map of site #69 in
Appendix 8.
x Site #69 is surrounded by tall mature hedge-lines on all boundaries - refer to
photos 1-5 in Appendix 8.
x Site #69 has 10m of elevation gain across the site, enabling any mitigation
planting to be effective, if needed – refer to map of site #69 in Appendix 8.
x Site #69 is assessed as a modern field system by the AONB. See Appendix 3
for the map of field system ages, taken from the AONB assessments of
SHELAA sites in October 2018

We believe that site #69 is NOT directly comparable to site #893, and cannot be
considered to be a high impact site in the AONB.

B. Comparing site #69 with site # 184 St Stephens Field
Site #69 has been deemed high impact by the AONB Partnership, yet site #184 is
deemed low impact. When comparing the sites visual impact and the existing
screening, the sites are quite similar. Yet site #184 requires the removal of mature
trees for access, and has little screening to the northern boundary.
Appendix 9 shows map located photographs of the sites to compare the impact.
Site #184:
x Site #184 has existing mature screening on the majority of its eastern,
southern and western boundaries, with only minimal distant views – refer to
photos 12 to 15 in Appendix 9.
x Site #184 has no existing screening on the northern boundary, so would
have a high visual impact on the properties to the north and also from the
public footpath that runs along Hamsland and Challoners – refer to photos
12, 15 and 16 in Appendix 9.
x Access to site #184 is of limited width (7m), and bounded by mature trees to
the west. The developer has said that these trees will need to be removed as

root systems will be severely damaged by the access road. This in itself
removes a distinct tree belt, and also a large portion of the existing
screening to the site from the west – refer to photos 15 and 16 in Appendix
9.
x Site # 184 concluding remarks do not make comment on the development of
the site for 30 units and the impact on the settlement pattern.
x Site #184 is assessed as a medieval field system by the AONB. See Appendix
3 for the map of field system ages, taken from the AONB assessments of
SHELAA sites in October 2018
Site #69:
x
x
x

x
x

Site #69 is surrounded by tall mature hedge-lines on all boundaries - refer to
photos 1-5 in Appendix 8.
Site #69 has no public footpaths in the vicinity – refer to map of site #69 in
Appendix 8.
Access to site #69 will not involve the removal of any mature trees, on the
southern boundary (refer to photo 3 in Appendix 8), nor on the access point
on Sugar Lane opposite Jefferies (refer to photo 5a in Appendix 8). This
access has been proposed in 2 previous planning applications, and in neither
application was there objection to the access by WSCC Highways.
Site #69 concluding remarks from the assessment say that a development of
22 units is out of character with the settlement pattern.
Site #69 is assessed as a modern field system by the AONB. See Appendix 3
for the map of field system ages, taken from the AONB assessments of
SHELAA sites in October 2018

We believe that site #69 IS comparable to site #184, or potentially has even less
impact as is a modern field system and no mature trees are being removed to gain
access to the site. It should be considered low impact on the AONB, in line with the
assessment of site #184.
What is of more concern is that the AONB Partnership consider a development of 22
houses on site #69 to be out of character with the settlement pattern, yet a
development of 30 houses on site #184, also outside the built-up area boundary for
Horsted Keynes, is not considered out of character, nor even mentioned. Why is the
scale of the development not an issue for site #184, yet is a defining conclusion for
site #69?
C. Comparing site #69 to site # 216 and #807 at Police House Field
Site #69 has been deemed high impact by the AONB Partnership, yet site #216 is
deemed low impact and site #807 high impact. Site #216 is just the strip of Police
House field along the Birch Grove Road to the junction with Danehill Lane. Site #807,
is the extension of the field behind the Police House, and a second field to the south,
with a mature hedge-line separating the two.

When comparing the sites with site #69 in relation to the boundary screening to the
east, south and west, the sites are quite similar. Yet site #216 requires the likely
removal of a distinct mature tree for access, has a mature hedge-line running across
the site which could be threatened, has a footpath running across the site, and has
little screening to the northern boundary. Appendix 10 shows map located
photographs of the sites to compare the impact.
Site #216/807:
x Site #216 is clearly visible from Birch Grove Road and if developed will be
the first glimpse of housing as you enter the village from the east - refer to
photo 23 in Appendix 10.
x Site #216 is directly opposite and in clear line of sight to a listed building,
Lucas Farm - refer to photo 23 in Appendix 10.
x Site #216 has no existing boundary on the southern side and is open field
(site #807), and the northern boundary is an overgrown hedge that the
majority of will need to be removed to create access - refer to photos 18 and
20 in Appendix 10.
x Access to site #216 will most likely need the removal of a distinct mature
oak in the roadside verge to enable visibility splays - refer to photo 23 in
Appendix 10.
x Site #807 has a footpath crossing the site, so visual impact along that open
field footpath will be high - refer to photos 19 and 22 in Appendix 10.
x Site #807 is clearly visible form Danehill Lane, as you enter the village from
the east - refer to photo 23 in Appendix 10.
x Site #807 has predominantly mature screening on its eastern, southern and
western boundaries - refer to photos 17, 21 and 22 in Appendix 10.
x Site #807 has little mature screening along its northern boundary adjoining
the residential houses.
x Site #807 is directly adjacent to the Conservation Area along a small section
of its western boundary - refer to photo 21 in Appendix 10, and the
Conservation Area map in Appendix 8.
x Site #807 has a mature hedge-line running across the site, which could be
under threat from development - refer to photo 19 in Appendix 10.
x Site #807 is assessed as a medieval field system by the AONB. See Appendix
3 for the map of field system ages, taken from the AONB assessments of
SHELAA sites in October 2018.
Site #69:
x
x
x

x

Site #69 is surrounded by tall mature hedge-lines on all boundaries - refer to
photos 1-5 in Appendix 8.
Site #69 has no public footpaths in the vicinity – refer to map of site #69 in
Appendix 8.
Site #69 is not close to the Conservation Area, but is well screened from 2
listed buildings (Ludwell and Boxes Farm) - refer to photos 1 and 2 in
Appendix 8.
Site #69 has no hedge-lines running across the site at risk from
development.

x

x

Access to site #69 will not involve the removal of any mature trees, on the
southern boundary (refer to photo 3 in Appendix 8), nor on the access point
on Sugar Lane opposite Jefferies (refer to photo 5a in Appendix 8). This
access has been proposed in 2 previous planning applications, and in neither
application was there objection to the access by WSCC Highways.
Site #69 is assessed as a modern field system by the AONB. See Appendix 3
for the map of field system ages, taken from the AONB assessments of
SHELAA sites in October 2018

The comparison of these sites and their assessments is again confusing and seems to
be in contradiction regarding field system ages, visibility from routeways and
footpaths. How is a development of 40 houses on a site that is visible at the
entrance to the village, comparable to a site that is well screened and only for 22
houses?

6. The AONB assessment of sites seems to be a simple and basic qualitative process, rather
than a quantitative process and as a result is open to wildly different interpretation by
different assessors.
The current AONB assessments appear to use a solely descriptive element, which as we have
shown, is open to substantially different interpretation. There is no apparent assessment matrix,
or methodology statement attached to the determination of impact. If this does exist in the
background this information should be made publicly available, as the process to assess sites
should be transparent and the methodology for decision making made clear.
If an assessment matrix or defined methodology does not exist (as it appears not to) there
should at the very least be a more robust and reproducible assessment for each element that is
being assessed, such as a simple traffic light system, as MSDC do with the SHELAA assessments.
Assessment made by the AONB Partnership are being used by Local Authorities and Parish
Councils to rank sites, and although the AONB Partnership describe their assessments as ‘advice’
it is being used as evidence to influence decisions being made, and is being weighted heavily.
The inconsistency and lack of identifiable methodology for assessments calls in to question their
validity. This opens up the AONB Partnership to unnecessary scrutiny, that could be avoided by a
more pragmatic approach that is auditable. Sometimes employing a simplistic approach is
appropriate, but in this case a more robust assessment is required given the gravity and weight
being applied in decision making.

Conclusion:
We would like to challenge the assessment that the AONB Partnership have given to both the
Horsted Keynes Parish Council in relation to their Neighbourhood Plan, and also Mid Sussex District
Council with regards to their local plan formulation and SHELAA site assessments, for the site
described as #69 Jeffreys Farm fields to north.

The AONB Partnerships assessment of site #69 does not appear to be a robust or consistent
assessment, when compared to how other sites in the village of Horsted Keynes have been
considered. The lack of identifiable methodology of the assessment leaves it open to interpretation
and ultimately criticism. Sites in close proximity are not compared comprehensively with site #69,
and as a result we believe that a full reassessment of all Horsted Keynes sites with a comprehensive
and clear methodology should be undertaken. This should also be applied to all AONB assessments
provided to MSDC and other parishes preparing Neighbourhood Plans.
We understand that the AONB Partnership have limited resources, but their advice is being used as
evidence to justify planning decisions and it should be able to be scrutinised objectively.
There have been a number of concerns raised about the high impact conclusion for site #69 not just
by local residents but also by planning professionals not associated with our own applications. As
landowners we are challenging this assessment on behalf of the community as the site #69 on
Jeffreys farm has local support, yet is being excluded from development solely due to the AONB
impact assessment.

Appendix 1 – AONB assessments of Jeffreys Farm sites in Horsted
Keynes
Farm Buildings, Jeffreys Farm #68 – 18 units (0.7ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites Oct 2018 – LOW
IMPACT

Land at Jeffreys Farm #780 – 80 units (NUMBER AND AREA NOT AS PER LANDOWNER
PROMOTION) (5.32 ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites Oct 2018 – HIGH
IMPACT

Land at Jeffreys Farm #69 (fields to North) – 22 units (AS PER LANDOWNER
PROMOTION) (2.23 ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites May 2019 – HIGH
IMPACT

Land at Jeffreys Farm #971 (fields to South) – 12 units (AS PER LANDOWNER
PROMOTION) (0.86 ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites May 2019 – HIGH
IMPACT

Appendix 2 – Map of sites assessed – taken from the AONB report
dated Oct 2018
Note that Site #780 at Jeffreys farm was amalgamated by MSDC, and has since been re-subdivided in
to 2 sites: site #69 (northern field) and site #971 (southern field) – eastern field withdrawn from
SHELAA assessment.

Appendix 3 – Map of field system ages from AONB assessment dated
2017 – taken from the AONB report dated Oct 2018

Appendix 6 – Map of Horsted Keynes showing the location of cluster
development in the village since the war (base map from the MSDC
planning website 2019, date information from OS maps and aerial
photos as listed)

Maps / Aerial images used:
x Horsted Keynes Tythe Map 1842
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1874 (six inch to the mile)
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1896 (six inch to the mile)
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1909 (six inch to the mile)
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1938 (six inch to the mile)
x Aerial photograph 1947
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1956 (six inch to the mile)
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1961 (1:10000)
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1957 (1:25000)
x Horsted Keynes OS Maps 1974 (1:25000)
x Google earth satellite images 2001

Appendix 7 – AONB assessments of other specific sites in Horsted
Keynes
Land West of Church Lane ‘Sledging Field’ #893 – 38 units (4.3ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites Oct 2018 – HIGH
IMPACT

Land at Police House Field #216 – 10 units (0.26ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites Oct 2018 – MODERATE
IMPACT

Land South of Police House #807 – 40 units (3.0 Ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites Oct 2018 – HIGH
IMPACT to MODERATE IMPACT with mitigation

Land south of St Stephens Church #184 – 30 units (1.2ha)
Assessment from High Weald AONB Advice on Horsted Keynes SHELAA Sites Oct 2018 – LOW
IMPACT

Site #893

Map showing Horsted Keynes Conservation Area (taken from MSDC document dated August
2018). Conservation Area outlined in green. Note Site #893 and Site #807 (both outlined in red)
directly adjacent to Conservation Area.

Site #893

Conservation Area
Horsted Keynes
Site
#807


























ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƚŽKEŝŵƉĂĐƚĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƐŝƚĞƐŝŶ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐ

dŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚ

dŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚǁĂƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚŝŶϭϵϴϯĂƐĂŶƌĞĂŽĨKƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐEĂƚƵƌĂůĞĂƵƚǇ͘/ƚŝƐĂŶ
ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶĂůůǇďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐϱϲϰƐƋƵĂƌĞŵŝůĞƐĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚŝĞƐŽĨĂƐƚ
ĂŶĚtĞƐƚ^ƵƐƐĞǆ͕<ĞŶƚĂŶĚ^ƵƌƌĞǇ͘

dŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKE:ŽŝŶƚĚǀŝƐŽƌǇŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ;:ͿŝƐĂƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚŝŶϭϵϴϵŽĨϭϱ
ůŽĐĂůĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͕ĞĨƌĂ͕EĂƚƵƌĂůŶŐůĂŶĚĂŶĚŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ͕ǁŽŽĚůĂŶĚ͕ĂĐĐĞƐƐ
ĂŶĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ͘dŚĞ:ŝƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƉƵďůŝƐŚŝŶŐĂŶĚŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇKE
DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWůĂŶ͘dŚĞ:ŝƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĂƐŵĂůů͕ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƐƚĂĨĨƚĞĂŵ͕ƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKE
hŶŝƚ͕ǁŚŝĐŚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂĚǀŝĐĞŽŶŚŽǁƚŽĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĞĂŶĚĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƚŚĞKE͘dŚĞĂĚǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
KEhŶŝƚĂƐƐŝƐƚƐƉƵďůŝĐďŽĚŝĞƐĂŶĚƐƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞƌƐƚŽŵĞĞƚƚŚĞŝƌĚƵƚǇĂƐƐĞƚŽƵƚŝŶ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϴϱ
ŽĨƚŚĞŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞĂŶĚZŝŐŚƚƐŽĨtĂǇĐƚϮϬϬϬƚŽŚĂǀĞƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽƚŚĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞŽĨĐŽŶƐĞƌǀŝŶŐĂŶĚ
ĞŶŚĂŶĐŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĂůďĞĂƵƚǇŽĨKEƐŝŶŵĂŬŝŶŐĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĂĨĨĞĐƚŝƚ͘ƵĞƚŽƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚŝƐůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͕ϳϱйŽĨŽƵƌĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĐŽŵĞƐĨƌŽŵĐĞŶƚƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͘

hŶůŝŬĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůWĂƌŬĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͕ƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚŝƐŶŽƚĂƐƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇďŽĚǇďƵƚĂŶĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ
ŽŶĞ͘/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĂůŽĐĂůƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ĂŶĚƉůĂŶͲŵĂŬŝŶŐƌĞŵĂŝŶƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞϭϱůŽĐĂůĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͘/ŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚƉůĂŶƐ͕ƚŚĞ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵůŝĞƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞdŽǁŶĂŶĚWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůƐĂŶĚĨŽƌŵĂŬŝŶŐ;ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐͿ
ƚŚĞŵǁŝƚŚƚŚĞϭϭŝƐƚƌŝĐƚĂŶĚŽƌŽƵŐŚŽƵŶĐŝůƐ͘

dŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨƚŚĞĂĚǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚŝƐƐĞƚďǇƚŚĞƐƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚ
KEDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWůĂŶ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂĚŽƉƚĞĚďǇĂůůƉĂƌƚŶĞƌĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͕ĂƐ͚ƚŚĞŝƌƉŽůŝĐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĂŶĚĨŽƌƚŚĞĐĂƌƌǇŝŶŐŽƵƚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽŝƚ͛͘

ĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚƚŽƚŚĞĚǀŝĐĞŽŶ^,>^ŝƚĞƐ

DŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝůƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐĂ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ>ĂŶĚǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ
;^,>ͿƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵŝƚƐƉůĂŶͲŵĂŬŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚŝƐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚŝƐĂůƐŽƵƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞdŽǁŶĂŶĚWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůƐ
ǁŝƚŚŝŶDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵƚŚĞŝƌŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚƉůĂŶƐǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞĐŚŽƐĞŶƚŽĂůůŽĐĂƚĞƐŝƚĞƐ͘
dŚĞŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞ^,>ŝƐŐƵŝĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůWůĂŶŶŝŶŐWŽůŝĐǇ&ƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬĂŶĚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
WƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ'ƵŝĚĂŶĐĞĂŶĚŝƐƐĞƚŽƵƚŝŶĚĞƚĂŝůĂƚŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŵŝĚƐƵƐƐĞǆ͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬͬƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐͲ
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐͬƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐͲĂŶĚͲĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐͲůĂŶĚͲĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇͲĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚͬ

/ŶƚŚĞĂƵƚƵŵŶŽĨϮϬϭϴďŽƚŚDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝůĂŶĚ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůƌĞƋƵĞƐƚĞĚ
ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚƚŽĂƐƐĞƐƐƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽĨƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƐŝƚĞƐŽŶƚŚĞKE͘dŚŝƐ
ĂĚǀŝĐĞǁŽƵůĚƚŚĞŶĨĞĞĚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŽǀĞƌĂůůƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐĐĂƌƌŝĞĚŽƵƚďǇďŽƚŚŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚ
ǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽƚĂŬĞŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ͘


/ŶKĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϭϴƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůǁŝƚŚĂƌĞƉŽƌƚ
ƚŝƚůĞĚ͚,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEĚǀŝĐĞŽŶ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐ^,>^ŝƚĞƐ͛ƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵŝƚƐŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚ
ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ^,>^ŝƚĞƐĨŽƌŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞKE͗

• ^ŝƚĞϲϴ&ĂƌŵďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ͕:ĞĨĨƌĞǇƐ&Ăƌŵ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϭϴƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϭϴϰ>ĂŶĚƐŽƵƚŚŽĨ^ƚ͘^ƚĞƉŚĞŶƐŚƵƌĐŚ͕,ĂŵƐůĂŶĚ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϯϬƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϮϭϲ>ĂŶĚĂƚWŽůŝĐĞ,ŽƵƐĞ&ŝĞůĚ͕ŝƌĐŚ'ƌŽǀĞZŽĂĚͬĂŶĞŚŝůů>ĂŶĞ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϭϬ
ƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϳϰϴdŚĞKůĚZĞĐƚŽƌǇ͕ŚƵƌĐŚ>ĂŶĞ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϰϬƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϳϴϬ>ĂŶĚĂƚ:ĞĨĨĞƌǇΖƐ&Ăƌŵ͕^ƵŐĂƌ>ĂŶĞ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϴϬƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϳϴϭ>ĂŶĚƚŽƚŚĞƐŽƵƚŚŽĨZŽďǇŶƐĂƌŶ͕ŝƌĐŚŐƌŽǀĞZŽĂĚ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϰϱƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϴϬϳ>ĂŶĚ^ŽƵƚŚŽĨdŚĞKůĚWŽůŝĐĞ,ŽƵƐĞ͕ŝƌĐŚŐƌŽǀĞZŽĂĚ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϰϬƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϴϵϯ>ĂŶĚǁĞƐƚŽĨŚƵƌĐŚ>ĂŶĞ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐϯϴƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϵϰϱ>ƵĐĂƐ&Ăƌŵ͕ŝƌĐŚ'ƌŽǀĞZŽĂĚ͕,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐʹZĞǀŝƐĞĚĐĐĞƐƐKĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϭϴϯϬ
ƵŶŝƚƐ
• ^ŝƚĞϲϳĂƐƚůĞ&ŝĞůĚ͕ŝŶĚĞƌ,ŝůů>ĂŶĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƵŶŬŶŽǁŶ
• ^ŝƚĞϴϯϳ>ĂŶĚĂƚ>ŝƚƚůĞKĚĚǇŶĞƐ&Ăƌŵ͕tĂƚĞƌďƵƌǇ,ŝůůĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƵŶŬŶŽǁŶ
• ^ŝƚĞϲϲϯ&ŝĞůĚϭ͕>ƵĚǁĞůů'ƌĂŶŐĞ͕<ĞǇƐĨŽƌĚ>ĂŶĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƵŶŬŶŽǁŶ
• ^ŝƚĞϲϲϰ&ŝĞůĚϮ͕>ƵĚǁĞůů'ƌĂŶŐĞ͕<ĞǇƐĨŽƌĚ>ĂŶĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƵŶŬŶŽǁŶ

ůƐŽŝŶKĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϭϴƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝůǁŝƚŚĂƌĞƉŽƌƚ
ƚŝƚůĞĚ͚,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEĚǀŝĐĞŽŶDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆ^,>^ŝƚĞƐ͛ƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵƚŚĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŐĂƚŚĞƌŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĞ^ŝƚĞůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĐŽǀĞƌĞĚĂǁŝĚĞƌĂƌĞĂďƵƚƵƐĞĚƚŚĞ
ƐĂŵĞŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĂƐƚŚĞ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĂŶĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƐŝƚĞƐĂŶĚƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐ
ŝŶ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƐŝƚĞƐϲϳ͕ϴϯϳ͕ϲϲϯĂŶĚϲϲϰǁŚŝĐŚDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝů
ŚĂĚĞǆĐůƵĚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝƌƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘

/ŶDĂǇϮϬϭϵƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝůǁŝƚŚĂŶĚĚĞŶĚƵŵĨŽƌ
ƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĂŵĞŶĚĞĚƐŝƚĞƐ͗

ͻƐŚŚƵƌƐƚtŽŽĚͲƉĂƌĐĞůŽĨƐŝƚĞϮϬϳ
ͻ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐʹƐŝƚĞƐϲϵĂŶĚϵϳϭ;ƉĂƌĐĞůƐŽĨƐŝƚĞϳϴϬͿ

dŚĞĂŵĞŶĚĞĚ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐƐŝƚĞƐǁĞƌĞĂůƐŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŽ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůĨŽƌ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘

DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞZĞƉŽƌƚƐ

dŚĞŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚƐŝƐƐĞƚŽƵƚŝŶƚŚĞŝƌŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘dŚĞĂĚǀŝĐĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚ
KEhŶŝƚƚĂŬĞƐƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨĂŶĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨĞĂĐŚƐŝƚĞĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞĨŝǀĞůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWůĂŶ͘dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞ͗

• 'ĞŽůŽŐǇ͕ůĂŶĚĨŽƌŵ͕ǁĂƚĞƌƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĂŶĚĐůŝŵĂƚĞ;ƚŽƉŽŐƌĂƉŚǇĂŶĚǁĂƚĞƌĐŽƵƌƐĞƐͿ
• ^ĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚ;ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶĂŶĚƐĐĂůĞŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞƚŽƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚͿ
• ZŽƵƚĞǁĂǇƐ;ŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƌŽƵƚĞǁĂǇƐ͕ĞĐŽůŽŐǇĂŶĚĂƌĐŚĂĞŽůŽŐǇͿ
• tŽŽĚůĂŶĚ;ŽŶƐŝƚĞĂŶĚĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚǁŽŽĚůĂŶĚĂŶĚĂŶĐŝĞŶƚǁŽŽĚůĂŶĚŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚŽǁŶƐƚƌĞĂŵͿ
• &ŝĞůĚĂŶĚŚĞĂƚŚ;ĨŝĞůĚƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĂŶĚŵĞĂĚŽǁƐͬŚĞĂƚŚůĂŶĚĚĂƚĂ͘

dŚĞƐŝƚĞƐĂƌĞĂůƐŽĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWůĂŶ͛ƐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐĨŽƌWƵďůŝĐhŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚ
ŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐǀŝĞǁƐ;ǁŚĞƌĞŬŶŽǁŶͿ͕ĞŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚŽĨƉƵďůŝĐƌŝŐŚƚƐŽĨǁĂǇĂŶĚƉƵďůŝĐŽƉĞŶ
ƐƉĂĐĞ͘

ŶŽǀĞƌĂůůĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŝƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĂƐĨŽůůŽǁƐ͗

• ,ŝŐŚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞKE
• DŽĚĞƌĂƚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞKEŽƌ
• >ŽǁŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞKE͘

dŚŝƐǁĂƐĂĚĞƐŬƚŽƉĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞKEhŶŝƚ͛ƐĚĂƚĂƐĞƚƐ;ŵĞƚĂĚĂƚĂŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ
ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐͿĂŶĚŝƚǁĂƐĐůĞĂƌůǇƐƚĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞƐƵƉƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚďǇĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŽŶǀŝƐƵĂů
ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘/ƚǁĂƐĂůƐŽŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽŶůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞKEĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞ
ǁŝůůďĞŽƚŚĞƌƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŚŝĐŚŵĂǇĂĨĨĞĐƚƚŚĞŽǀĞƌĂůůƌĂƚŝŶŐĨŽƌƐŝƚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞĨŝŶĂů
ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ^,>ďǇDŝĚ^ƵƐƐĞǆŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝůŽƌƚŚĞƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚǁŽƌŬĐĂƌƌŝĞĚŽƵƚďǇ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ
<ĞǇŶĞƐWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝů͘

ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽŽŶĐĞƌŶƐZĂŝƐĞĚďǇƌ͘,͘'ƌŝĨĨŝƚŚƐ

/ƚŝƐƵŶĐůĞĂƌǁŚŝĐŚŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐǁĂƐĂ͚ĚĞƐŬƚŽƉĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕͛ĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚŚĂǀĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚƐŝƚĞ
ǀŝƐŝƚƐ͘dŚĞůĂŶĚŽǁŶĞƌƐŵĞƚƚŚĞKEWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽĨĨŝĐĞƌ͕ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚĞWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚŽŶƐŝƚĞďǇĐŽŝŶĐŝĚĞŶĐĞĞĂƌůŝĞƌƚŚŝƐǇĞĂƌ;:ƵŶĞϮϬϭϵͿ͘

ůůƚŚĞƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐǁĞƌĞĐĂƌƌŝĞĚŽƵƚĂƐĚĞƐŬƚŽƉĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐĂƐƐƚĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚ
ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ͘dŚĞƐŝƚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŝŶ:ƵŶĞϮϬϭϵƚŽŽŬƉůĂĐĞĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐǁĞƌĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚ
ǁĂƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĚǀŝƐŽƌĂŶĚƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚĂĐƚŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĞ
WĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝů͘

ϭ͘ZĞĐĞŶƚKEƌĞͲĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨƐŝƚĞηϲϵͲDĂǇϮϬϭϵ

dŚĞƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƐŝƚĞĂƌĞĂĂƚ:ĞĨĨƌĞǇƐ&ĂƌŵǁĂƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞDĂǇϮϬϭϵĚĚĞŶĚƵŵĂŶĚƚŚĞ
ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůĨŝĞůĚĂŶĚƐĐĂůĞŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚǁĂƐƐƚŝůů
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŚŝŐŚďĞĐĂƵƐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŽƵƚŽĨĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶŽĨ
,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐ͘

dŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐǁĞƌĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞKEĚĂƚĂƐĞƚƐĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ^,>
ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞŽŶƚŚĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝů͛ƐǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͕ƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶŽƚƚĂŬĞŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĞ^,>ŽƌƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘WŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂŵĂƚƚĞƌĨŽƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶďǇƚŚĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŽƵŶĐŝůĂŶĚƚŚĞWĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůǁŚŽĂƌĞƚŚĞ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶͲŵĂŬĞƌƐŽŶƚŚĞĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƐŝƚĞƐ͘

Ϯ͘dĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇƵƐĞĚƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐŝƚĞηϲϵŝƐŶŽƚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘

dŚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƐŝƚĞϲϵŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEhŶŝƚ͛ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂŶĚĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞŝŶŚŽǁ
ƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ͕ĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐĚŝƐƉĞƌƐĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŽĐĐƵƌƐĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĚĞŶƐĞƌ͕ŵŽƌĞĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞĚ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐƚŚĞůĂƚĞƌǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͘dŚŝƐƐŝƚĞŝƐĐůĞĂƌůǇƉĂƌƚŽĨĂĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚĂŶĚŝƐ
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝŶĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƚŽƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞƚŽƚŚĞĞĂƐƚŽĨ^ƵŐĂƌ>ĂŶĞ͘^ĐƌĞĞŶŝŶŐŝƐŶŽƚƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚƚŽ
ƚŚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ͕ďƵƚŝƐƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶWƵďůŝĐ
hŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚǁŚĞƌĞŝƚƐƚĂƚĞƐ͞sĞƌǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚǀŝĞǁƐŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƐŝƚĞĨƌŽŵƌŽƵƚĞǁĂǇƐĚƵĞ
ƚŽŵĂƚƵƌĞŚĞĚŐĞƌŽǁƐĂŶĚƚƌĞĞƐ͘͟





ϯ͘hŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĂŐĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚĂƚ:ĞĨĨƌĞǇƐ&Ăƌŵ

'ŝǀĞŶƚŚĞŝŶƚĂĐƚŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚ͛ƐŽƚŚĞƌĨŝĞůĚƐ͕ŝƚŝƐůŝŬĞůǇƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚŝƚƐĞůĨǁĂƐŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌƚŚĞĂŐĞŽĨƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĨĂƌŵŚŽƵƐĞ͘

ϰ͘ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌƐŝƚĞηϲϵƐŚŽǁůŝƚƚůĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŽƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨŚŽǁ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ
<ĞǇŶĞƐŚĂƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞ^ĞĐŽŶĚtŽƌůĚtĂƌ

dŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚďǇŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ^ϮŽĨ
ƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚKEDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWůĂŶ͘dǁĞŶƚŝĞƚŚĐĞŶƚƵƌǇĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂƌĞŶŽƚƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ
ƚŽƚŚŝƐĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͘EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ͕ƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽŶƚŚĞĞĂƐƚƐŝĚĞŽĨ^ƵŐĂƌ>ĂŶĞŝƐŽĨĂĚĞŶƐĞƌ͕
ŵŽƌĞĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĚŝƐƉĞƌƐĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚďĞǇŽŶĚ^ƵŐĂƌ>ĂŶĞ͘

ϱ͘dŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨƐŝƚĞηϲϵĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂƉƉĞĂƌƚŽďĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďůĞǁŝƚŚŽƚŚĞƌƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐ
ŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞ͘

͘ŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐƐŝƚĞηϲϵǁŝƚŚƐŝƚĞηϴϵϯŝŶŚƵƌĐŚ>ĂŶĞ

/ŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĂŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƌĞĂŽƌůŝƐƚĞĚďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐĂƌĞŶŽƚĨĂĐƚŽƌƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞƚĂŬĞŶŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶƚŚĞ
KEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͘dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚĂŶĚ
WĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůǁŽƵůĚŶĞĞĚƚŽƚĂŬĞŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚďĞĨŽƌĞĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŽĂůůŽĐĂƚĞĂƐŝƚĞďƵƚŝƚŝƐ
ŶŽƚƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐ͘ƐƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇƐƚĂƚĞĚ͕ƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌ
ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂůƐŽŶŽƚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐĂƐƚŚĂƚŝƐĂŵĂƚƚĞƌĨŽƌƚŚĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐ
ŽƵŶĐŝů͘

/ƚŝƐĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚŽƉŽŐƌĂƉŚǇŽĨƐŝƚĞϴϵϯŝƐƐƚĞĞƉ͕ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŝƐƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶ'ĞŽůŽŐǇ
ĂŶĚ>ĂŶĚĨŽƌŵ͘^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞĨŽŽƚƉĂƚŚĂŶĚǀŝĞǁƐĨƌŽŵŝƚĂƌĞƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƵďůŝĐ
hŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƐŝƚĞϴϵϯ͘

dŚĞŽǀĞƌĂůůƌĞĂƐŽŶƐǁŚǇƐŝƚĞƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚĂƐŵĂũŽƌĂƌĞƐĞƚŽƵƚŝŶƚŚĞŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐʹĨŽƌƐŝƚĞ
ϲϴƚŚĂƚŝƐ͞,ŝŐŚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶKEĂƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŽƵƚŽĨĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚ
ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶŽĨ,ŽƌƐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐ͟ĂŶĚĨŽƌƐŝƚĞϴϵϯ͞,ŝŐŚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞKEĚƵĞƚŽĚĂŵĂŐĞƚŽƚŚĞ
ƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶŽĨĂ^ĂǆŽŶǀŝůůĂŐĞĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞŚƵƌĐŚĂŶĚĂůĂƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůǀŝůůĂŐĞĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŶŐƌŽƵƚĞǁĂǇƐĂŶĚĐŽŵŵŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞƐŽƵƚŚ͘͟dŚĞǇǁŝůůŶŽƚďĞ͞ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďůĞ͟ƚŽĞĂĐŚ
ŽƚŚĞƌďĞĐĂƵƐĞĞĂĐŚƐŝƚĞŚĂƐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ͘

͘ŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐƐŝƚĞηϲϵǁŝƚŚƐŝƚĞηϭϴϰ^ƚ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶƐ&ŝĞůĚ

dŚĞƌĞŵŽǀĂůŽĨŵĂƚƵƌĞƚƌĞĞƐƚŽĂĐĐĞƐƐƐŝƚĞϭϴϰǁĂƐŶŽƚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚŝƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐŶŽƚĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞŝŶƚŚĞ^,>͘/ƚŝƐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚƚŚĂƚŝƚŵĂǇŶŽǁďĞĂ
ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƉƌĞͲĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞƐŝƚĞďƵƚƚŚĂƚǁĂƐŶŽƚƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞKĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϭϴ
ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƌĞƉŽƌƚ͘

dŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶWƵďůŝĐhŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƐŝƚĞϭϴϰĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞǁŝůůĂƌĞ
ƐŽŵĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚǀŝĞǁƐĨƌŽŵ,ĂŵƐůĂŶĚ͘dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞŵŽƐƚůǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚďǇ^ƚ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶƐŚƵƌĐŚǁŚŝĐŚŝƐůŽĐĂƚĞĚ
ŝŶĨƌŽŶƚŽĨƚŚĞƐŝƚĞ͘

hŶĚĞƌƚŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚŝƚƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƐŝƚĞϭϴϰŝƐŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇƚŽƚŚĞƐŽƵƚŚŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶ,ĂŵƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚŝƐƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůǇǁĞůůͲƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶĚĞƐŝŐŶ͘hŶůŝŬĞ
ƚŚĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶĂƚƐŝƚĞϲϵ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽŶďŽƚŚƐŝĚĞƐŽĨ,ĂŵƐůĂŶĚƵƉƚŽƚŚĞƐŝƚĞ
ĂŶĚƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚŝƐŶŽƚůĞŐŝďůĞĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨĂƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚ͘tŚŝůƐƚƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚŝƐŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůŝŶŽƌŝŐŝŶ͕ŝƚŝƐ

ŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌŝŶƚĂĐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞĐŚƵƌĐŚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŚĂƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇƌĞŵŽǀĞĚƚŚĞŶŽƌƚŚĞƌŶƉĂƌƚŽĨŝƚ͘Ɛ
ǁŝƚŚĂůůŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞĂƐƐĞƚƐ͕ƚŚĞĚĞŐƌĞĞŽĨŝŶƚĂĐƚŶĞƐƐĂĨĨĞĐƚƐŝƚƐǀĂůƵĞ͘

ƌ'ƌŝĨĨŝƚŚƐŚĂƐƋƵĞƌŝĞĚǁŚǇĂĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨϮϮŚŽƵƐĞƐŽŶƐŝƚĞϲϵŝƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚƚŽďĞŽƵƚŽĨ
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ͕ǇĞƚĂĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨϯϬŚŽƵƐĞƐŽŶƐŝƚĞϭϴϰŝƐŶŽƚ͘dŚĞ
ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽŶƐŝƚĞϲϵŝƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽŶƚŚĞǁĞƐƚĞƌŶƐŝĚĞŽĨ^ƵŐĂƌ>ĂŶĞǁŚĞƌĞ
ƚŚĞƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐǀĞƌǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĂƚŽŶƚŚĞĞĂƐƚĞƌŶƐŝĚĞ͘/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐĐĂůĞŽĨƚŚĞ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘

͘ŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐƐŝƚĞηϲϵƚŽƐŝƚĞηϮϭϲĂŶĚηϴϬϳĂƚWŽůŝĐĞ,ŽƵƐĞ&ŝĞůĚ

EŽŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚƚŚĞƚŝŵĞŽĨƚŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŵĂƚƵƌĞƚƌĞĞƐŽƌ
ŚĞĚŐĞƌŽǁƐǁŽƵůĚŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞƌĞŵŽǀĞĚƐŽƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŶŽƚƚĂŬĞŶŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ͘/ŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚ
ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ͕ƐŝƚĞϮϭϲǁŽƵůĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŚĞůŝŶĞŽĨĐŽƚƚĂŐĞƐĂůŽŶŐŝƌĐŚŐƌŽǀĞZŽĂĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŶŽƌƚŚĞƌŶƉĂƌƚŽĨ
ƐŝƚĞϴϬϳǁŽƵůĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚďĞŚŝŶĚƚŚŝƐ͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽƌŽĂĚƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐŝƚĞƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ
ƌĞƐƚŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞŝŶƚŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚƐŝƚĞϲϵŝƐƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚƐĂƌĞŶŽƚůĞŐŝďůĞĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨĂ
ĨĂƌŵƐƚĞĂĚŝŶƚŚĞƐĂŵĞǁĂǇĂƐ:ĞĨĨƌĞǇƐ&Ăƌŵ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƐŝƚĞƐϮϭϲǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŶŽƌƚŚĞƌŶĨŝĞůĚŽĨϴϬϳ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞŵŽƌĞƐǇŵƉĂƚŚĞƚŝĐƚŽƚŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ͘,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞǇƵŶĚŽƵďƚĞĚůǇĚŽŚĂǀĞ
ĂĚǀĞƌƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƚŚĞKE͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŽŶŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůĨŝĞůĚƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐǁŚǇƚŚĞǇƐĐŽƌĞĂƐ
ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶůŽǁ͘

ϲ͘dŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨƐŝƚĞƐƐĞĞŵƐƚŽďĞĂƐŝŵƉůĞĂŶĚďĂƐŝĐƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂ
ƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŝƐŽƉĞŶƚŽǁŝůĚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶďǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ
ĂƐƐĞƐƐŽƌƐ͘

ůůƐŝƚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐĂƌĞůĂƌŐĞůǇĂŵĂƚƚĞƌŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂŶƵŵĞƌŝĐĂůĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ
ƚŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝǀĞůǇƋƵĂŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ͘tĞŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƚŚĞKEĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐĂƐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚ
ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶƚĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞďǇƵƐŝŶŐĂĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚƚĞŵƉůĂƚĞ͕ůŝŶŬŝŶŐƚŚĞĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƚŽƚŚĞ,ŝŐŚtĞĂůĚ
KEDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWůĂŶŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĚĂƚĂǁĞŚĂǀĞ
ƵƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚ͘dŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇƵƐĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞĚĂƚĂǁĞŚĂǀĞƌĞůŝĞĚŽŶ͕ĂŶĚ
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Executive Summary
The proposed development is to provide a new access to serve 42 new residential dwellings on the land
at -effrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes, West Sussex. The site covers a total area measuring over 1 hectare.
The Horsted Keynes Parish Council·s emerging Neighbourhood Plan has identified broad locations for
new housing in Horsted Keynes delivering around 125 units within the Plan period. One of the locations
identified in the review are the -effrey·s Farm buildings and the land to the north of the farm buildings,
covering a total area of 1.77 hectares to deliver circa 42 units.
The front field at -effrey·s Farm was also identified as a potential location for future housing, however the
discussion document for this site showed there is a covenant which restricts building on the site to a
pavilion (for sports fields) and therefore, this site could not be developed for residential use but could be
used to provide access to the site.
Access to the development is proposed via a new vehicular access from Sugar Lane, this meets with West
Sussex County Council and Manual for Streets guidance. The proposals also consist of providing an
informal pedestrian crossing and a new footway link to improve the general footway connectivity between
the site and the village centre. The access and footway improvements have been subject to a Stage 1
Road Safety Audit and Designer·s Response.
On site, car and cycle parking will be provided in accordance with West Sussex County Council standards.
The nationally recognised TRICS database has been used to establish the likely trips associated with the
proposed use of the site. The development is likely to result in 18 vehicle trips in the AM & PM peak hours.
These trips can easily be accommodated on the local highway network.
Refuse and emergency vehicles will enter the site from Sugar Lane via the proposed access. The proposed
access road will be laid out so that emergency and refuse vehicles can enter and turn on site within the
proposed turning head and exit the site in forward gear.
Overall, there are no unacceptable highway or transport impacts as a result of the proposed development.

W:\Projects\6261 Dowsett Mayhew, Jeffrey's Farm, Horsted Keynes \2.3 Specifications &
Reports\E. Transport Assessments\ Transport Statement ʹ >and at Jeffrey͛s Farm - DRAFT

Job No: 6261
Date: September 2016

3

Transport Statement: Land at -effrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes

1

Introduction

1.1

This report has been prepared for Helena Griffiths in conjunction with the above development and
no responsibility is accepted to any third party for all or part of this study in connection with this
or any other development.

1.2

GTA Civils Ltd has been commissioned by Helena Griffiths to prepare an Access Strategy Report in
connection with developing the land at -effrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes, West Sussex.

The Report
1.3

This Transport Statement has been written to include the following scope of work:
x Detailed review of the local highway network;
x Acquire, examine and report on appropriate accident data;
x Detail relevant national & local planning and transport policies;
x Estimate person and vehicle trip generation using the TRICS database;
x Detailed review of impact of the traffic generated from the development on the local
network;
x Assess the accessibility by all transport modes and to local facilities;
x Review any local transport issues and their relevance to the site;
x Review of the internal layout of the development with reference to relevant guidance
documents including emergency access;
x Consider car & cycle parking requirements and their compliance with WSCC standards;
x Provide a framework Travel Plan (please note that this is not a fully detailed Travel Plan
usually developed post planning);
x Recommend appropriate mitigation if required
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2

Policy Context
National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012)

2.1

Planning should drive and support sustainable economic development. It should:
x secure high quality design and good standard of amenity;
x take account of the different roles of areas, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside;
x support transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate, taking account of flood risk and
encourage the reuse of existing resources and encouraging the use of renewable resources;
x contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment and reducing pollution;
x encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed;
x conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance;
x focus significant development in locations which are, or can be made sustainable.

2.2

Paragraphs 11 and 11: ´*reat weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty
in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status
of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The conservation of wildlife and cultural
heritage are important considerations in all these areas, and should be given great weight in National
Parks and the Broads.
Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these designated areas except in
exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest.
Consideration of such applications should include an assessment of:
x the need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact
of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy;
x the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, or meeting the need
for it in some other way; and
x any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and
the extent to which that should be moderatedµ.

National Planning Practice Guidance
2.3

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) is supplementary advice intended to expand on and
support the principals and practices of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It is
managed and maintained by the Department of Communities & Local Government. Amongst other
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things, NPPG provides advice on the need for, and the preparation of, Travel Plans, Transports
Statements and Transport Assessments.
2.4

NPPG states that Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Transport Statements can positively
contribute to:
x encouraging sustainable travel;
x lessening traffic generation and its detrimental impacts;
x reducing carbon emissions and climate impacts;
x creating accessible, connected, inclusive communities;
x improving health outcomes and quality of life;
x improving road safety; and
x reducing the need for new development to increase existing road capacity or provide new
roads.

2.5

NPPG advises that the key transport issues to be considered in a transport evidence base should:
x assess the existing situation and likely generation of trips over time by all modes and the
impact on the locality in economic, social and environmental terms; and
x consider the cumulative impacts of existing and proposed development on transport networks.

Horsted Keynes Parish Council·s Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan (2016-31)
2.6

In total 25 sites were put forward for consideration as housing sites. The proposed application site
has been split into 5 site allocation sections within the emerging draft Horsted Keynes
Neighbourhood Plan (HKNP), these are as follows:
x HKNP013

-effrey·s Farm Buildings

1 hectare

x HKNP014

Land north of farm buildings (A) -effrey·s Farm

0.77 hectares

x HKNP015

Land north of farm buildings (B) -effrey·s Farm

1.5 hectares

x HKNP016

Sugar Lane Field

0.85 hectares

x HKNP017

-effrey·s Farm Field

1.2 hectares

x Total Site Area:
2.7

5.32 hectares

Site 017 was assessed as being unavailable for use as a housing site. The Sustainability Assessments
summarised that ¶the site has potential for a range of community needs. If pedestrian access across
Sugar Lane could be provided and appropriate screening and design used to minimise the landscape
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impact of development from the west, then the site is considered to have reasonable potential·. Sites
013 ² 016 were fully assessed, the summary of the Sustainability Assessments for these sites are
shown below in Table 1.1.
Table 1.1 ² Summary of Sustainability Assessments (HKNP Sites 013 ² 016)
HKNP013

HKNP014

HKNP015

HKNP016

The site on its own is

The site on its own is

The site on its own is

The site on its own is not

poorly related to the

poorly related to the

poorly related to the

well related to the

village. If developed

village. If developed

village. If developed

village. However, if

along with HKNP017,

along with HKNP017,

along with HKNP016,

developed along with

and if the southern half

and if the western half of and if the western half of HKNP017, then it has

of the site is left open for the site is left open for

the site is left open for

good potential, provided

public green open space public green open space public green open space improved pedestrian

2.8

and possibly community

and possibly community

and possibly community

access is provided across

uses then it has much

uses then it has much

uses then it has better

Sugar Lane. Impact on

better potential. The

better potential. The

potential. However, the

the landscape could be a

impact on the landscape

impact on the landscape

lack of pedestrian access possible issue.

and views is a possible

and views is a possible

is a fundamental

issue.

issue.

constraint.

Overall, the development will consist of site 017 as public green open space / community use to
serve the whole community, and could be a possible access location providing a potential dedicated
pedestrian crossing over Sugar Lane in order to access the centre of the village on foot. Site 016
could be developed to form a new access to serve the site via Keysford Lane which would require
a drop in levels down to any junction. Sites 013, 014 and 015 will be developable to provide housing
to meet the needs of the HKNP, on the 3.27 hectare area there is capacity for up to 65 ² 80 dwellings
although the exact number of dwellings is likely to be much less than this and is yet to be agreed
upon.
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3

Existing Site Details
Site Location

3.1

The site is located at -effrey·s Farm within Horsted Keynes in the area administered by Mid Sussex
District Council. The location of the site for the proposed new residential dwellings are shown in
red below in Figure 1. See Appendix A for a map showing the allocated sites as shown within the
Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating SEA) Scoping Report.
Figure 1 ² Aerial View of Site Location

3.2

The area in the south eastern corner of the site, adjacent the Jeffrey·s Farm House, is Jeffrey·s Farm
Field, identified as site HKNP 017, a potential location for future housing. However the discussion
document for this site showed there is a covenant which restricts building on the site to a pavilion
(for sports fields) and therefore, this site could not be developed for residential use. Although, a
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new access to serve the site in this location may be possible. The area marked grey is Jeffrey·s Farm
House and is under third party ownership and is included as site 017.

Existing Use / Access
3.3

The existing use of the site is predominantly agriculture associated with Jeffrey·s Farm.

3.4

The site has some existing field accesses located on Sugar Lane. There is an existing access road off
Sugar Lane serving Jeffrey·s Farm and other properties which runs along the southern end of the
site. The existing accesses are sub-standard, narrow, and are not suitable for use as the main
entrance to the proposed residential site.
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4

Local Highway Network

4.1

Keysford Lane is subject to the national speed limit of 60mph and has grass verges on both sides.
There is a 30mph speed restriction at the north-eastern end of Keysford Lane. It is a relatively
straight road with generally good visibility. There is no street lighting provided along the length of
the road in the vicinity of the site. To the west Keysford Lane connects to Stonecross Lane and Park
Lane which provide a road link to the B2028. To the east Keysford Lane ends at the junction with
Sugar Lane on the north-western edge of Horsted Keynes village. At the junction with Sugar Lane
there is a footpath on the grass verge adjacent to the junction, providing pedestrian access from
Sugar Lane to the gated entrance on Keysford Lane.

4.2

Sugar Lane runs from the southern end of the site to the northern end. The entire length of the
road is subject to a 30mph speed limit and is considered to be lightly trafficked. There is no street
lighting or footways provided along Sugar Lane. There is a grass verge which runs along the eastern
side of the road for most of its length. To the north, Sugar Lane terminates at a junction with Station
Road/Waterbury Hill. To the south, Sugar Lane becomes Treemans Road at the junction with Lewes
Road. The 30mph speed restriction on Sugar Lane/Treemans Road extends up to around 330m
south of the junction with the Lewes Road, at this point Treemans Road is subject to the national
speed limit for the remainder of its length.

4.3

Both roads have a carriageway width of around 5 ² 5.5m. There are no parking restrictions along
Sugar Lane or Keysford Lane within the vicinity of the site. At the time of the site visit not much onstreet parking took place along these roads as most of the properties along Sugar Lane have their
own off-street parking areas provided.

4.4

The direct vicinity of the site to the east is predominantly residential in nature and many local
amenities are situated in the village centre to the east of the site. There are a number of residential
properties located along Sugar Lane and therefore many of the local roads to the east of the site
have footways and street lighting provided.

4.5

There are existing bus stops located on Church Lane, approximately 520m (westbound) and 530m
(eastbound) north-east of the proposed access location to the site on Sugar Lane. These stops are
situated at the village centre within short walking distance. These stops are frequently served by
service number 270 which provides connections to Wivelsfield Station, Haywards Heath Princess
Royal Hospital, Horsted Keynes Station, Brighton Churchill Square and East Grinstead.
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Accident Data
4.6

Crash map records have been examined for Keysford Lane and Sugar Road in the area surrounding
the site. This includes a total area covering approximately 590m (from the western boundary of the
site on Keysford Lane, the junction with Sugar Lane to the east, extending south along Sugar Lane,
past Jefferies, to the southern boundary of the site) for the three year period from 2011 to 2014.

4.7

There was a total of 1 slight incident on the stretch of road. The incident is summarised below:
x Severity: Slight

Date of incident: 02/04/2011

Location: Sugar Lane junction with Keysford Lane/Station Road
No. of vehicles involved: 2

4.8

No. of casualties involved: 1

The above accident data has been assessed and it is concluded the above incidents are unrelated
to the proposed development.
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5

Modal Choices

5.1

Details and frequencies of local transport available and the overall accessibility of the site is outlined
below.

Public Transport ² Bus
5.2

There nearest bus stops to the site are situated on Church Lane, approximately 520m (westbound)
² 530m (eastbound) north-east of the proposed access location to the site on Sugar Lane. These
stops are situated at the village centre and are provided with timetable information, the westbound
stop is also provided with a sheltered seating area.

5.3

These stops provide for the No. 270 bus service. Service frequency is set out in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1 ² Bus services serving the site
Service No./Route

Average Frequency
Monday to Friday

Saturdays

Sundays

Hourly service

Hourly service

n/a

270 ² East Grinstead ² Horsted
Keynes ² Haywards Heath ²
Brighton

Public Transport ² Rail
5.4

The Horsted Keynes railway station is the closest station to the site and is located around 1.8km
north-west of the proposed access location on Sugar Lane, this equates to a 22 minute walk time.
The station is 1.5 miles north-west of the village centre.

5.5

Metrobus 270 calls at Horsted Keynes station each Saturday from Haywards Heath and East
Grinstead, the total journey time is around 15 minutes to travel from the site to the railway station.

5.6

At Horsted Keynes station, there is a large unmarked car parking area in the field beyond. Hard
surface for about 30 cars with the additional field in summer for up to 100 cars.

5.7

Horsted Keynes railway station is a preserved railway station on the Bluebell Railway line in
Sussex. The Bluebell Railway has two services. Service one is a weekday service only providing a
connection from Sheffield Park to East Grinstead with only 3 services per day. Service two is the
peak service with two-steam hauled trains running between Sheffield Park and East Grinstead with
up to 7 services a day.
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5.8

Haywards Heath is the nearest train station with regular services on the Brighton Main Line and
Thameslink. The station is situated around 4.5 miles south west of the site. The 270 bus serves this
station, therefore, future residents of the site could walk to the bus stops on Church Lane and catch
the 270 bus service to Haywards Heath, this total journey would take around 24 minutes.

Walk / Cycle Facilities
5.9

There is generally relatively good footpath connectivity between the northern end of the site (at
the Sugar Lane / Keysford Lane junction) and the village centre where there are local pubs and
some small shops and other local amenities via Station Road. There is an approximately 2 metre
wide footway provided along Station Road on alternating sides for most of its length.

5.10

For the southern end of the site, Jefferies and Lewes Road have footways provided on one side of
the road giving easy access to the eastern end of Station Road. These footways connect to the
village centre and the local facilities.

5.11

Although there are no footways along Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane (other than the narrow
footpath adjacent to the Keysford Lane/Sugar Lane junction) there are narrow grass verges on
Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane for most of the road lengths.

5.12

Many of the local roads are cycle friendly due to low vehicle speeds however there are no marked
cycle trails or dedicated lanes within the direct vicinity of the site. Although there are no cycle paths
/ dedicated cycle lanes close to the site, there are number of local facilities that lie within the
standard 5km cycle radius.

5.13

There are a number of local amenities (including local food establishments and retail shops) located
on Station Road and further north of the site. The site and essential facilities are relatively easily
accessible for pedestrians, see below distances and travel times from the site:
x Local Preschool (Village Hall) ² 8 minute walk (600m)
x Local Primary School ² 10 minute walk (800m)
x Local convenience store/newsagents (Station Rd) ² 4 minute cycle journey (1.4km)
x Local food establishments/pubs (Station Rd) ² 7-8 minute walk (540m-600m)
x Local places of worship ² 9 minute walk (750m)
x Community building/Youth club ² 6 minute walk (520m)
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6

Proposed Development
General

6.1

The proposed development is for the construction of 42 dwellings together with a community
pavilion/hall of around 200sqm. The site is located on the land north of Jeffrey·s Farm.

6.2

Horsted Keynes Parish Council·s emerging Neighbourhood Plan has identified broad locations for
future housing in Horsted Keynes delivering around 125 units within the Plan period. The locations
identified are the Jeffrey·s Farm buildings (013), the land to the north of the farm buildings
(014/015), Sugar Lane field (016) and Jeffreys Farm field (017), covering a total area of 5.32 hectares
to deliver circa 65 ² 80 units.

6.3

A new vehicular access will be formed as part of the development providing improved visibility onto
Sugar Lane. The available visibility splays are marked on the proposed layout plans in Appendix B.

6.4

Good pedestrian and cycle connectivity is important within the layout of the sites with connections
through to the existing village.

6.5

An informal pedestrian crossover will be formed providing a safe crossing point from the site to the
grass verge situated at the Sugar Lane junction with Jefferies. A footpath will be provided across
the grass verge. This will provide a link to the footway provided on the north side of Jefferies where
there is an existing footway leading to Lewes Road which provides a safe walking route to the centre
of the village.

6.6

The access and footway improvements has been subject to a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA1).
This highlighted a concern with regard to visibility northwards for pedestrian crossing Sugar Lane.
As a result, the informal crossing point has been relocated to the southern side of the access road
where visibility is adequate. The revised layout for the informal pedestrian crossing in Sugar Lane
is included in Appendix E. This is picked up in the Designer·s Response. Both the RSA1 and
Designer·s Response are included in Appendix D.

6.7

The internal layout of the development is in accordance with Manual for Streets and West Sussex
County Council Local Design Guide. The layouts have been designed to achieve a vehicle speed of
less than 20mph.

Access
6.8

The site access road is proposed as indicated on the layout plan in Appendix B. The proposed
access will be surfaced and 5m wide to allow cars to pass one another. The access width has been
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designed in accordance with various guides such as Manual for Streets 1 and local guides such as
the West Sussex County Council Local Design Guide. Based on the number of units the access will
serve, a minimum width of 4.8m is required and therefore this is compliant. A 1.8m wide footway
will be provided on the north side of the access road, this will link with a circular footway which will
be provided on site as part of the proposals.
6.9

Manual for Streets 1 (MfS1) is considered to be the appropriate guidance for determining visibility
splay requirements for this type of road based on the 30mph speed limit on Sugar Lane. MfS1
determines the Y distance visibility splay requirements for roads with speeds up to 37mph. It also
confirms, in paragraph 7.7.6, that a distance of 2.4m is the appropriate X distance for most roads.
However, the absolute minimum X distance of 2m is acceptable where roads are lightly trafficked.

6.10 Adequate visibility splays are achieved in each direction of at least 2.4m x 43m in accordance with
Table 7.1 of MfS1 based on a ¶maximum· speed of 30mph for this road. The maximum required
43m is achievable subject to some minor trimming back of the hedges where they are overhanging
the carriageway. Visibility in each direction from this access is shown in Appendix C.
6.11

The Sustainability Assessments stated under site 017 that being on the west side of Sugar Lane, the
site has limited connections with neighbouring areas. Pedestrians would need to cross Sugar Lane
in order to access the village centre. A dedicated pedestrian crossing could satisfactorily address
this issue.

6.12

Therefore, as part of the development an informal pedestrian crossing is proposed from the site to
the grass verge situated at the Sugar Lane junction with Jefferies. A footpath will be provided across
the grass verge with appropriate tactile paving. There is an existing footway on the north side of
Jefferies which provides a link to Lewes Road which leads to the centre of the village via footpaths.

6.13

The access location and design is shown in the drawing included in Appendix B. Visibility at the
proposed access location on Sugar Lane is also shown in Appendix B.

Car Parking
6.14

On-site parking will be laid out in accordance with West Sussex County Council·s ¶Guidance for Car
Parking in New Residential Developments· and the WSCC car parking demand calculator. The
calculation tool gives the appropriate level of parking provision with regards to the ward and district
within West Sussex, the number of bedrooms and habitable rooms per unit, and should be used as
a guide. See Table 6.1 below.

W:\Projects\6261 Dowsett Mayhew, Jeffrey's Farm, Horsted Keynes \2.3 Specifications &
Reports\E. Transport Assessments\ Transport Statement ʹ >and at Jeffrey͛s Farm - DRAFT

Job No: 6261
Date: September 2016

15

Transport Statement: Land at Jeffrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes

Table 6.1 ² WSCC Car Parking Demand Calculator
DEVELOPMENT MIX

PARKING DEMAND

Unit

Unit

Habitable

No. of

Type

Tenure

Rooms

Units

Allocated
No. of
Spaces

Unallocated

Unallocated

for Residents

for Visitors

Per

Per

Unit

Total

Unit

TOTAL

Total

Houses

Private

2

4

4

0

1

0

1

6

Houses

Private

4

16

32

0

1

0

2

36

Houses

Private

5

17

34

0

3

0

3

40

Houses

Private

6

5

10

0

1

0

1

12

42

80

8.40

94

Total

6.09

The results from the WSCC car parking demand calculator suggest that there will be a total demand
for a provision of 94 car parking spaces as part of the development. The parking spaces are to be
allocated as follows:

6.15

Therefore, in accordance with the requirements outlined above, a total of 80 spaces will be provided
for all residents of the 42 units. To meet the above requirement a total of 14 unallocated spaces for
use by residents and visitors will be provided on site. The layout plans are included in Appendix B

Cycle Parking
6.16

Covered and secure cycle parking to meet the West Sussex County Council·s standards will be
provided for each unit. The WSCC ¶Guidance on Parking in New Residential Development·
document states the following standards:

6.17

x 1No & 2No bedroom houses

1 space (per dwelling)

x 3No+ bedroom houses

2 spaces (per dwelling)

x 1No & 2No bedroom flats

1 space (per unit)

These will be provided within garages or sheds for each dwelling.
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Servicing and Emergency Vehicle Access
6.18

All bins will be provided in the front garden of each residential dwelling and within a communal
bins store for the block of flats. The location of the bin stores is designed in accordance with Manual
for Streets (MfS) standards which states within paragraph 6.8.9 that ¶residents should not be required
to carry waste more than m to the storage point· and ¶waste collection vehicles should be able to
get within 2m of the storage point and the gradient between the two should not exceed 1:12·.

6.19

Refuse vehicles will enter the site from Sugar Lane via the proposed access. The proposed access
road will be laid out so that emergency and refuse vehicles can enter and turn on site within the
proposed turning head and exit the site in forward gear. This is in line with the requirements set
out for emergency vehicles in paragraph 6.7.2 and 6.7.3 of Manual for Streets, i.e. ¶there should be
vehicle access for a pump appliance within 45m of all dwelling entrances·.
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7

Development Impact
General

7.1

Using the TRICS database, the likely trip generations of the proposed development are set out in
Tables 7.1 and 7.2. The development is likely to have a high element of car use, with walk being
the dominant sustainable mode.

Proposed Traffic Generation ² TRICS Analysis
7.2

Likely trip rates for a development of this scale in this type of location are set out in Table 4 below
based on an interrogation of the detailed TRICS database for private flats, private houses
community centres in edge of town locations in England excluding London. Full TRICS outputs are
at Appendix C.

7.3

To provide the most robust assessment, the analysis is based on private houses and takes no
account of any proportion of affordable housing.
Table 7.1 - Trip Rates (per 1 unit)
Vehicle Trip Rates
¶Privately Owned
Houses·
Community
Building

7.4

AM Peak Hour (0800-0900)

PM Peak Hour (1700-1800)

In

Out

2-Way

In

Out

2-Way

0.096

0.322

0.418

0.308

0.111

0.419

0.202

0.000

0.202

0.506

0.574

1.080

Resultant trips to and from the proposed 42 dwellings and the approximate 200sqm community
pavilion are shown in Table 7.2 below.
Table 7.2 ² Vehicle Trips (per 42 units)
Vehicle Trips
¶Privately Owned
Houses· (42)
Community
Building (200m2)

7.5

AM Peak Hour (0800-0900)

PM Peak Hour (1700-1800)

In

Out

2-Way

In

Out

2-Way

4

14

18

13

5

18

0.404

0.000

0.404

1.012

1.148

2

The detailed TRICS data for the proposed site is included in Appendix C.
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7.6

Using the information from the TRICS database, the proposed development is likely to lead to:
x Around 18 additional two-way trips in the AM peak period (0800-0900);
x Around 18 additional two-way trips in the PM peak period (1700-1800);

7.7

Although the development will generate some vehicle trips during the AM and PM peak periods,
this would not have a negative material impact on the local highway network and can be readily
accommodated. Sugar Lane is already lightly trafficked and therefore the development will result
in a very minor impact on the local road network.
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8

Recommended Access Strategy
Vehicular Access

8.1

Sugar Lane is the recommended access location to serve the site. The existing road is relatively
straight with good visibility in both directions. The access will be laid out to meet West Sussex
County Council and Manual for Streets standards.

8.2

A 4.8m wide bellmouth access laid out to WSCC and MfS standards would be acceptable as outlined
in Section 4. The required visibility splays would be 2.4m x 43m based on the 30mph speed limit.
These visibility splays have been shown on the access plan in Appendix B.

Access Visibility Standards
8.3

Manual for Streets is considered to be the appropriate guidance for determining visibility
requirements on this type of road. MfS 1 was introduced in 2007. It is a guide to the layout and
design of largely residential roads. In accordance with Section 7 ¶Street Geometry· Table 7.1
provides the following visibility splay requirements for roads with speeds of up to 37mph in Table
8.3.
Table 8.3 ² Visibility Splay requirements from Manual for Streets 1

8.4

Speed in kph

16

24

32

40

45

48

50

60

Speed in mph

10

15

20

25

28

30

31

37

SSD in metres

11

17

25

33

39

43

45

59

The lower visibility splay requirements in Manual for Streets were based on research including
updated driver reaction times and taking account of modern vehicles which can stop quicker than
those used in older research.

8.5

Manual for Streets 2 developed this research with many case studies to show that there was no
clear correlation between accidents and lower visibility splays.

8.6

MfS1 determines the Y distance visibility splay requirements for roads with speeds up to 37mph. It
also confirms, in paragraph 7.7.6, that a distance of 2.4m is the appropriate X distance for most
roads. However, the absolute minimum X distance of 2m is acceptable where roads are lightly
trafficked.

8.7

Manual for Streets 1 (MfS1) is considered to be the appropriate guidance for determining visibility
splay requirements for the types of road in the village of Horsted Keynes which is largely subject to
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a 30mph speed restriction. Where actual speed of traffic is higher (i.e. Keysford Lane) then greater
splays will be considered.

Pedestrian Access
8.8

In the Sustainability Assessments of the site it was noted that the site does not have very good
access to the village centre via safe footpaths, and therefore, a dedicated pedestrian crossing should
be put in place crossing Sugar Lane to address this issue.

8.9

Therefore, as part of the development an informal pedestrian crossover will be formed providing a
safe crossing point from the site access to the grass verge situated at the Sugar Lane junction with
Lewes Road. A footpath will be provided across the grass verge. This will provide a footway link to
an existing footway on the eastern side of Lewes Road leading to the centre of the village via safe
footpaths.

8.10

The access and crossing will be designed to comply with WSCC and MfS standards.
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9

Travel Plan Welcome Pack

9.1

The WSCC Transport Assessment Guidance refers to the DfT Guidance on Transport Assessments
which provides indicative thresholds for Transport Statements, Transport Assessments and Travel
Plans.

9.2

Travel Plans are usually secured by a Condition of Planning Permission, however, the DfT guidance
states for a residential development of this size (42 dwellings) no Transport Assessment or Travel
Plan is required.

9.3

A Travel Plan Welcome Pack may be required for distribution amongst future residents on
occupation of the development to encourage more sustainable modes of transport. This Welcome
Pack would include the following:
x Benefits of a Travel Plan;
x Local footways;
x Local cycle routes;
x Local bus stops / bus services and route maps;
x Links to helpful journey planning or car sharing websites etc.
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10

Conclusion

10.1

This Transport Statement has been prepared to support a planning application for a new access to
serve a development of 42 dwellings on the land at Jeffrey·s Farm in Horsted Keynes.

10.2

Appropriate access via Sugar Lane can be achieved within the current land ownership to serve the
site.

10.3

The observed traffic flows along both Keysford Lane, and Sugar Lane are all light with plenty of
spare capacity including at peak periods of the day.

10.4

The proposed development is likely to generate around 18 additional two-way vehicle trips in both
the AM peak hour (0800-0900) and PM peak hours (1700-1800).

These can be easily

accommodated on the highway network with no material impact.
10.5

The site is located within walking distance of the village centre shops and services. To improve
pedestrian access, an informal crossing point is proposed with dropped kerbs and tactile paving
across Sugar Lane.

10.6

A footpath will be provided across the grass verge at the Sugar Lane junction with Jefferies. A
dropped kerb crossing will be provided in Jefferies to connect to the existing footpath along the
north side of Jefferies which provides a footway link to Lewes Road. The footway along the eastern
side of Lewes Road provides a footway link leading to the centre of the village. The access and
footway improvements have been the subject of a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and Designer·s
Response.

10.7

Refuse and emergency vehicles will enter the site from Sugar Lane via the proposed access. The
proposed access road will be laid out so that emergency and refuse vehicles can enter and turn on
site within the proposed turning head and exit the site in forward gear.

10.8

Travel Plans are usually secured by a Condition of Planning Permission, however, a development of
this size may only require a Travel Plan Welcome Pack for distribution amongst the future residents
of the development. This would outline local footways, cycle routes and bus stops and bus services
etc. to encourage the use of sustainable transport modes.

10.9

This report concludes there are no unacceptable highway or transport implications arising from the
proposed development to construct a new access to serve 42No dwelling and a community
building within the village of Horsted Keynes.

W:\Projects\6261 Dowsett Mayhew, Jeffrey's Farm, Horsted Keynes \2.3 Specifications &
Reports\E. Transport Assessments\ Transport Statement ʹ >and at Jeffrey͛s Farm - DRAFT

Job No: 6261
Date: September 2016

23

Transport Statement: Land at Jeffrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes

- End of Report -

Appendix A
Site Location Map

Site
Location
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Site Allocation Map (HKNP)

HKNP 016

HKNP 015

HKNP 014

HKNP 017

HKNP 013
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Appendix B
Development Proposals
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Appendix C
TRICS Analysis
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TRICS 7.3.2 260716 B17.39 (C) 2016 TRICS Consortium Ltd
TRICS Data - Likely Proposed 34 Dwellings
GTA Civils Ltd
66a Church Walk
Burgess Hill

Monday 15/08/16
Page 1
Licence No: 349901
Calculation Reference: AUDIT-349901-160815-0813

TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:
Land Use
Category

: 03 - RESIDENTIAL
: A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
02
SOUTH EAST
ES
EAST SUSSEX
HC
HAMPSHIRE
03
SOUTH WEST
SM
SOMERSET
04
EAST ANGLIA
NF
NORFOLK
SF
SUFFOLK
05
EAST MIDLANDS
LN
LINCOLNSHIRE
06
WEST MIDLANDS
SH
SHROPSHIRE
ST
STAFFORDSHIRE
WK
WARWICKSHIRE

1 days
1 days
1 days
2 days
1 days
1 days
1 days
1 days
1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set
Filtering Stage 2 selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calculation.
Parameter:
Actual Range:
Range Selected by User:

Number of dwellings
6 to 37 (units: )
6 to 40 (units: )

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by:
Date Range:

Include all surveys

01/01/08 to 12/11/15

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate calculation.
Selected survey days:
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday
Friday

3 days
2 days
3 days
2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.
Selected survey types:
Manual count
Directional ATC Count

10 days
0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are
undertaking using machines.
Selected Locations:
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Edge of Town

6
4

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and
Not Known.
Selected Location Sub Categories:
Residential Zone

10

This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories
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Filtering Stage 3 selection:

Use Class:
C3

10 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.
Population within 1 mile:
1,001 to 5,000
5,001 to 10,000
10,001 to 15,000
20,001 to 25,000
25,001 to 50,000

1 days
2 days
3 days
3 days
1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.
Population within 5 miles:
25,001 to 50,000
50,001 to 75,000
75,001 to 100,000
125,001 to 250,000
250,001 to 500,000

2 days
2 days
4 days
1 days
1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.
Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6 to 1.0
1.1 to 1.5

5 days
5 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.
Travel Plan:
Yes
No

1 days
9 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

ES-03-A-02
PRIVATE HOUSING
SOUTH COAST ROAD
PEACEHAVEN
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
Survey date: FRIDAY
HC-03-A-17
HOUSES & FLATS
CANADA WAY

EAST SUSSEX

37
18/11/11

LIPHOOK
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
36
Survey date: THURSDAY
12/11/15
LN-03-A-03
SEMI DETACHED
ROOKERY LANE
BOULTHAM
LINCOLN
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
22
Survey date: TUESDAY
18/09/12
NF-03-A-01
SEMI DET. & BUNGALOWS
YARMOUTH ROAD
CAISTER-ON-SEA
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
Survey date: TUESDAY
NF-03-A-03
DETACHED HOUSES
HALING WAY

27
16/10/12

THETFORD
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
10
Survey date: WEDNESDAY
16/09/15
SF-03-A-04
DETACHED & BUNGALOWS
NORMANSTON DRIVE
LOWESTOFT
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
Survey date: TUESDAY
SH-03-A-06
BUNGALOWS
ELLESMERE ROAD
SHREWSBURY
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
Survey date: THURSDAY

7
23/10/12

16
22/05/14

Survey Type: MANUAL
HAMPSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
LINCOLNSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
NORFOLK

Survey Type: MANUAL
NORFOLK

Survey Type: MANUAL
SUFFOLK

Survey Type: MANUAL
SHROPSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters (Cont.)
8

9

10

SM-03-A-01
DETACHED & SEMI
WEMBDON ROAD
NORTHFIELD
BRIDGWATER
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
33
Survey date: THURSDAY
24/09/15
ST-03-A-05
TERRACED & DETACHED
WATERMEET GROVE
ETRURIA
STOKE-ON-TRENT
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
14
Survey date: WEDNESDAY
26/11/08
WK-03-A-01
TERRACED/SEMI/DET.
ARLINGTON AVENUE
LEAMINGTON SPA
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Number of dwellings:
Survey date: FRIDAY

6
21/10/11

SOMERSET

Survey Type: MANUAL
STAFFORDSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WARWICKSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week
and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
MANUALLY DESELECTED SITES
Site Ref
CA-03-A-04
DV-03-A-01
SF-03-A-05
SH-03-A-03
WK-03-A-02

Anomalous
Anomalous
Anomalous
Anomalous
Anomalous

Result
Result
Result
Result
Result

Reason for Deselection
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

VEHICLES
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.048
0.096
0.130
0.154
0.115
0.144
0.091
0.139
0.255
0.269
0.308
0.178

DEPARTURES
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

1.927

Trip
Rate

0.293
0.322
0.168
0.091
0.125
0.135
0.149
0.159
0.130
0.163
0.111
0.130

1.976

TOTALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.341
0.418
0.298
0.245
0.240
0.279
0.240
0.298
0.385
0.432
0.419
0.308

3.903

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

6 - 37 (units: )
01/01/08 - 12/11/15
10
0
0
0
5

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

TAXIS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.019
0.000
0.010
0.005
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.005
0.014
0.005
0.000

DEPARTURES
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

0.058

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.019
0.000
0.010
0.005
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.005
0.005
0.000
0.005

0.049

TOTALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.038
0.000
0.020
0.010
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.010
0.019
0.005
0.005

0.107

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

6 - 37 (units: )
01/01/08 - 12/11/15
10
0
0
0
5

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

OGVS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.005
0.005
0.014
0.005
0.010
0.000
0.005
0.000
0.005
0.005
0.000

DEPARTURES
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

0.054

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.014
0.005
0.000
0.005
0.000
0.005
0.005
0.000

0.049

TOTALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.010
0.010
0.019
0.019
0.015
0.000
0.010
0.000
0.010
0.010
0.000

0.103

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

6 - 37 (units: )
01/01/08 - 12/11/15
10
0
0
0
5

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

PSVS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

DEPARTURES
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

0.000

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000

TOTALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

6 - 37 (units: )
01/01/08 - 12/11/15
10
0
0
0
5

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 03 - RESIDENTIAL/A - HOUSES PRIVATELY OWNED

CYCLISTS
Calculation factor: 1 DWELLS

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.005
0.000
0.000
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.010
0.010
0.034
0.010

DEPARTURES
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

0.094

Trip
Rate

0.024
0.019
0.010
0.014
0.000
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.000
0.000
0.010
0.000

0.092

TOTALS
Ave.
DWELLS

No.
Days

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21

Trip
Rate

0.029
0.019
0.010
0.019
0.005
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.044
0.010

0.186

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

6 - 37 (units: )
01/01/08 - 12/11/15
10
0
0
0
5

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.

TRICS 7.3.2 260716 B17.39 (C) 2016 TRICS Consortium Ltd
TRICS Data - Likely Proposed 34 Dwellings
GTA Civils Ltd
66a Church Walk
Burgess Hill

Monday 15/08/16
Page 24

TRICS 7.3.2 260716 B17.39 (C) 2016 TRICS Consortium Ltd
TRICS Data - Likely Proposed Community Hall
GTA Civils Ltd
66a Church Walk
Burgess Hill

Monday 15/08/16
Page 1
Licence No: 349901

TRIP RATE CALCULATION SELECTION PARAMETERS:
Land Use
Category

: 07 - LEISURE
: Q - COMMUNITY CENTRE

VEHICLES

Selected regions and areas:
02
SOUTH EAST
EX
ESSEX
03
SOUTH WEST
BA
BATH & NORTH EAST SOMERSET
WL
WILTSHIRE
04
EAST ANGLIA
CA
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
06
WEST MIDLANDS
SH
SHROPSHIRE

1 days
1 days
1 days
1 days
1 days

This section displays the number of survey days per TRICS® sub-region in the selected set
Filtering Stage 2 selection:

This data displays the chosen trip rate parameter and its selected range. Only sites that fall within the parameter range
are included in the trip rate calculation.
Parameter:
Actual Range:
Range Selected by User:

Gross floor area
210 to 1486 (units: sqm)
210 to 1500 (units: sqm)

Public Transport Provision:
Selection by:
Date Range:

Include all surveys

01/01/06 to 24/10/13

This data displays the range of survey dates selected. Only surveys that were conducted within this date range are
included in the trip rate calculation.
Selected survey days:
Monday
Tuesday
Thursday

2 days
1 days
2 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys by day of the week.
Selected survey types:
Manual count
Directional ATC Count

5 days
0 days

This data displays the number of manual classified surveys and the number of unclassified ATC surveys, the total adding
up to the overall number of surveys in the selected set. Manual surveys are undertaken using staff, whilst ATC surveys are
undertaking using machines.
Selected Locations:
Edge of Town Centre
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Edge of Town
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)

1
1
1
2

This data displays the number of surveys per main location category within the selected set. The main location categories
consist of Free Standing, Edge of Town, Suburban Area, Neighbourhood Centre, Edge of Town Centre, Town Centre and
Not Known.
Selected Location Sub Categories:
Residential Zone
Village

4
1

This data displays the number of surveys per location sub-category within the selected set. The location sub-categories
consist of Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone, Development Zone, Residential Zone, Retail Zone, Built-Up Zone, Village, Out
of Town, High Street and No Sub Category.
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Filtering Stage 3 selection:

Use Class:
D2

5 days

This data displays the number of surveys per Use Class classification within the selected set. The Use Classes Order 2005
has been used for this purpose, which can be found within the Library module of TRICS®.
Population within 1 mile:
5,001 to 10,000
20,001 to 25,000
25,001 to 50,000

3 days
1 days
1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 1-mile radii of population.
Population within 5 miles:
5,001 to 25,000
75,001 to 100,000
100,001 to 125,000
250,001 to 500,000

1 days
1 days
2 days
1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated 5-mile radii of population.
Car ownership within 5 miles:
0.6 to 1.0
1.1 to 1.5
1.6 to 2.0

1 days
3 days
1 days

This data displays the number of selected surveys within stated ranges of average cars owned per residential dwelling,
within a radius of 5-miles of selected survey sites.
Travel Plan:
No

5 days

This data displays the number of surveys within the selected set that were undertaken at sites with Travel Plans in place,
and the number of surveys that were undertaken at sites without Travel Plans.
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LIST OF SITES relevant to selection parameters
1

2

3

4

5

BA-07-Q-02
OFF THE A36

COMMUNITY CENTRE

BATH & NORTH EAST SOMERSET

BATH
Edge of Town Centre
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:
415 sqm
Survey date: MONDAY
02/10/06
CA-07-Q-01
COMMUNITY CENTRE
HIGH STREET
COTTENHAM
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)
Village
Total Gross floor area:
500 sqm
Survey date: MONDAY
15/10/12
EX-07-Q-01
COMMUNITY CENTRE
BORDERS LANE
LOUGHTON
Neighbourhood Centre (PPS6 Local Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:
352 sqm
Survey date: THURSDAY
22/11/07
SH-07-Q-01
COMMUNITY CENTRE
SOUTHGATE
SUTTON HILL
TELFORD
Edge of Town
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:
1486 sqm
Survey date: THURSDAY
24/10/13
WL-07-Q-01
COM.CENTRE
OLD COURT
WOOTTON BASSETT
Suburban Area (PPS6 Out of Centre)
Residential Zone
Total Gross floor area:
Survey date: TUESDAY

210 sqm
03/10/06

Survey Type: MANUAL
CAMBRIDGESHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
ESSEX

Survey Type: MANUAL
SHROPSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL
WILTSHIRE

Survey Type: MANUAL

This section provides a list of all survey sites and days in the selected set. For each individual survey site, it displays a
unique site reference code and site address, the selected trip rate calculation parameter and its value, the day of the week
and date of each survey, and whether the survey was a manual classified count or an ATC count.
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TRIP RATE for Land Use 07 - LEISURE/Q - COMMUNITY CENTRE

VEHICLES
Calculation factor: 100 sqm

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.202
0.945
0.439
0.574
0.709
0.540
0.371
0.979
0.169
0.506
1.755
0.742
0.101
0.236

DEPARTURES
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

8.268

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.371
0.439
0.810
1.080
0.607
0.337
0.709
0.439
0.574
0.776
0.607
0.506
0.945
8.200

TOTALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.202
1.316
0.878
1.384
1.789
1.147
0.708
1.688
0.608
1.080
2.531
1.349
0.607
1.181
16.468

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

210 - 1486 (units: sqm)
01/01/06 - 24/10/13
5
0
0
0
0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

TRIP RATE for Land Use 07 - LEISURE/Q - COMMUNITY CENTRE

TAXIS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.135
0.034
0.101
0.067

DEPARTURES
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

0.371

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.135
0.034
0.000
0.169
0.372

TOTALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.270
0.068
0.101
0.236
0.743

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

210 - 1486 (units: sqm)
01/01/06 - 24/10/13
5
0
0
0
0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

TRIP RATE for Land Use 07 - LEISURE/Q - COMMUNITY CENTRE

OGVS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

DEPARTURES
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

0.034

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034

TOTALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.068
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.068

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

210 - 1486 (units: sqm)
01/01/06 - 24/10/13
5
0
0
0
0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

TRIP RATE for Land Use 07 - LEISURE/Q - COMMUNITY CENTRE

PSVS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

DEPARTURES
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

0.000

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

TOTALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

210 - 1486 (units: sqm)
01/01/06 - 24/10/13
5
0
0
0
0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

TRIP RATE for Land Use 07 - LEISURE/Q - COMMUNITY CENTRE

CYCLISTS
Calculation factor: 100 sqm

BOLD print indicates peak (busiest) period

Time Range
00:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 02:00
02:00 - 03:00
03:00 - 04:00
04:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 06:00
06:00 - 07:00
07:00 - 08:00
08:00 - 09:00
09:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 11:00
11:00 - 12:00
12:00 - 13:00
13:00 - 14:00
14:00 - 15:00
15:00 - 16:00
16:00 - 17:00
17:00 - 18:00
18:00 - 19:00
19:00 - 20:00
20:00 - 21:00
21:00 - 22:00
22:00 - 23:00
23:00 - 24:00
Total Rates:

ARRIVALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.067
0.000
0.000

DEPARTURES
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

0.135

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.034
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.067
0.000
0.135

TOTALS
Ave.
GFA

No.
Days

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593
593

Trip
Rate

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.068
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.068
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.067
0.067
0.000
0.270

This section displays the trip rate results based on the selected set of surveys and the selected count type (shown just
above the table). It is split by three main columns, representing arrivals trips, departures trips, and total trips (arrivals plus
departures). Within each of these main columns are three sub-columns. These display the number of survey days where
count data is included (per time period), the average value of the selected trip rate calculation parameter (per time
period), and the trip rate result (per time period). Total trip rates (the sum of the column) are also displayed at the foot of
the table.
To obtain a trip rate, the average (mean) trip rate parameter value (TRP) is first calculated for all selected survey days
that have count data available for the stated time period. The average (mean) number of arrivals, departures or totals
(whichever applies) is also calculated (COUNT) for all selected survey days that have count data available for the stated
time period. Then, the average count is divided by the average trip rate parameter value, and multiplied by the stated
calculation factor (shown just above the table and abbreviated here as FACT). So, the method is: COUNT/TRP*FACT. Trip
rates are then rounded to 3 decimal places.
Parameter summary
Trip rate parameter range selected:
Survey date date range:
Number of weekdays (Monday-Friday):
Number of Saturdays:
Number of Sundays:
Surveys automatically removed from selection:
Surveys manually removed from selection:

210 - 1486 (units: sqm)
01/01/06 - 24/10/13
5
0
0
0
0

This section displays a quick summary of some of the data filtering selections made by the TRICS® user. The trip rate
calculation parameter range of all selected surveys is displayed first, followed by the range of minimum and maximum
survey dates selected by the user. Then, the total number of selected weekdays and weekend days in the selected set of
surveys are show. Finally, the number of survey days that have been manually removed from the selected set outside of
the standard filtering procedure are displayed.

Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Licence No: 349901

This graph is a visual representation of the trip rate calculation results screen. The same time periods and trip rates are
displayed, but in addition there is an additional column showing the percentage of the total trip rate by individual time
period, allowing peak periods to be easily identified through observation. Note that the type of count and the selected
direction is shown at the top of the graph.
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Transport Statement: Land at Jeffrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes

Appendix D
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit & Designer·s Response
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

General

1.1.1

Elix Consultancy Limited has been commissioned by GTA Civils to undertake a Stage 1
Road Safety Audit on the proposed residential development to be located on land at
-HIIUH\¶V )DUP, Horsted Keynes, West Sussex. Horsted Keynes is located about 5 miles
north east of Haywards Heath, in the Weald. The proposal consists of a residential
development of approximately 42 units with a new vehicular access onto Sugar Lane. The
proposed access includes a footway into the site and as such also proposes a new footway
to be installed opposite the vehicular access into the road known as Jefferies. An informal
crossing would then be provided for pedestrians gaining access to the new development.
The footway would assist in providing a link between the new development and the existing
local roads and village. This report describes a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit of the proposed
access arrangements and highway changes as part of the development.

1.1.2

The scope of the audit relates to the proposed access onto Sugar Lane and associated
minor changes in conjunction with the vehicular and pedestrian access to the site.

1.1.3

Sugar Lane adjoins Keyford Lane to one end and Lewes Road to the other which serves as
a local access road to a number of residential properties. It is a single carriageway rural
road subject to a 30mph speed limit with no footways provided either side. The road also
currently has no street lighting with large grass verges and/or banks between any adjoining
roads and/or fronting properties.

1.1.4

The Road Safety Audit Team Membership was the following:
Paul Nevard
MSc, BA (Hons) CMILT, MCIHT, MSoRSA

Vinny Rey
BA (Hons) MCIHT, MSoRSA

Director - Elix Consultancy Ltd
Principal Traffic Engineer
Road Safety Audit Team Leader
Elix Consultancy Ltd
Principal Traffic Engineer
Road Safety Audit Team Member
rd

1.1.5

This audit took place at the Elix Consultancy office on Friday 23 September 2016 and the
site was examined by Paul Nevard and Vinny Rey together in daylight hours between 12.00
th
and 12.45 hours, Monday 26 September 2016. The weather during the daytime site visit
was overcast with earlier rain showers resulting in a wet road surface. Traffic flows were
light and vehicle speeds were observed as being low.

1.1.6

The Road Safety Audit also comprised of an examination of the site supplied to the Road
Safety Audit Team, referenced in Appendix A of this report. The location of problems
raised can be found within the report, photographed for reference or referenced in Appendix
B of this report.

1.1.7

The terms of reference of the Road Safety Audit are as described in the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Standard HD19/15. The Road Safety Audit Team has
examined and reported only on the road safety implications of the scheme as presented
and has not examined or verified the compliance of the designs to any other criteria. This
Road Safety Audit has not considered structural safety or checked for compliance to
standards. This safety audit does nRW SHUIRUP DQ\ ³7HFKQLFDO &KHFN´ IXQFWLRQ RQ WKHVH
SURSRVDOV,WLVDVVXPHGWKDWWKH3URMHFW6SRQVRULVVDWLVILHGWKDWVXFKD³7HFKQLFDO&KHFN´
has been successfully completed prior to requesting this safety audit.
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1.1.8

This Road Safety Audit has been undertaken based on the Road Safety Audit Team's
previous experience and knowledge in undertaking Accident Investigation, Road Safety
Engineering and Road Safety Audits. No member of the Road Safety Audit Team has had
any previous input to the design of the scheme. The audit has been carried out with the
sole purpose of identifying any features of the design that could be removed or modified in
order to improve the safety of the scheme. The problems identified have been noted in this
report together with suggestions for safety improvements, which we recommend should be
studied for implementation.

1.1.9

$OOµ3UREOHPV¶DUHFRQVLGHUHGRISRWHQWLDOVLJQLILFDQFHWRURDGVDIHW\DQGWRZDUUDQWIXUWKHU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQE\WKHVFKHPH¶VSURPRWHUVDQGGHVLJQHUV

1.2

Purpose of Scheme

1.2.1

The purpose of the scheme is to provide a new vehicular access onto the public highway
with a proposed informal crossing and footway amendments to Sugar Lane and Jefferies.

RSA Stage 1
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2.

PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN PREVIOUS ROAD SAFETY AUDITS
No previous audits have been supplied to the Audit Team and the Audit Team believe that
none have been produced.

RSA Stage 1
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JEFFREYS FARM, HORSTEAD KEYNES
STAGE 1 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT

3.
3.1

PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED AT THIS STAGE 1 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT
General

No Problems identified in this category at this Stage.

5

3.2

Local Alignment

No Problems identified in this category at this Stage.

RSA Stage 1
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3.3

Junctions

No Problems identified in this category at this Stage.

RSA Stage 1
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3.4

Non-Motorised User Provision

3.4.1

PROBLEM

Location:

Proposed informal crossing ± Sugar Lane.

Summary:

Proposed informal crossing could compromise pedestrian safety with limited
sightlines resulting in pedestrian collisions.

Detail:

It is proposed to introduce an informal crossing from the new footway into the
residential development across Sugar Lane to adjoin a new footway to be constructed
that links to Jefferies. However, when crossing the carriageway from the pedestrian
crossing, visibility to the north is limited and restricted by not only vegetation and
foliage but also by the gradient and slight bend to Sugar Lane. As a result of the
limited visibility, this could result in drivers travelling along Sugar Lane failing to give
way to pedestrians crossing the road resulting in pedestrian and vehicle conflict.

RECOMMENDATION
Relocate proposed informal crossing. This may also result in required amendments to the footway link
into the proposed residential development.

RSA Stage 1
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3.5

Road Signs, Carriageway Markings & Street Lighting

No Problems identified in this category at this Stage.

End of list of Problems identified and Recommendations offered in this Stage 1 Audit

RSA Stage 1
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4.

AUDIT TEAM STATEMENT

We certify that this audit has been carried out in accordance with HD 19/15.

AUDIT TEAM LEADER

Paul Nevard

Signed:

Elix Consultancy Ltd
Glencroft
1 Draven Close
Hayes
Bromley
Kent
BR2 7PN
United Kingdom

Tel:
Email:

Date:

28/09/2016

Date:

29/09/2016

07508 76 76 96
info@elixconsultancy.co.uk

AUDIT TEAM MEMBER

Vinny Rey

Signed:

Elix Consultancy Ltd
Glencroft
1 Draven Close
Hayes
Bromley
Kent
BR2 7PN
United Kingdom

Tel:
Email:

RSA Stage 1

07508 76 76 96
info@elixconsultancy.co.uk

10

APPENDIX A
List of documents and plans considered during this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit:
x

C1601(08)01A Proposed Site Layout UPDATED.PDF

x

6261_101_Access Plan.pdf

x

Site Location - Land at Jeffrey's Farm.pdf

RSA Stage 1
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APPENDIX B
Location of problems identified at this Stage 1 Road Safety Audit

3.4.1

RSA Stage 1
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Designers Response: Land at -effrey·s Farm, Horsted .eynes, West Sussex

1

Introduction

1.1

Elix Consultancy Limited has been commissioned by GTA Civils Ltd to undertake a Stage 1 Road
Safety Audit on the proposed residential development to be located on land at Jeffrey·s Farm,
Horsted Keynes, West Sussex. Horsted Keynes is located about 5 miles north east of Haywards
Heath, in the Weald. The proposal consists of a residential development of approximately 42 units
with a new vehicular access onto Sugar Lane. The proposed access includes a footway into the site
and as such also proposes a new footway to be installed opposite the vehicular access into the road
known as Jefferies. An informal crossing would then be provided for pedestrians gaining access to
the new development. The footway would assist in providing a link between the new development
and the existing local roads and village.

1.2

Sugar Lane adjoins Keyford Lane to one end and Lewes Road to the other which serves as a local
access road to a number of residential properties. It is a single carriageway rural road subject to a
30mph speed limit with no footways provided either side. The road also currently has no street
lighting with large grass verges and/or banks between any adjoining roads and/or fronting
properties.
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2

Designers response to the RSA1

2.1

A number of points were raised through the RSA1 process. These are listed in the table 1 below,
together with the recommendation and Designer·s Response.
Table 1 ² RSA1 Problems, Recommendations & Designer·s Response
Problem

Location

Description

Recommendation

Designers

Comments

Response
3.4.1

Proposed

Proposed informal

Relocate

Agreed. The informal

informal

crossing could

proposed

pedestrian crossing

crossing ²

compromise

informal crossing.

point across Sugar

Sugar Lane.

pedestrian safety

This may also

Lane has been moved

with limited

result in required

to south of the

sightlines resulting

amendments to

junction with Jefferies

in pedestrian

the footway link

to ensure adequate

collisions.

into the proposed

visibility is provided.

residential
development.
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Designers Response: Land at Jeffrey·s Farm, Horsted Keynes, West Sussex

3

Conclusion

3.1

There was one problem raised through the RSA1 process which is of a fairly minor nature and
relatively straightforward to address. Therefore, the RSA1 has not raised any fundamental problems
cannot be resolved.

- End of Report -
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Appendix E
Access & Footway Improvement Plan
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The Brief and Background

1.1.1

Ramsay & Co has been commissioned by Ms. Helena Griffiths to undertake a
Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal (LVIA) for a proposed residential
development to a location immediately west of Jeffrey’s Farm, Lewes Road,
Horsted Keynes and to fields west of Sugar Lane, Horsted Keynes (north of Jeffrey’s
Farm).

1.1.2

Jeffrey’s Farm comprises a mix of low grade agricultural buildings, barns, storage
containers and a farm house which lie to the west of Horsted Keynes - to the north
is Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane lies to the east.

1.1.3

The requirement for a Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal has been identified
by the planning consultant: Dowsett Mayhew Planning Partnership. This report will
assess and identify the potential landscape and visual effects of the proposed
residential scheme on the landscape character and visual amenity of the
development site and surrounding area. This report has been prepared by Andrew
Ramsay (BA Hons) MALA who is a Landscape Architect and a Chartered Member of
the Landscape Institute (CMLI).

1.1.4

All the relevant photographs and figures are included with this report.

1.1.5

This report considers the potential effects of the proposed development on:
x Landscape character;
x Visual amenity and the people who view the landscape.

1.2

The Purpose of the Report

1.2.1

Within the Guidelines for landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Third Edition) it
makes clear there is a difference between Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessments which are conducted as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment
procedure and a standalone ‘Appraisal’. GVLIA 3 states: as a standalone appraisal
the process is informal and there is more flexibility, but the essence of the approach
– specifying the nature of the proposed change or development; describing the
existing landscape and the views and visual amenity in the area that may be
affected; predicting the effects, although not their likely significance; and
considering how those effects might be mitigated – still applies.

1.2.2

The main objectives of this report are to:
x evaluate and describe the baseline conditions of the proposed
development site;

RCo180 / Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal / Jeffrey’s Farm / Rev02 / Planning / 16-09-16
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identify the relevant landscape character of the proposed development
site and surrounding area as well as any notable landscape features
within the site;
identify the key views and visual receptors in relation to the proposed
development site;
assess the sensitivity of the existing landscape character and visual
receptors;
assess the size and scale of the landscape and visual effects - magnitude
of change;
describe any proposed mitigation measures;
predict and evaluate the overall degree of landscape and visual effects.

1.2.3

The assessment and scope of work has been identified in accordance with the
relevant guidance (Refer to Section 3.0 - Methodology) and includes:
x A description of the proposed development scheme;
x A desktop study and review of the relevant national and local planning
policies together with statutory and non-statutory landscape
designations;
x An identification and assessment of the study area and Zone of
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV);
x An identification and assessment of the relevant existing landscape
character assessments, landscape components and landscape receptors;
x An identification and assessment of the key visual receptors and
viewpoints in relation to the proposed development site;
x A description and assessment of the likely landscape and visual effects
and whether they are adverse, beneficial or neutral.

2.0

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

2.1

Proposed Residential Scheme: Jeffrey’s Farm

2.1.1

The proposed residential scheme would comprise a mix of 42 residential units
(including 4 x 1 bed bungalows; 4 x 2 bed bungalows; 12 x 2 bed terrace houses; 12
x 3 bedroom semi-detached properties; 5 x 3 bedroom detached properties and 5 x
4/5 bedroom detached houses) which would be arranged off a single access road.
Several dwellings would be located to the west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area
(replacing low grade agricultural buildings and shipping containers) with the
remainder of the development located to a field to the north of the farm area. For
further details refer to Crowther Architects architectural drawings.

2.1.2

The proposed access road would run west off Sugar Lane (opposite and slightly
north of Jefferies) and head north before curving around to the west of the existing
farm area. The field to the north-east of the farm area is proposed to be a
designated open space and a new community building for village use is proposed
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to the north-east corner. The majority of the residential development would be
located to a field which lies south of Keysford Lane and west of Sugar Lane.
2.1.3

A recreational pedestrian path would allow access to the northern end of Sugar
Lane (which does not have a dedicated pedestrian pavement) as well as running
through the woodland which lies to the west of the highway. A pedestrian path
would also provide a link from the proposed dwellings to the west of the farm area
to Sugar Lane via the southern edge of the proposed community space (to the
north-east of the farm area).

2.1.4

Jeffrey’s Farm House and associated garden area does not form part of the
proposed development site area and the current farm access off Sugar Lane would
be retained. Several agricultural buildings are being retained for agricultural use by
the owner (to the east of the farm area).

2.1.5

The existing field edge vegetation and mature trees are proposed to be retained
and protected wherever possible and an extensive native tree and shrub planting
scheme is proposed which would enhance and reinforce the existing planting as
well as softening near distance views within the proposed development site area.

2.1.6

The development proposals are illustrated on: RCo180 / Figure 03 / Proposed
Development and Mitigating Planting Scheme.

3.0

METHODOLOGY

3.1

Principles and Overview

3.1.1

This report has been prepared in accordance with the following guidance:
x Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) Third
Edition published by the Landscape Institute and Institute of
Environmental Management and Assessment in 2013;
x An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment published by Natural
England 2014;
x Photography and Photomontage in landscape and visual impact
assessment; Advice Note 01/11, Published by the Landscape Institute.

3.1.2

This Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal will follow the guidelines for
assessment as contained within GLVIA Third Edition.

3.1.3

The following Landscape Character Assessments and digital resources were
referred to - underlined text include a digital link to the original document:
x Natural England - National Character Areas Profile: 122 - High Weald
(2013);
x The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan
(2014-2019);
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Regional Landscape Character - Landscape Character Assessment of West
Sussex (2003): HW1 - High Weald;
District Landscape Character - A Landscape Character Assessment For Mid
Sussex (2005): High Weald;
MAGIC Interactive Map, Defra and Natural England.

3.1.4

The following planning documents were referred to:
x The National Planning Policy Framework;
x Mid Sussex District Council: Mid Sussex Local Plan 2004;

3.1.5

Within the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Third Edition) it
states: Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment is a tool used to identify and
assess the significance of, and the effects of change resulting from development on
both the landscape as an environmental resource in its own right and on people’s
views and visual amenity. This report will assess and describe these two elements
separately.

3.1.6

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Third edition) defines the
four essential components which should be included within a Landscape and Visual
Impact Appraisal (LVIA):
x Project Description;
x Baseline Studies;
x Mitigation;
x Identification and Description of Effects.

3.1.7

GLVIA3 recognises that professional judgement is a very important part of LVIA
and within the guidelines it states that: whilst there is some scope for quantitative
measurements of some relatively objective matters………. much of the assessment
must rely on qualitative judgements.

3.2

Baseline Studies

3.2.1

The initial step in LVIA is to establish the baseline landscape and visual conditions.
The landscape baseline aims to provide an understanding of the landscape context
of the area that may be affected; its constituent elements, character, condition
and value. The visual baseline aims to define the area where the development may
be visible, the nature of the views and the types of people who may experience the
views. The anticipated landscape and visual effects can then be assessed against
the existing baseline conditions.

3.2.2

The overall degree of landscape and visual effects can be predicted by making
judgements regarding two main components:
x The value and susceptibility of the visual and landscape receptors to
change (sensitivity);
x Nature of the effect likely to occur (magnitude of effect).
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3.2.3

Assessment of the above criteria is combined to allow the overall degree of
landscape and visual effects to be assessed and predicted.

3.3

Assessment of Landscape Effects

3.3.1

GVLIA 3 recommends that: An assessment of landscape effects deals with the
effects of change and development on landscape as a resource. The baseline
landscape is described by referring to existing landscape character assessments
and by a description of the proposed development site and the surrounding area:
Landscape is an area as perceived by people, whose character is the result of action
and interaction of natural and / or human factors.

3.3.2

Landscape character assessments identify and describe the physical influences
(geology, soils etc.), human influences (land use, management, etc.) and aesthetic
and perceptual qualities providing an overall character of the landscape. They also
classify the overall character, including any distinctive landscape types and the
particular combinations of aesthetic and perceptual qualities that make them
distinctive.

3.3.3

Development can give rise to a variety of landscape effects and can include:
x Change or loss of features and elements which contribute to the character
and distinctiveness of the landscape;
x Addition of new features / elements which influence or change the
existing landscape character;
x A combination of the above.

3.4

Sensitivity and Susceptibility to Change of Landscape
Receptors

3.4.1

Predicting the overall degree of landscape effects is based on an assessment of the
sensitivity of the landscape receptor combined with the magnitude of the effect.

3.4.2

Sensitivity of a landscape receptor is based on its susceptibility to the type of
change or development proposed combined with the value attached to the
landscape. Within GVLIA3 it states that sensitivity is; specific to the particular
project or development that is being proposed and to the location in question.
Sensitivity is judged on a scale of High, Medium or Low.
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Table 01: Criteria for Assessing Landscape Character / Receptor Sensitivity
High Sensitivity

Low Sensitivity

3.4.3

Landscapes which are:
x of national importance and which are particularly distinctive
with elements that are likely to be substantially changed by the
development proposals;
x assessed to be in good condition, intact and particularly
vulnerable to disturbance;
x valued and have little potential for replacement.
Landscapes which:
x either by designation or assessment have no value /
importance attached to the landscape area and/or features;
x have few features or qualities susceptible to change;
x have features which could be improved and enhanced;
x have good potential for replacement or substitution.

Susceptibility to change is expressed on a scale of High, Medium or Low and is an
assessment of the ability of the landscape receptor to accommodate the proposed
development or change without undue consequences for the maintenance of the
existing baseline conditions. Within GVLIA3 the guidelines state: It is possible for an
internationally, nationally, or locally important landscape to have relatively low
susceptibility to change resulting from the particular type of development in
question, by virtue of both the characteristics of the landscape and the nature of
the proposal.

Table 02: Criteria for Assessing Landscape Character / Receptor Susceptibility
High
x The landscape effects, as a consequence of the development
Susceptibility
would change the quality or condition of the overall character
of a landscape type / area;
x As a consequence of the development, the landscape effects
would alter or remove landscape elements or components,
change aesthetic or perceptual qualities important to that
landscape character or introduce new elements which would
be inappropriate to the existing landscape character;
x The development would be contrary to current landscape
planning policies and strategies relating to the landscape.
Low
x The changes as a consequence of the development proposals
Susceptibility
would not affect the existing character / quality / condition of
the existing landscape character;
x the aims of existing planning policies / strategies would not be
compromised by the proposed development;
x The development proposals would not remove or alter
landscape components / receptors which are important to the
existing landscape character or introduce new elements
incongruous to the existing landscape character.
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3.4.4

The value of the landscape is expressed on a scale of High, Medium or Low and is
defined by assessing the information which contributes to understanding
landscape:
x Information about areas recognised by statute such as National Parks,
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty etc;
x Information about Heritage Coasts, where relevant;
x Local planning documents for local landscape designations;
x Information on individual or groups of features such as conservation
areas, listed buildings, special historic or cultural sites;
x Art and literature identifying value attached to particular areas or views;
x Material on landscape of local or community interest.

3.4.5

The following factors can also contribute to understanding the value of landscape:
x Landscape quality (condition);
x Scenic quality;
x Rarity;
x Representativeness;
x Conservation interest;
x Recreation value;
x Perceptual aspects;
x Cultural Associations.

Table 03: Criteria for Assessing Landscape Value
High Value
Landscapes which:
x have existing, recognised national or local designations;
x are judged to have scenic / wildness / tranquil qualities;
x have cultural heritage features or cultural / artistic
associations;
x are not designated but which are assessed as being intact and
in good condition;
x are particularly representative of a typical landscape character;
x have specific landscape components which are identified as
being important to the landscape character.
Low Value
Landscapes where:
x the character is assessed to be in poor condition;
x key characteristics such as scenic quality / cultural heritage
features / wildness or tranquillity / rarity are absent;
x cultural / artistic associations are not in evidence.

3.5

Magnitude of Landscape Effects

3.5.1

GVLIA3 states: Each effect on landscape receptors is assessed in terms of size or
scale, geographical extent of the area influenced and its duration and reversibility.
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3.5.2

For the purposes of this report the magnitude of landscape effects in relation to
the size or scale of the change is expressed as major, moderate, minor, or none.
The size or scale of change in the landscape is judged in terms of:
x The extent of existing landscape components that will be lost;
x The degree to which perceptual or aesthetic aspects of the landscape are
changed - either by the removal or the addition of components;
x Whether the effect changes the key characteristics of the landscape
character.

3.5.3

The geographical extent over which the landscape would be changed is categorised
as:
x At the site level – within the development site itself;
x At the level of the immediate setting of the site;
x At the scale of the landscape type or character area within which the
proposal lies;
x On a larger scale – influencing several landscape types or character areas.

3.5.4

The duration and reversibility of the proposed development are separate but
linked. The duration of the proposed development would be considered in relation
to the expected life span of the scheme and is expressed as:
x Short term: zero – five years;
x Medium term: five – ten years;
x Long term: ten – thirty years;
x Permanent: greater than thirty years.

3.5.5

The reversibility of the scheme would consider the practicality of the change being
reversed within thirty years.

3.6

Assessment of Visual Effects

3.6.1

The assessment of visual effects describes the changes in the character of the
available views as a result of the development proposals and the change in visual
amenity available to visual receptors. Predicting the overall degree of visual effects
is based on an assessment of the sensitivity of the visual receptor combined with
the magnitude of effect.

3.6.2

Viewpoint locations are selected as objectively as possible with the aim of
providing a range of representational views which will demonstrate long-distance,
medium distance and near distance views (where possible and appropriate) of the
proposed development site.

3.7

Sensitivity and Susceptibility to Change of Visual Receptors

3.7.1

The sensitivity of visual receptors is dependent on location, importance of view
and expectation or activity of viewer. The overall sensitivity of a visual receptor is
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assessed by combining the susceptibility to change with the value of the view.
Overall sensitivity is expressed on a scale of High, Medium or Low.
Table 04: Criteria for Assessing Visual Sensitivity
High Sensitivity
x
Visual receptors in residential properties with open views of
the proposed development site;
High quality views experienced by many visual receptors;
x
x
A view which is valued nationally for its visual / scenic quality.
Low Sensitivity
x
A view of low importance or value with little scenic quality;
x
A view from a landscape which has little value and existing,
detracting features;
x
Glimpsed or intermittent views from highways;
x
A view available to few visual receptors.
3.7.2

For the purposes of this report the susceptibility to change is expressed as High,
Medium or Low. The visual receptors most susceptible to change and therefore
with a susceptibility to change likely to be High could be:
x Residents at home;
x Views experienced by many viewers;
x Recreational walkers whose attention or interest is likely to be focused on
landscape and the available views;
x Visitors to heritage assets where views form an important part of the
experience.

3.7.3

The susceptibility to change of visual receptors travelling on road, rail or other
transport routes would tend to fall into the Low / Medium category however if the
route were to feature recognised scenic views then High may be more appropriate.

3.7.4

Visual receptors likely to be less concerned with change and therefore with a
susceptibility to change assessed to be Low could include:
x People engaged in sport or external activities where views are less likely to
be appreciated;
x Intermittent or glimpsed views from transport routes;
x Workers where attention is likely to be focused on an activity not
connected with the surroundings.

3.7.5

Judgements on the value of the selected viewpoints are expressed as High,
Medium or Low and assessing the value attached to a view takes account of:
x The nature of the view eg a panoramic view of open countryside from an
elevated location as opposed to a constrained urban viewpoint;
x Recognition of the value of views eg. scenic viewpoints within Areas Of
outstanding Natural Beauty;
x Viewpoints where the views have been noted on maps, guidebooks,
websites etc.
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3.8

Magnitude of Visual Effects

3.8.1

Each of the visual effects identified is assessed with regard to size or scale,
geographical extent and where appropriate duration / reversibility:

3.8.2

The magnitude of visual effects in relation to the size or scale of the change is
expressed as major, moderate, minor, or none. The size or scale of change in the
view is judged in terms of:
x The degree of the loss or addition of features in the view;
x The extent of the changes in the view, including the proportion of the view
occupied by the proposed development;
x The degree of contrast or integration of the changes with the existing or
remaining landscape elements and characteristics;
x The nature of the view of the proposed development, whether full, partial
or glimpsed, or the relative amount of time over which it will be
experienced.

3.8.3

The geographical extent of the visual effects is concerned with an assessment of:
x the angle of the view;
x the distance involved;
x the extent of the area over which the change would be visible.

3.8.4

The duration and reversibility of the proposed development are separate but
linked. The duration of the development would be considered in relation to the
expected life span of the development scheme and is expressed as:
x Short term: zero – five years;
x Medium term: five – ten years;
x Long term: ten – thirty years;
x Permanent: greater than thirty years.

3.8.5

The reversibility of the scheme would consider the practicality of the change being
reversed within thirty years.

3.9

Overall Degree of Landscape and Visual Effects

3.9.1

The overall degree of landscape and visual effects are assessed by combining the
separate judgements of sensitivity and the magnitude of effects on landscape and
visual receptors. Table 05 defines and describes the range of landscape and visual
effects which can be expressed as adverse, beneficial or neutral.
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Table 05: Overall Degree of Landscape and Visual Effects: Definitions and Descriptions
NEUTRAL
No Change

Negligible

x No part of the development would be discernible;
x There would be no effect within the context of the existing
landscape;
x The development proposals would be appropriate to the existing
landscape scale, character, pattern and quality of the existing
landscape resource.
x Only a very small part of the development would be discernible;
There would be little effect within the context of existing
landscape character.

ADVERSE
Low / Slight

Moderate

Substantial

Severe

x The proposals would constitute only a minor component within
the existing landscape character;
x Awareness of the proposals would not have a marked effect upon
the existing landscape quality, pattern and landform.
The Proposals would:
x form a visible and recognisable new element within the existing
landscape;
x negatively affect the existing landscape character.
The proposals would:
x form a significant part of the existing landscape;
x be unable to be fully mitigated;
x substantially and negatively affect an existing high quality
landscape.
The proposals would:
x become a dominant feature within a high quality landscape;
x be entirely inappropriate to the existing landscape pattern, scale
and landform;
x permanently degrade or damage the existing landscape.

BENEFICIAL
Low / Slight

Moderate

The proposals would:
x improve the landscape quality and character;
x be appropriate to the landscape scale, quality and pattern;
x provide some restoration of lost or degraded landscape features.
The proposals would:
x Integrate very well within the existing landscape character;
x Improve the overall landscape quality through restoration of
missing or degraded landscape features due to other uses or
neglect.
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3.10

Field Survey Methodology and Viewpoint Images

3.10.1

The on-site survey visit was carried out by Andrew Ramsay BA (Hons) MALA CMLI
on the 23rd of June 2016 and was conducted from Public Rights of Way and Public
Highways surrounding the proposed development site area – weather conditions
were generally overcast with occasional brighter spells. It should be noted the site
survey was conducted during Summer when the vegetation was in leaf - views
would be more open during late Autumn, Winter and early Spring when deciduous
vegetation would be out of leaf.

3.10.2

The photographs were all taken with a Canon Power Shot G11 digital camera with
a 6.1 - 30.5 mm (35mm equivalent: 28-140mm) lens. The photographs were taken
on a standard setting approximately 1.5 - 1.7m above ground level.

3.10.3

Zone of Theoretical Visibility
The ZTV is the area from within which the proposed development is anticipated to
be visible. It is mapped by means of desktop research which is then refined and
clarified with on-site investigations – refer to: Section 7.4 Visual Effects and RCo180
/ Figure 01 / PROW and Viewpoint Locations.

4.0

PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

4.1

National Planning Policy Context

4.1.1

Ramsay & Co have undertaken a desk top study assessment of the relevant
planning policy designations and existing statutory landscape designations
surrounding the proposed development site area. This desktop study has been
undertaken at a national and local planning level.

4.1.2

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published by the Government
on 27th March 2012 and came into immediate effect. The NPPF has introduced a
presumption in favour of sustainable developments. The framework has
reaffirmed that planning applications should be determined in accordance with the
current Development Plan for the District unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework states the
following: At the heart of the planning system is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development which should be seen as a golden thread running through
both plan making and decision taking. Local planning authorities should plan
positively for new development and approve all individual proposals wherever
possible. Local planning authorities should:
x prepare Local Plans on the basis that objectively assessed development
needs should be met, and with sufficient flexibility to respond to rapid
shifts in demand or other economic changes;
x approve development proposals that accord with statutory plans without
delay.
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4.1.3

The NPPF promotes sustainable development through the enhancement and
protection of biodiversity and the conservation of landscape character within
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The framework also seeks to protect and
maintain Protected Species, valuable ecological habitats and the protection of
Heritage Assets. Local Planning Authorities are required to implement the policies
of the framework within the LPA Development Plans and development control
decision making process.

4.2

District Planning Policy

4.2.1

Ramsay & Co have undertaken a desk top study assessment of the relevant Mid
Sussex District Council (MSDC) Local Planning Policies and Statutory Landscape
Designations surrounding the proposed development site area. The relevant MSDC
and statutory planning policy designations are illustrated in: RCo180 / Figure 02 /
Landscape and Planning Policy Designations.

4.2.2

Local planning policies are contained within the Mid Sussex Local Plan which was
adopted on May 27th 2004 and is part of the development plan for Mid Sussex:
The Plan sets out policies and specific proposals for the development and use of
land to guide planning decisions. In September 2007 the Government Office for the
South East (GOSE) confirmed that the majority of policies within the adopted Mid
Sussex Local Plan have been saved. These policies have been saved indefinitely. In
practice this means that the majority of policies are saved until replaced by policies
within a future Development Plan Document, in which case the Development Plan
Document will clearly set out which Local Plan policies it replaces.

4.2.3

The new District Plan is due to be adopted in Winter 2016 and will be: the main
planning document used by the Council when considering planning applications. It
will cover the period to 2031 and includes the strategy, proposed level of
development and a number of planning policies.

4.2.4

Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy C1
The proposed development site lies outwith of any designated built up area and is
therefore designated in the Mid Sussex Local Plan as being covered by Policy C1:
Outside built-up area boundaries, as detailed on the Proposals and Inset Maps, the
remainder of the plan area is classified as a Countryside Area of Development
Restraint where the countryside will be protected for its own sake. Proposals for
development in the countryside, particularly that which would extend the built-up
area boundaries beyond those shown will be firmly resisted and restricted to:
(a) proposals reasonably necessary for the purposes of agriculture or forestry;
(b) proposals for new uses in rural buildings of a scale consistent with the
building’s location;
(c) in appropriate cases, proposals for the extraction of minerals or the
disposal of waste;
(d) in appropriate cases, proposals for quiet informal recreation and/or
tourism related developments;
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(e) proposals for facilities which are essential to meet the needs of local
communities, and which cannot be accommodated satisfactorily within the
built-up areas;
(f) proposals for which a specific policy reference is made elsewhere in this
Plan; and
(g) proposals which significantly contribute to a sense of local identity and
regional diversity.

4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy C4
The proposed development site lies within the High Weald Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty. Within the Local Plan it states: Within the Sussex Downs and High
Weald Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, as shown on the Proposals Map and
its Insets, the aim to conserve and enhance natural beauty is regarded as the
overall priority. Proposals for development will be subject to the most rigorous
examination and only those which comply with this aim will be permitted.
Development will not be permitted in the Sussex Downs and High Weald Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, unless:
(a) it is reasonably necessary for the purposes of agriculture or some other
use which has to be located in the countryside;
(b) it is essential for local social and / or economic needs; or
(c) it can be demonstrated that the development would be in the national
interest and that no suitable sites are available elsewhere.
In considering development proposals within or immediately adjacent to the
AONB, including those regarded as exceptions, particular attention will be
paid to the siting, scale, design, external materials and screening of new
buildings that are proposed in order to ensure that they enhance, and do not
detract from, the visual quality and essential characteristics of the area.
Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy C5
There are a number of areas surrounding the proposed development site which
have statutory designations. An area of woodland to the north-west of Jeffrey’s
Farm, Parson’s Wood is designated as Ancient Replanted Woodland. To the south
of the proposed development site area, Coneyborough Wood is also designated as
Ancient Woodland. The nearest Site of Special Scientific Interest is located
approximately 1.0km to the south and the southern end of an area designated as a
Site of Nature Conservation Importance lies approximately 1.4km to the north
west of the proposed development site area.
Within the Mid Sussex Local Plan it states: Proposals for development or changes of
use of management within Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Sites of Nature
Conservation Importance, Local Nature Reserves, Ancient Woodlands or to other
sites or areas identified as being of nature conservation or geological importance,
including wildlife corridors will be subject to rigorous examination, and only
permitted where the proposal, by virtue of design and layout, minimises the impact
on features of nature conservation importance. Proposals should take advantage of
opportunities for habitat creation wherever possible. The weight to be attached to
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nature conservation interests will reflect the relative significance of designations.
Special scrutiny will be applied to those sites which are statutorily designated.
4.2.8

4.2.9

4.2.10

4.2.11

4.2.12

4.2.13

Policy C6 also states: Development resulting in the loss of woodlands, hedgerows
and trees which are important in the landscape, or as natural habitats, or
historically, will be resisted.
Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy B10
Immediately to the north of the proposed development site area are Ludwell
Grange and Ludwell - both of which are listed by Historic England. To the east of
Jeffrey’s Farm and Sugar Lane: Boxes Farmhouse is also a listed building. Policy B10
states: Listed Buildings and their settings will be protected. Other than in
exceptional circumstances, the following will apply:…………..
(d) In considering new proposals, special regard will be given to protecting the
setting of a listed building and the use of appropriate designs and materials.
Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy B12 and B15
Approximately 280.0m to the east of the proposed development site lies an area
within Horsted Keynes which is designated as a Conservation Area. Within the
Local Plan Policy B12 states: The protection of the special character and
appearance of each Conservation Area will receive high priority. When determining
planning applications for development within or abutting the designated
Conservation Areas, special attention will be given to the desirability of preserving
or enhancing the character or appearance of the area and to safeguard the setting
of any Listed Building…………….
Policy B15 goes on to mention: Development affecting the setting of a
Conservation Area should be sympathetic to, and should not adversely affect its
character and appearance. In particular, attention will be paid to the protection or
enhancement of views into and out of a Conservation Area, including, where
appropriate, the retention of open spaces and trees.
Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy CS15
Jeffrey’s Farm lies approximately 370.0m to the south east of an area which is
designated as a floodplain. Within the Local Plan Policy RA5 states: Planning
permission will not be granted for development (including redevelopment and
intensification of existing development) in areas at risk of flooding or for land
raising within river floodplains unless environmentally acceptable flood mitigation
measures to protect the floodplain can be provided by the developer to compensate
for the impact of the development…….
Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy B18
The proposed development site lies approximately 1.4km to the south-east of an
area which is designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument. Within the Local Plan
it states: Sites of archaeological interest and their settings will be protected and
enhanced where possible. In particular, the fabric and setting of Scheduled Ancient
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Monuments and other nationally important archaeological sites should be
preserved intact.

4.2.14

Mid Sussex Local Plan: Policy R14
An area which is designated as the Bluebell Railway Extension lies approximately
1.37km from the proposed development site area. Within the Local Plan it states:
The line of the Bluebell Railway is shown on the Local Plan Proposals Maps and will
be safeguarded from any development which could prevent its completion.
Proposals for additional development associated with the Bluebell Railway will only
be permitted where the Local Planning Authority is satisfied that such development
would have no significant adverse impact on the environment such as through
visual intrusion, excessive traffic generation, noise and disturbance or loss of
amenity to neighbouring residential properties. Proposals for the opening or reopening of further stations or stopping places will be subject to particularly close
examination.

4.2.15

Policy HK3 goes on to state: Proposals for additional development associated with
the Bluebell Railway at Horsted Keynes will be permitted where the Council is
satisfied that such development would have no significant adverse impact on the
environment through visual intrusion, excessive traffic generation, noise and
disturbance or loss of amenity to neighbouring residential properties.

4.3

Local Planning Policy

4.3.1

Horsted Keynes Parish Council have recently produced a draft Neighbourhood
Plan which having undergone a period of public consultation was due to be
submitted to Mid Sussex District Council by the 15th of June 2016 for a further
period of consultation before being assessed by an independent examiner.

4.3.2

Draft Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan - Policy HK1: Built Up Area Boundary
The draft Neighbourhood Plan contains a number of policies which relate to the
proposed development site area. Policy HK1 states: New residential development
in Horsted Keynes parish shall be contained within the built-up area boundary of
Horsted Keynes village as identified on the Proposal Map.
Development proposals will be permitted within the built-up area boundary subject
to compliance with other policies in this Neighbourhood Plan.
Development proposals outside the built-up area boundary will not be permitted
unless:
x they represent development proposals on the site allocations, HK18 to
HK20; and
x they comply with Policy C1 of the Mid Sussex District Plan 2004; or
x they relate to necessary utilities infrastructure and where no reasonable
alternative location is available: or
x they comply with other policies in this Neighbourhood Plan in particular
those relating to dwelling extensions and business premises.
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Draft Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan - Policy HK7: Minimise the
Environmental Impact of New Developments
Policy HK7 states: New developments shall maximise the retention of wellestablished features of the landscape including mature trees, hedgerows and
ponds. Where the loss of such features cannot reasonably be avoided the
development shall include for their full replacement by similar or equivalent
features elsewhere on the site.
Draft Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan - Policy HK8: Protection and
Improvement of Natural Habitats
The Draft Neighbourhood Plan also makes provision for the protection and
improvement of natural habitats: New developments shall provide for the
protection and enhancement of existing habitats of any flora and fauna on the site.
Where damage to natural habitat cannot reasonably be avoided, measures shall be
taken which will ensure that damage is minimised and the habitat affected can
continue to thrive.
Where the destruction of natural habitat cannot reasonably be avoided, the
development shall provide suitable compensation measures that allow for the
creation of new habitats off-site.
Draft Horsted Keynes Neighbourhood Plan - Policy HK19: Land At Jeffrey’s Farm
Policy HK19 refers specifically to Jeffrey’s Farm: Residential development for
approximately 6 dwellings on 0.7 hectares of land at Jeffrey’s Farm will be
permitted subject to the following criteria:
x the development is on the land currently occupied by the farm buildings;
and
x the development is designed in a courtyard style or equivalent to ensure
that there is no potential to extend development further in the future; and
x suitable landscaping is provided to protect the views from the west.
National Planning Policy Framework: Public Rights Of Way
There are no Public Rights of Way (PROW) either within or adjacent to the
proposed development site area. The nearest designated Public Right of Way is a
Footpath which lies to the south-east of the proposed development site area and
runs east off Lewes Road along Hamsland. To the south of Jeffrey’s Farm, a PROW:
Footpath runs south off Treemans Road to the north of Old Keysford Hall before
turning through ninety degrees (to the north of Old Keysford Hall) and heading
west.
Public Rights of Way are indicated on RCo180 / Figure 01 / Viewpoint locations and
ZTV.
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5.0

EXISTING BASELINE CONDITIONS

5.1

Landscape Context

5.1.1

The residential scheme proposes a mix of residential dwellings including
apartments, bungalows, semi-detached dwellings and detached houses which
would be located to a field south of Keysford Lane to the north-western edge of
Horsted Keynes. Several residential units would replace dilapidated agricultural
buildings, barns and storage containers to the west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area. A
proposed access road would run west off Sugar Lane from a location slightly north
of Jefferies and head north before curving around to the western edge of the
Jeffrey’s Farm area.

5.1.2

Jeffrey’s Farm lies to the west of Horsted Keynes and comprises a number of
agricultural buildings (some of which are derelict and dilapidated), storage
containers and a farm house which was sold to a third party some years ago. The
farm is reached by means of a narrow access track off the northern end of
Treemans Road and is lined with mature trees and shrubs – to the south of the
track are several residential dwellings. Jeffrey’s Farm is currently home to a small
herd of beef cows but primarily produces and sells chicken eggs. The field to the
west of Sugar Lane and immediately south of Keysford Lane is currently given over
to equestrian grazing and there are two, small stable buildings.

5.1.3

To the eastern edge of the proposed development site lies Sugar Lane and to the
northern edge is Keysford Lane. Residential properties lie to the east of Sugar Lane
forming the western, urban edge of Horsted Keynes whilst the landscape to the
north of Keysford Lane is rural in character with woodland blocks and agricultural
fields. To the west are grassland fields which are delineated with hedgerows and
trees – a farm lies to the southern edge of Keysford Lane: Tyhurst.

5.1.4

To the south of Jeffrey’s Farm are agricultural fields and a large woodland block there are residential dwellings to the eastern and western edges of Treemans
Road.

5.2

Proposed Development Site: Baseline Topography

5.2.1

The proposed development site area is characterised by a gradual fall to the
northern boundary and Keysford Lane. To the east of Jeffrey’s Farm, a grassland
field extends to Sugar Lane and the levels gradually fall towards the vegetated
northern boundary - Sugar Lane (to the south and immediately north of Jefferies) is
of a similar level to the grassland field. Further east the topography over the urban
environment of Horsted Keynes is fairly even.
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5.2.2

To the south of the farm area, the topography is generally even with only minor
variations in levels although there is a distinct fall to the south west towards the
Bluebell Railway line.

5.2.3

To the west of the proposed development site area, the topography is more
undulating in nature and there is a fall to the Bluebell Railway line before the
topography rises again creating a valley.

5.2.4

To the north of Jeffrey’s Farm, there is a noticeable fall in levels towards the dense
tree belt which lies to the northern edge of the proposed development site area
(adjacent to Keysford Lane). This fall extends to Sugar Lane with an appreciable
climb heading south from the junction with Keysford Lane. Sugar Lane is also at a
lower level than the proposed development site area ie. in cutting with a steep
bank to part of the highway leading to dense woodland. Further north the
topography is more even.

5.3

Existing Vegetation

5.3.1

The proposed development site is characterised by mature trees and dense shrubs
to the field boundary edges. To the north-eastern boundary (adjacent to Sugar
Lane) is a dense belt of shrubs and trees some of which have developed into very
large and mature specimens. Further south (to the eastern boundary) are several
large and mature tree specimens with dense shrub and ruderal underplanting. To
the northern boundary is a dense strip of tree specimens which are a mix of
coniferous and deciduous species - an informal hedgerow (comprising mainly Hazel
and Holly) lies to the southern boundary of Keysford Lane.

5.3.2

To the western boundary is a hedgerow which has not been pruned and has
therefore developed into more of a small tree line. The farm area is delineated
with dense trees and shrubs which in part lie to the garden edge of the farmhouse.
There are also a number of trees within the farm area which are likely to have selfseeded – several lie in very close proximity to existing, agricultural buildings. Two
very large and mature Oaks lie in close proximity to an agricultural building to the
east of the farm area.

5.3.3

The access road to the southern boundary is edged with mature trees to the north
and a mix of dense shrubs and mature trees to the southern edge.

5.4

National Landscape Character: Natural England – National
Character Areas Profile (122): High Weald

5.4.1

The top tier of landscape character assessments is the National Countryside
Character assessment comprising of 8 Regional Volumes which are subdivided into
159 distinct, natural areas.
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5.4.2

The proposed development site lies within Volume 7: South East and London and is
located to the west of National Character Area Profile (122): High Weald which: ….
encompasses the ridged and faulted sandstone core of the Kent and Sussex Weald.
It is an area of ancient countryside and one of the best surviving medieval
landscapes in northern Europe. The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) covers 78 per cent of the NCA. The High Weald consists of a mixture
of fields, small woodlands and farmsteads connected by historic routeways, tracks
and paths. Wild flower meadows are now rare but prominent medieval patterns of
small pasture fields enclosed by thick hedgerows and shaws (narrow woodlands)
remain fundamental to the character of the landscape.

5.4.3

The relevant key characteristics of the NCA - High Weald - National Character Area
are summarised below (those particularly relevant to the site and surrounding area
are highlighted in bold):
x High density of extraction pits, quarries and ponds, in part a consequence
of diverse geology and highly variable soils over short distances;
x A dispersed settlement pattern of hamlets and scattered farmsteads and
medieval ridgetop villages founded on trade and non-agricultural rural
industries, with a dominance of timber- framed buildings with steep roofs
often hipped or half-hipped, and an extremely high survival rate of farm
buildings dating from the 17th century or earlier;
x Ancient routeways in the form of ridgetop roads and a dense system of
radiating droveways, often narrow, deeply sunken and edged with trees
and wild flower-rich verges and boundary banks. Church towers and spires
on the ridges are an important local landmark. There is a dense network
of small, narrow and winding lanes, often sunken and enclosed by high
hedgerows or woodland strips. The area includes several large towns
such as Tunbridge Wells, Crowborough, Battle and Heathfield and is
closely bordered by others such as Crawley, East Grinstead, Hastings and
Horsham;
x An intimate, hidden and small-scale landscape with glimpses of far
reaching views, giving a sense of remoteness and tranquillity yet
concealing the highest density of timber-framed buildings anywhere in
Europe amidst lanes and paths;
x Strong feeling of remoteness due to very rural, wooded character. A great
extent of interconnected ancient woods, steep-sided gill woodlands,
wooded heaths and shaws in generally small holdings with extensive
archaeology and evidence of long-term management;
x Extensive broadleaved woodland cover with a very high proportion of
ancient woodland with high forest, small woods and shaws, plus steep
valleys with gill woodland;
x Small and medium-sized irregularly shaped fields enclosed by a network
of hedgerows and wooded shaws, predominantly of medieval origin and
managed historically as a mosaic of small agricultural holdings typically
used for livestock grazing;
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A predominantly grassland agricultural landscape grazed mainly with
sheep and some cattle;
There is a strong influence of the Wealden iron industry which started in
Roman times, until coke fuel replaced wood and charcoal. There are
features such as a notably high number of small hammer ponds surviving
today.
An essentially medieval landscape reflected in the patterns of
settlement, fields and woodland.

5.5

The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Management Plan (2014-2019)

5.5.1

The proposed development site is located within the High Weald Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the High Weald AONB Management Plan
is the document in which the local authorities with land in the AONB set out: their
policy for the management of the area and for the carrying out of their functions in
relation to it. The plan states: The primary purpose of AONB designation is to
conserve and enhance natural beauty however In pursuing the primary purpose of
designation, account should be taken of the needs of agriculture, forestry, other
rural industries and of the economic and social needs of local communities.
Particular regard should be paid to promoting sustainable forms of social and
economic development that in themselves conserve and enhance the environment.

5.5.2

The management plan goes on to describe the High Weald as: a historic
countryside of rolling hills draped by small irregular fields, abundant woods and
hedges, scattered farmsteads and sunken lanes. It covers 1461 sq km across four
counties and 11 districts. The High Weald was designated an Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB) in 1983.

5.5.3

The document continues: Woodland is extensive covering nearly a third of the area
in an intricate network of small wooded shaws, pits and gills; farm woods and
larger wooded estates. Most of the woodland is ancient, managed in the past as
coppice and swept with bluebells and wood anemones in the spring but of the
mature oaks for which the Weald was once famous, few remain…….

5.5.4

The management plan identifies five main components which combine to create
the: distinctive pattern and form the fabric of the landscape we see today:
x Geology, landform, water systems and climate: Deeply incised, ridged
and faulted landform of clays and sandstone. The ridges tend east-west,
and from them spring numerous gill streams that form the headwaters of
rivers. Wide river valleys dominate the eastern part of the AONB. The
landform and water systems are subject to, and influence, a local variant
of the British sub-oceanic climate;
x Settlement: dispersed historic settlements of farmsteads and hamlets,
and late medieval villages founded on trade and non-agricultural rural
industries;
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Routeways: ancient routeways (now roads, tracks and paths) in the form
of ridge-top roads and a dense system of radiating droveways. These
routeways are often narrow, deeply sunken, and edged with trees,
hedges, wildflower-rich verges and boundary banks;
Woodlands: the great extent of ancient woods, gills, and shaws in small
holdings, the value of which is inextricably linked to long-term
management;
Field and Heath: small, irregularly shaped and productive fields often
bounded by (and forming a mosaic with) hedgerows and small
woodlands, and typically used for livestock grazing; small holdings; and a
non-dominant agriculture; within which can be found distinctive zones of
heaths and inned river valleys.

5.5.5

Within the management plan it states: The AONB Management Plan complements
but does not duplicate the development plans of constituent local planning
authorities. It does not itself propose policy to address development issues. Instead
it sets out a ‘criteria-based’ framework (the objectives and indicators of success for
conserving and enhancing natural beauty) against which the impact of
development on the purpose of designation can be assessed.

5.6

Regional Landscape Character: Landscape Character
Assessment of West Sussex (2003) – HW1: High Weald

5.6.1

In 2003, West Sussex County Council completed a landscape character assessment
which identified 42 no separate and unique landscape character areas. Land
Management Guidelines were produced for each area which were intended to
provide a resource for landowners, managers, district councils, parish, town and
borough councils, other organisations and members of the public…….

5.6.2

The proposed development site area lies within HW1: High Weald which is
described as being: The High Weald Forest Ridge within West Sussex. Numerous gill
streams have carved out a landscape of twisting ridges and secluded valleys. The
ancient, densely wooded landscape of the High Weald is seen to perfection in the
area……….

5.6.3

The key characteristics of HW1: High Weald landscape character area are
summarised below with those particularly relevant to the proposed development
site and surrounding area in bold:
x Plateau, ridges and deep, secluded valleys cut by gill streams. Headwater
drainage of the Rivers Eden, Medway, Ouse and Mole;
x Long views over the Low Weald to the downs, particularly from the high
Forest Ridge;
x Includes major reservoir at Ardingly and adjoins Weir Wood Reservoir.
x Significant woodland cover, a substantial portion of it ancient, and a
dense network of shaws, hedgerows and hedgerow trees;
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x Pattern of small, irregular-shaped assart fields, some larger fields and
small pockets of remnant heathland;
x Pockets of rich biodiversity concentrated in the valleys, heathland, and
woodland;
x Dense network of twisting, deep lanes, droveways, tracks and footpaths.
x Dispersed historic settlement pattern on high ridges, hilltops and high
ground, the principal settlements East Grinstead and some expanded and
smaller villages;
x Some busy lanes and roads including along the Crawley–East Grinstead
corridor;
x London to Brighton Railway Line crosses the area;
x Mill sites, hammer ponds and numerous fish and ornamental lakes and
ponds;
x Varied traditional rural buildings built with diverse materials including
timber-framing, Wealden stone and varieties of local brick and tile
hanging;
x Designed landscapes and exotic treescapes associated with large country
houses;
x Visitor attractions include Wakehurst Place, Nymans Gardens, the South
of England Showground and the Bluebell Line Steam Railway.

5.7

District Landscape Character - A Landscape Character
Assessment For Mid Sussex (2005): High Weald

5.7.1

In November 2005, Mid Sussex District Council published a district wide landscape
character assessment which was prepared: to help protect and enhance the
distinctive character of the District and to manage change. The proposed
development site lies within the Landscape Character Area 6 – High Weald which
covers approximately 11,408 hectares and is:….the largest Landscape Character
Area in Mid Sussex, contains the highest ground in the High Weald within West
Sussex and lies wholly within the District and the High Weald Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB)……..

5.7.2

Many of the key landscape characteristics identified within the Landscape
Character Assessment of West Sussex (2003) - HW1: High Weald are repeated
within the Mid Sussex - High Weald landscape character assessment. Additional
landscape characteristics which are relevant to the proposed development site and
surrounding area are summarised below (those applicable to the development site
are highlighted in bold):
x Wooded, confined rural landscape of intimacy and complexity,
perceived as attractive, locally secluded and tranquil;
x Significant woodland cover, a substantial portion of it ancient, including
some larger woods and a dense network of hedgerows and shaws,
creates a sense of enclosure, the valleys damp, deep and secluded.
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5.8

Proposed Development Site: Landscape Character

5.8.1

The proposed development site landscape features and components are illustrated
in Appendix A.

5.8.2

The proposed development site includes the western area of Jeffrey’s Farm and
two fields to the north and north-east of the farm area. Jeffrey’s Farm comprises a
number of low grade, agricultural buildings (some of which are in a state of
disrepair), barns, steel shipping containers and the farm house which was sold to a
third party some years ago and is therefore excluded from the proposed
development site area. The farm area is slightly chaotic in appearance with derelict
buildings, discarded machinery, parked vehicles, chicken wire fences and selfseeded trees combining to create an impression of visual disorder.

5.8.3

The fields to the north and north-east of Jeffrey’s Farm are characterised by dense
shrub and ruderal vegetation as well as trees (many of which are mature and large
specimens) which delineate the field edges. The proposed site area is edged by
Keysford Lane to the north and Sugar Lane to the east – the urban edge of Horsted
Keynes lies to the east of Sugar Lane. Tranquillity is intermittently affected by the
close proximity of traffic using the highways. The field immediately south of
Keysford Lane is largely given over to equestrian use and therefore it is likely the
grassland has little ecological value. Several residential dwellings are located to the
south of the narrow access road which leads off Treemans Road to Jeffrey’s Farm.

5.8.4

The proposed development site area is enclosed and small scale in character as a
result of the dense field edge vegetation, mature trees and urban, western edge of
Horsted Keynes. There are some very long distance views over existing trees to a
ridge line to the north. There is a prevailing urban element to the semi-rural
landscape character as a result of the close proximity to Horsted Keynes.

5.8.5

The main landscape receptors would be summarised by:
x Mature tree specimens and tree / shrub belts;
x Jeffrey’s Farm Area: Agricultural Buildings and Storage Containers;
x Equestrian outbuildings / Stables;
x Overhead Telephone Wires;
x Jeffrey’s Farm House;
x Horsted Keynes – urban edge;
x Highways: Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane.

5.9

Landscape Receptor Value

5.9.1

The aspects of the landscape which may be affected by the proposed residential
scheme were identified from existing landscape character assessments and the site
visit. The characteristics and guidelines within the landscape character
assessments were considered as indicators of aspects of the landscape important
to landscape character.
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5.9.2

The value of the landscape character and receptors are assessed below:
x The mature tree specimens and tree/ shrub belts to the field edge
boundaries are judged to be of High value, important to landscape
character and referred to within existing landscape character
assessments;
x The Jeffrey’s Farm area is assessed as being of Low value with agricultural
buildings which are in a state of disrepair and storage containers which
detract from the landscape and AONB setting;
x The overhead telephone wires and stables are assessed as being of Low
value making little contribution to landscape character;
x Jeffrey’s Farm House and garden area is assessed as being of Medium
value as although not listed it makes some contribution to landscape
character;
x Horsted Keynes urban edge is judged to have a Medium value as there is a
mix of newer, less attractive buildings (around Boxes Lane and Jefferies)
as well as some older buildings some of which are listed (to the northern
end of Sugar Lane);
x Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane are assessed as being of Medium value –
mentioned within existing landscape character assessments: ‘dense
network of small, narrow and winding lanes, often sunken and enclosed
by high hedgerows or woodland strips’;
x The proposed development site area is judged to be of Medium value as
although located within the High Weald AONB it is in close proximity to
two highways and Horsted Keynes urban edge is prominent. The farm
area comprises a number of low grade agricultural buildings some of
which are derelict and there are several elements which detract from the
landscape setting including stables, electric fencing, storage containers
and overhead telephone wires.

5.10

Visual Baseline: Potential Visual Receptors

5.10.1

5.10.2

Residential Receptors
To the east of the proposed development site is Sugar Lane which forms the
western edge of Horsted Keynes and there are a number of properties which lie to
the eastern edge of this highway. To the northern end of Sugar Lane, views of the
proposed development site area are limited by the dense tree and shrub belt
which lies to the western edge of Sugar Lane and south of Keysford Lane. Further
south, views of the southern field which forms the proposed development site
area (where the proposed access road and community building would be located)
are more open although mature trees limit perceptibility – there would be views of
the proposed access road entrance off Sugar Lane from residential properties to
the western end of Jefferies. Views from the properties to the south of the existing
Jeffrey’s Farm access track are limited by dense shrubs and mature trees.
Within the wider landscape, views of the proposed development site are
constrained by the dense vegetation which delineates the field edge boundaries.
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Views from Jeffrey’s Farm House would be limited by the dense and mature
vegetation which lies to the garden boundary.

5.10.3

5.10.4

5.10.5

Recreational Users
Views of the proposed development site area from locations to Public Rights of
Way are limited by the dense shrubs and mature tree specimens which lie to the
field edge boundaries.
Agricultural Workers
Any views of the proposed development site area from adjacent fields would also
be limited by the mature shrubs and trees which lie to the field boundaries –
partial views would be limited to gaps in the vegetation. There would be some
views from part of the field which lies immediately west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area.
Road Users
Views of the proposed development site area from locations to Keysford Lane and
Sugar Lane would be limited by the dense trees and shrubs which lie to the eastern
and northern boundaries of the proposed development site area. Occasional gaps
may allow fleeting, glimpsed views of the proposed development site area. Sugar
Lane and Keysford Lane do not have a dedicated pedestrian path / pavement
meaning pedestrian use is likely to be minimal. To the south of Sugar Lane, views
west to the southern field which forms the proposed development site area would
be slightly more open however mature trees and shrubs would limit the
perceptibility of the proposed access road and community building.

5.11

Visual Analysis: Representational Viewpoints

5.11.1

This section of the report provides an analysis of the existing visual condition. A
range of key viewpoints has been selected to demonstrate the views available of
the proposed development site area and also viewpoints which demonstrate a lack
of visibility due to the prevailing topography and/or intervening vegetation. Views
are shown in Appendix B: Viewpoint Photographs.

5.11.2

5.11.3

Viewpoint 01 – PROW: Footpath South of Bennetts Looking North
This viewpoint is located approximately 300.0m to the south of the proposed
development site area on a PROW: Footpath and looks north. To the right of the
image is a single storey, residential development: Bennetts which is located to the
south of a row of detached houses which lie to the western edge of Treemans
Road. To the north is a mature tree and shrub belt which lies to the field edge
boundary. There is a partial, long distance view of an agricultural building which is
located to the western edge of the Jeffrey’s Farm area – further north are limited
views of the topography as it rises in the distance.
Viewpoint 02 – PROW: Footpath Looking North
Viewpoint 02 looks north from a location to a PROW: Footpath which lies to the
south of a tree and shrub belt approximately 380.0m from the proposed
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development site. The viewpoint lies on an unmade farm track and Old Keysford
Hall lies to the south east. Views north are limited by the mature trees and shrubs
which are located to the field edge. Whilst there are clear views of the residential
dwellings which lie to the west of Treemans Road, the Jeffrey’s Farm area and
associated agricultural buildings are not perceptible in views from this location as a
result of intervening vegetation.

5.11.4

5.11.5

5.11.6

5.11.7

Viewpoint 03 – Keysford Lane Looking North-East
This viewpoint lies on a location to Keysford Lane adjacent to a residential
dwelling: High Beeches and the entrance to Woodsland Farm. The viewpoint is
located approximately 1.70km to the south-west of the proposed development site
area and the elevated location allows for panoramic views over the landscape to
the east. The view demonstrates the undulating, wooded nature of the landscape
and the long distance views which are available from elevated and isolated
locations. Tranquillity is intermittently affected by the close proximity of traffic to
Keysford Lane and there are partial, long distance views of isolated buildings within
the landscape. The perceptibility of the proposed development site area and
Jeffrey’s Farm is constrained by distance and intervening vegetation.
Viewpoint 04 – PROW: Footpath off Keysford Lane Looking East
Viewpoint 04 lies to the north of Keysford Lane approximately 850.0m from the
proposed development site area and looks east across the Bluebell Railway Line - a
bridge which crosses the railway track is partially visible to the centre of the image.
The proposed development site area is hidden from view in this location by a
combination of the rising topography and intervening, mature vegetation. To the
centre of the image, the PROW: Footpath (which also provides access to Nobles
Farmhouse to the north-west) is clearly visible heading south to Keysford Lane and
the dense woodland which lies to the southern edge of the highway is also
perceptible. The view demonstrates the undulating nature of the landscape to the
west of Hosted Keynes and the prevailing wooded character which limits views and
creates a strong sense of enclosure.
Viewpoint 05 – Private Farmland off Keysford Lane Looking East
This viewpoint lies approximately 90.0m from the western boundary of the
proposed development site and looks east across Keysford Lane. The location is on
private farmland close to a field opening to the north of Keysford Lane. The
proposed development site area is hidden in views due to the dense tree and
shrub belt which lies to the northern boundary of the proposed development site
area. To the left of the image, agricultural fields which lie to the north of Keysford
Lane are visible and there is a partial view of Ludwell Grange to the north east.
Viewpoint 06 – Junction of Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane Looking South
This viewpoint lies approximately 70.0m to the north of the proposed
development site area to the junction between Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane. The
view looks south and the perceptibility of the proposed site is constrained by the
large and mature trees which lie to the south of the junction. The viewpoint is
located to the northern edge of Horsted Keynes and has an urban character with a
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view of Ludwell Grange to the right of the image and the rooftops to properties
which lie to the east of Sugar Lane also partially visible. The northern end of Sugar
Lane is visible rising as it heads south to the eastern edge of the proposed
development site area.

5.11.8

5.11.9

Viewpoint 07 – Boxes Lane Looking West
Viewpoint 07 lies approximately 50.0m to the east of the proposed development
site area and looks west. The viewpoint is located to a slightly elevated location on
Boxes Lane – a cul-de-sac which runs east off Sugar Lane. The view demonstrates
the dense shrubs and mature trees which lie to the north-eastern edge of the
proposed development site area as well as the steep bank which lies to the
western edge of Sugar Lane which limits views west.
Viewpoint 08 – Jefferies Looking West
This viewpoint looks west from a location to the south of Viewpoints 06 and 07 and
lies on Jefferies which links Sugar Lane with Lewes Road. To the right of the image
is a partial view of a residential dwelling which lies to the east of Sugar Lane which
can be seen to the eastern edge of the proposed development site area. The
topography is more even in this view (to the south east of the proposed
development site area) and the large and mature trees which characterise the
western edge of Sugar Lane are visible adjacent to the highway. As with Viewpoints
06 and 07, the location of Viewpoint 08 to the western edge of Horsted Keynes is
urban in character with man-made components prominent in views.

Viewpoint 09 – Treemans Road Looking North
5.11.10 Viewpoint 09 lies to the south of the existing access to Jeffrey’s Farm and looks
north along Sugar Lane – the existing farm access can be seen to the centre of the
image. The view shows the residential properties which form part of the western,
urban edge of Horsted Keynes and to the left of the image is a hedgerow which lies
to the east of a dwelling which lies to the south of the farm access road. The view
demonstrates the dense vegetation which lies to the western edge of Sugar Lane
and to the south of the Jeffrey’s Farm access road. The field which forms the
southern part of the proposed development site area is partially visible through
gaps in the vegetation to the north of the farm access track.

6.0

MITIGATION AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS

6.1

Mitigation

6.1.1

The proposed development scheme would seek to retain and protect existing,
mature tree specimens and tree / shrub belts to the western, northern and eastern
boundaries of the proposed development site area. A number of self-seeded tree
specimens within the farm area would require removal due to very close proximity
to existing agricultural buildings which are proposed to be demolished. Limited
areas of shrubs and small trees to the boundary which separates the two fields
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would be removed as well as to the north-western edge of the Jeffrey’s Farm
House garden area.
6.1.2

To the south-eastern field boundary (adjacent to Sugar Lane), a limited section of
shrubs would be cleared to facilitate the proposed access road entrance. (For
details of the proposed tree protection measures refer to: RCo180 / 02a and 2b /
Tree Protection Drawings and accompanying Existing Tree Schedule).

6.1.3

The boundaries of the proposed residential development scheme would be
enhanced with native hedgerows and tree specimens which would soften and filter
near distance views from locations within the proposed development site area. To
the south east, the proposed access road would be enhanced with tree specimens
and a hedgerow to the proposed community building frontage.

6.1.4

Pedestrian paths to the north western, northern and southern edges would be
enhanced with native tree specimens. The existing small trees / shrubs to the
western boundary edge of the proposed development site area would be
enhanced with a 5.0m wide buffer of native understorey shrub planting and tree
specimens. To the north of the proposed residential dwellings, an extensive area of
native grassland and wildflowers would be established which would enhance the
development site biodiversity attracting invertebrates such as butterflies and bees.

6.1.5

For details of the scheme proposals refer to: RCo180 / Fig 03 / Proposed
Development and Mitigating Planting Scheme.

6.2

Potential Effects: Construction Phase

6.2.1

The potential construction phase activities would involve the demolition of several
Jeffrey’s Farm agricultural buildings, the construction of the proposed access road
and general works associated with the construction of the proposed community
building and residential dwellings– these activities would be regarded as short
term:
x Demolition of several Jeffrey’s Farm agricultural buildings;
x Construction of access road;
x Localised, general ground works;
x Delivery of building materials;
x General construction site activities.

6.3

Potential Effects: Post Construction

6.3.1

Following completion of the proposed development scheme, potential effects
would include views of the proposed residential dwellings, community building and
access road: effects would be permanent.
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7.0

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL EFFECTS

7.1

Landscape Effects

7.1.1

This section will deal with the potential effects of the proposed development
scheme on the landscape character and fabric of the development site and
surrounding area.

7.1.2

The proposed development site area comprises agricultural buildings and steel
shipping containers to the Jeffrey’s Farm area – some of which would be removed
to facilitate the construction of residential units. Limited areas of small trees and
shrubs which delineate pasture fields would be removed to enable the
construction of the access road and proposed residential units to the north and
north east of Jeffrey’s Farm.

7.1.3

A small area of shrubs to the western edge of Sugar Lane would be removed to
allow the access road entrance to be constructed however mature trees would be
retained and protected within the proposed development scheme. Several trees
within the Jeffrey’s Farm area would be removed due to close proximity to
buildings proposed to be demolished.

7.1.4

The shrub / tree belts to the western, northern and eastern edges of the proposed
development site area would be retained as would the mature tree specimens to
the eastern boundary adjacent to Sugar Lane. The mature tree specimens which
line the existing Jeffrey’s Farm access track would also be retained and protected
within the proposed development scheme.

7.1.5

7.1.6

Existing Landscape Receptors: Potential Effects
The existing landscape components which are important to the proposed
development site landscape character have been identified as follows:
x Mature tree specimens and tree/shrub belts;
x Jeffrey’s Farm Area: Agricultural Buildings and Storage Containers;
x Equestrian outbuildings / Stables;
x Overhead Telephone Wires;
x Jeffrey’s Farm House;
x Horsted Keynes – urban edge;
x Highways: Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane.
Landscape Character: Potential Effects
Landscape character is partly derived from the combination and pattern of
landscape elements within any view and therefore there is an overlap between
visual amenity and landscape character.
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Effects On The Landscape
Sensitivity
The sensitivity of the landscape receptors has been assessed as follows:
x Mature tree specimens and tree/shrub belts have been assessed as
having a high value. Susceptibility to change would be medium as the
majority of the existing trees and shrubs would be retained. The overall
sensitivity of the existing mature tree specimens and tree / shrub belts is
judged to be Medium;
x The Jeffrey’s Farm Area: Agricultural Buildings and Storage Containers
are assessed as being of low value being in a state of disrepair and
detracting from the landscape setting. There would be a low susceptibility
to change as some agricultural buildings would be retained to the east of
the farm area leading to a Low sensitivity overall;
x The Equestrian Outbuildings / Stables are judged to be of low value.
There would be a low susceptibility to change as the stables and equine
fencing detract from the landscape setting and a Low sensitivity overall;
x The Overhead Telephone Wires are also assessed as being of low value as
they detract from the landscape and AONB setting. The susceptibility to
change is judged to be low as they would be retained and therefore
sensitivity is assessed as being Low overall;
x Jeffrey’s Farm House: is judged to be of medium value as the isolated
dwelling makes some contribution to landscape character. Susceptibility
to change is judged to be medium due to the dense boundary vegetation
which surrounds the garden area - leading to a Medium sensitivity
overall;
x The Horsted Keynes – Urban Edge is assessed as being of medium value.
The susceptibility to change is judged to be medium as the proposed
access road would run off Sugar Lane - sensitivity is assessed as being
Medium;
x Highways: Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane are judged as being of medium
value. The proposed access road would be located off Sugar Lane and
therefore susceptibility to change is judged to be medium. The resulting
sensitivity would also be Medium;
x Proposed Development Site: Landscape character - value has been
assessed as being medium. Susceptibility to change is judged to be High
as the character of the two fields and farm area would permanently
change with the type of development proposed. The development site
landscape character is judged to have a High sensitivity overall.
Magnitude of Change: Construction Phase
During the construction phase of the proposed development scheme, there would
be short term effects in relation to the demolition of agricultural buildings, general
ground works and construction of the access road, community building and
residential units.
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Magnitude of Change: Completion of the Proposed Development Scheme
Following completion of the proposed scheme, effects would be permanent and
related to the perceptibility of the proposed access road, community building and
residential units.
Assessment of Landscape Effects
The proposed scheme would require the removal of several agricultural buildings
to the west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area as well as storage containers and self-seeded
trees. There would be limited removal of dense shrub areas to facilitate the
construction of the residential dwellings and access road.
Mature tree specimens and tree/shrub belts
The magnitude of change in relation to existing mature tree specimens and tree /
shrub belts is assessed as being Minor as the removal of existing vegetation would
be limited to self-seeded trees within the farm area and localised areas of dense
shrubs / small trees. There would be a Low / Slight Adverse overall degree of
landscape effect in relation to the mature tree specimens and tree / shrub belts as
a result of the proposed development scheme.
Jeffrey’s Farm Area - Agricultural Buildings and Storage Containers
Several agricultural buildings and shipping containers are proposed to be removed
to facilitate the proposed development. A number of the buildings are derelict and
the farm area is slightly chaotic in appearance. There would be a Moderate
magnitude of change in relation to the proposed removal of the agricultural
buildings and a permanent Low / Slight Beneficial overall degree of landscape
effect as the buildings and storage containers detract from the landscape and
AONB setting.
Equestrian Outbuildings / Stables
There would be a Minor magnitude of change in relation to the proposed removal
of the equestrian electric fencing and two stables. The outbuildings and fencing
detract from the landscape and AONB setting and therefore, there would be a
permanent Low / Slight Beneficial overall degree of landscape effect as a result of
their removal.
Overhead Telephone Wires
The overhead telephone wires are a man-made component which detracts from
the landscape setting. As they are proposed to be retained the magnitude of effect
would be None and there would be No Change in the overall degree of landscape
effect.
Jeffrey’s Farm House
The setting of Jeffrey’s Farm House would experience a short term Moderate
magnitude of change in relation to demolition and construction activities however
this would be set against the close proximity of everyday farming activities. There
would be a short term Moderate Adverse overall degree of landscape effect as a
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result of the proposed scheme and resulting impacts on tranquillity as well as the
removal of some shrub/small tree planting to the north-west of the garden area.

7.2.10

7.2.11

7.2.12

7.2.13

7.2.14

Horsted Keynes – Urban Edge
The setting of the residential dwellings which form the western, urban edge of
Horsted Keynes would experience a short term Moderate magnitude of change
due to the close proximity of the proposed development site area to the west of
Sugar Lane. There would be a short term Moderate Adverse overall degree of
landscape effect during the construction phase of the proposed scheme due to
construction deliveries to Sugar Lane and general development site activities.
Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane
There would be a short term, Minor magnitude of change in relation to the setting
of Sugar Lane and the construction of the entrance to the proposed access road
and a short term Low / Slight Adverse overall degree of landscape effect.
Proposed Development Site - Landscape Character (Construction Phase)
The magnitude of change in relation to landscape effects arising from the
proposed development scheme during the construction phase would be short term
and Major and limited to the immediate development site context. The overall
degree of landscape effect would be a short term Substantial Adverse as localised
demolition operations and general construction site activities would negatively
impact on the development site landscape character.
Proposed Development Site - Landscape Character (Post Construction)
Following completion of the proposed residential scheme the magnitude of change
is anticipated to be Major but would be limited to the immediate development site
context. The proposed development scheme would introduce a new access road
off Sugar Lane, a community building and residential units to the west and north of
the Jeffrey’s Farm area. Therefore, the overall degree of landscape effect following
completion of the scheme would be a permanent Substantial Adverse.
Conclusion
The proposed scheme would comprise 42 no. mixed residential units which would
be partly located to a green-field site to the north of Jeffrey’s Farm and to an area
west of the main farm area. A new access road would be constructed off Sugar
Lane from a location opposite and slightly north of Jefferies and a community
building is proposed to the north east of the farm – also to a grassland field. All the
mature trees which lie to the field edges are proposed to be retained with only
self-seeded trees which are in close proximity to agricultural buildings proposed to
be demolished to be removed. Limited areas of shrubs / small trees would also be
removed to facilitate the proposed development however an extensive soft
landscape scheme would incorporate native tree planting throughout the site as
well as hedgerows, understorey shrub planting areas and a native grassland and
wildflower meadow area.
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7.2.15

There would be short term and permanent adverse landscape effects as a result of
the proposed development scheme however the site is bordered to the east and
north with highways and adjacent to the western urban edge of Horsted Keynes.
Jeffrey’s Farm lies to the south and there are residential dwellings to the south of
the existing farm access track meaning there is an existing urban element to the
proposed site area character. The retained dense vegetation to the site boundaries
would mean adverse landscape character impacts would be limited to the
immediate development site area.

7.3

Statutory Landscape Designations

7.3.1

High Weald - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Jeffrey’s Farm and the proposed development site area lies within the High Weald
AONB and within the High Weald AONB Management Plan it states that looking
forward to 2024, the AONB should retain: its remarkable character and scenic
beauty. The farm area with its slightly dilapidated and chaotic appearance, the
overhead telephone lines and equestrian stables all detract from the setting of the
High Weald AONB.

7.3.2

The plan goes on to mention: In pursuing the primary purpose of designation,
account should be taken of the needs of agriculture, forestry, other rural industries
and of the economic and social needs of local communities. Within the: Role of the
AONB vision section of the plan, it mentions the need to take a: realistic and
practical view that faces up to the likely demographic changes that increase
demand for housing, lifestyle and technological changes, increase in traffic, climate
change, and the decline of traditional farm businesses as well as: protecting
biodiversity and improving the quality of the natural and historic environment.

7.3.3

The management plan identifies a number of objectives which have relevance to
the proposed scheme including:
x S2 Objective: To protect the historic pattern of settlement. Rationale: To
protect the distinctive character of towns, villages, hamlets and
farmsteads and to maintain the hinterlands and other relationships
(including separation) between such settlements that contribute to local
identity;.
x W1 Objective: To maintain existing extent of woodland and particularly
ancient woodland. Rationale: To maintain irreplaceable habitats for
biodiversity, to maintain a key component of the cultural landscape, and
to maintain contribution to carbon storage;
x FH2 Objective: To maintain the pattern of small irregularly shaped fields
bounded by hedgerows and woodlands. Rationale: To maintain fields
and field boundaries that form a part of the habitat mosaic of the High
Weald; and to maintain this key component of what is a rare UK survival
of an essentially medieval landscape;
x FH3 Objective: To enhance the ecological function of field and heath as
part of the complex mosaic of High Weald habitats. Rationale: To
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improve the condition, landscape permeability and connectivity of fields
and heaths and their associated and interrelated habitats (such as
hedges, woodlands, ditches, ponds and water systems) for wildlife.
7.3.4

Whilst the proposed scheme lies partly to a green field site it is also adjacent to the
western edge of Horsted Keynes and is edged by Keysford Lane to the north and
Sugar Lane to the east. The Jeffrey’s Farm area and several residential dwellings
are located to the southern edge. Therefore, the proposed development site has a
existing urban element to its character.

7.3.5

The retained boundary vegetation would be enhanced with additional native shrub
planting areas and trees which would reinforce the existing vegetation as well as
providing succession tree specimens. The existing field patterns would be largely
maintained with retained trees and shrub belts. The proposed residential
development would incorporate native species hedgerows, tree specimens and a
grassland and wildflower meadow area which would enhance the proposed
development site biodiversity and create a new habitat area.

7.3.6

Whilst the proposed scheme would result in the loss of some limited shrub
planting areas and part of a grassland field, it would provide a mix of much needed
housing as well as allowing farming activity to continue – albeit on a reduced scale.

7.3.7

Ancient Woodland
Parson’s Wood to the north west of the proposed development site area is
designated as Ancient Replanted Woodland and Coneyborough Wood to the south
is designated as Ancient Woodland. The distance between the designated areas
and the proposed development site as well as intervening landscape features
(Keysford Lane to the north and residential dwellings to the southern edge of the
Jeffrey’s Farm access track) mean the setting of the designated woodland would be
unaffected by the proposed residential scheme.

7.4

Visual Effects: Extent of Visibility - Zone of Theoretical
Visibility (ZTV)

7.4.1

The Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) illustrating the anticipated perceptibility of
the proposed development scheme has been assessed by means of a desktop
survey which was then refined with a site visit. The ZTV is illustrated on: RCo180 /
Figure 01 / Viewpoint Locations and ZTV.

7.4.2

The existing field edge vegetation constrains views of the proposed development
site area from locations to the surrounding urban and semi-rural landscape. To the
northern boundary, a belt of coniferous and deciduous trees as well as dense
shrubs to the southern edge of Keysford Lane limit views from locations to the
highway and open fields further north. There are some, very long distance views
from elevated locations to the north of the proposed development site area over
the top of the boundary trees.
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7.4.3

To the north-east, the tree and shrub belt to the western edge of Sugar Lane, limits
and constrains views from locations to Sugar Lane and the residential properties to
the eastern edge of the highway. There are partial views from locations to the
southern end of Sugar Lane to the field which is proposed to be given over as a
community space – however mature trees and shrubs to the western edge of the
highway limit views west. Residential dwellings constrain views further east of
Sugar Lane from locations within the urban environment of Horsted Keynes.

7.4.4

To the south, mature trees and dense shrubs to the southern edge of the Jeffrey’s
Farm access track constrain the Zone of Theoretical visibility. To the south west, a
gap in the boundary vegetation allows views from locations to part of an open
agricultural field. To the west and north-west, views from Keysford Lane and
locations to the north of the highway would be limited by intervening vegetation
to the highway edge and development site boundaries.

7.4.5

The undulating nature of the landscape to the north, west and south of Jeffrey’s
Farm as well as the wooded character means views are generally constrained
however, there are occasional long distance views from elevated and isolated
locations to the north and south west.

7.5

Visual Effects: Viewpoints and Visual Receptors

7.5.1

The viewpoint photographs are shown in Appendix B: Viewpoint Photographs.

7.5.2

7.5.3

7.5.4

Viewpoint 01 - PROW: Footpath South of Bennetts Looking North
This viewpoint is located to the west of Treemans Road and south of Jeffrey’s
Farm. The view looks north and to the right of the image is a clear view of Bennetts
– one of several, detached residential dwellings which lie to the east and west of
Treemans Road south of Horsted Keynes. This view is representative of
recreational walkers who would be anticipated as having a high susceptibility to
change - value is assessed as being high as the location is within the AONB and
there are partial, long distance views of elevated locations to the north - the
resulting sensitivity is judged to be High. Intervening vegetation constrains the
visibility of the proposed development site area and therefore the magnitude of
effect is assessed as being Minor.
There would be a Negligible Neutral overall degree of visual effect as a result of
the proposed development scheme. Any views of residential dwellings would be
limited by intervening vegetation which would be enhanced with additional tree
specimens to the southern edge of the proposed development site area.
Viewpoint 02 - PROW: Footpath Looking North
Viewpoint 02 looks north from a location to a PROW: Footpath to the north-west
of Old Keysford Hall. The viewpoint lies to an unmade farm track and the near
proximity of mature trees and dense shrubs mean views north are limited although
residential dwellings which lie to the west of Treemans Road are visible to the edge
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of a grassland field. Value is assessed as being medium as although the viewpoint is
located within the AONB, views are limited and modern residential dwellings are
visible in mid-distance views. The viewpoint would be representative of
recreational walkers and therefore susceptibility to change is high with the
resulting sensitivity judged also to be High. The magnitude of effect would be
None as the Jeffrey’s Farm area and proposed development site are not
perceptible in views from this location.
7.5.5

7.5.6

7.5.7

7.5.8

7.5.9

There would be No Change in the overall degree of visual effect as a result of the
proposed development scheme as dense, intervening vegetation constrains the
visibility of the proposed site in views from this location.
Viewpoint 03 - Keysford Lane Looking North-East
This viewpoint is located to Keysford Lane adjacent to a residential dwelling: High
Beeches and is included as an example of the long distance views which are
available to the south-west of Horsted Keynes. The elevated location allows for
panoramic views across the landscape and would be representative of road users
and residents of High Beeches - residents would be anticipated as having a high
susceptibility to change. Value is also assessed as high due to the scenic quality and
AONB designation - the resulting sensitivity is judged to be High. The magnitude of
effect would be Minor due to the nature of the long distance views and
intervening vegetation which limits the visibility of the proposed development site
area.
The perceptibility of the proposed development site area is constrained by a
combination of long distance and intervening trees and shrubs, therefore the
anticipated overall visual effect would be Negligible Neutral.
Viewpoint 04 – PROW: Footpath off Keysford Lane Looking East
Viewpoint 04 is located to a PROW: Footpath which runs north off Keysford Lane
to the west of the Bluebell Railway line. The combination of the rising topography
and trees to the southern edge of Keysford Lane mean views east are very
constrained. The value of this view is judged to be medium as although the
viewpoint lies within the High Weald AONB it is not particularly representative of
the designation with limited scenic quality. This viewpoint would be representative
of recreational walkers who would be anticipated to have a high susceptibility to
change - the resulting sensitivity is judged to be High. The magnitude of effect
would be None as there are no views of the proposed development site area from
this location.
There would be No Change in the overall degree of visual effect as views of
Jeffrey’s Farm and the proposed development site area are constrained and
limited by intervening vegetation and topography.
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Viewpoint 05 – Private Farmland off Keysford Lane Looking East
Viewpoint 05 is located to private farmland adjacent to Keysford Lane and looks
east towards the north-western boundary of the proposed development site area.
This view would be representative of agricultural workers who would be
anticipated as having a low-medium susceptibility to change. Value is judged to be
medium as although the location is within the High Weald AONB, the close
proximity of Keysford Lane and overhead power lines means the view is not
particularly representative of the designation. The resulting sensitivity is assessed
as being Medium. The magnitude of effect would be None as the proposed
development site is not perceptible in views from this location.
There would be No Change in the overall degree of visual effect as the proposed
development site and Jeffrey’s Farm area are not visible in views from this location
due to intervening vegetation to the edge of Keysford Lane.
Viewpoint 06 – Junction of Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane Looking South
This viewpoint is located to the junction of Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane to the
north-east of the proposed development site area. The highways and residential
dwellings mean there is a distinct urban character to this location to the northwest of Horsted Keynes. The view would be representative of road users and
residents to nearby properties – residents would be anticipated to have a high
susceptibility to change. The view south is constrained by mature trees and there
are a number of man-made components including telegraph poles and signage although Horsted Keynes is located within the High Weald AONB value is
considered to be medium with the resulting sensitivity judged to be High overall.
The magnitude of effect is anticipated to be Minor as views of the proposed
development site area would be limited by the mature trees to the southern edge
of the junction.
There would be a Negligible Neutral overall degree of visual effect as mature trees
to the north-east of the proposed development site area (which are proposed to
be retained and enhanced with additional tree specimens) would limit the
perceptibility of the proposed residential scheme.
Viewpoint 07 – Boxes Lane Looking West
Viewpoint 07 lies to the east of the proposed development site area to Boxes Lane
which runs off Sugar Lane. The view shows the existing mature trees and dense
shrub planting to the western edge of Sugar Lane which limits the visibility of the
proposed development site. This view would be representative of road users and
residents to nearby properties to the north and south of this location – residents
are likely to have a high susceptibility to change. The constrained nature of this
view means despite its location within the High Weald AONB value is assessed as
being medium - sensitivity is judged to be High. The magnitude of effect is
anticipated to be Minor as the dense tree and shrub belt to the eastern boundary
of the proposed development site would limit views of the proposed residential
scheme.
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The proposed development would result in a Negligible Neutral overall degree of
visual effect as the tree and shrub belt to the western edge of Sugar Lane is
proposed to be retained and enhanced with additional tree planting to the east of
the proposed development site area. This would constrain views of the proposed
development from this location and Sugar Lane.
Viewpoint 08 – Jefferies Looking West
This viewpoint lies to Jefferies and looks west over Sugar Lane towards the eastern
edge of the field which is proposed to be used as a community open space. The
view shows the mature trees and dense shrubs which lie adjacent to Sugar Lane
which limit views west. This view would be representative of road users (Sugar
Lane and Jefferies) and residents to the properties which lie to the western end of
Jefferies – residents would be anticipated to have a high susceptibility to change.
Despite the location being within the High Weald AONB, the highways and
residential dwelling means value is assessed as being medium - sensitivity is judged
to be High. The magnitude of effect is anticipated to be Moderate as the proposed
access road and community building would be perceptible in views from this
location.
A limited section of shrub planting to the edge of Sugar Lane would be removed to
facilitate the construction of the proposed entrance of the new access road. The
retained trees and proposed tree and hedgerow planting would filter views of the
access road and community building however they would still be new components
within this view and therefore, there would be a Moderate Adverse overall degree
of visual effect.
Viewpoint 09 – Treemans Road Looking North
Viewpoint 09 looks north up Sugar Lane and is located to Treemans Road which
lies to the south of Sugar Lane. The existing trees to the edges of Sugar Lane and
the Jeffrey’s Farm access track mean views to the proposed development site area
are limited. This view would be representative of road users who would be
anticipated as having a low susceptibility to change, value is judged to be medium
as AONB status notwithstanding the view is urban in character with modern
dwellings and Sugar Lane prominent. The resulting sensitivity is assessed to be
Medium overall. The magnitude of effect is anticipated to be Minor as the existing
trees and shrubs limit views of the proposed development site area.
Any partial views of the community building proposed to the eastern edge of the
proposed development site area and access road would be viewed within the
context of the existing residential dwellings and Sugar Lane. The existing trees to
the edge of Sugar Lane and to the Jeffrey’s Farm access road would be retained
and additional tree and hedgerow planting is proposed to the edges of the new
access road. Therefore, there would be a Low / Slight Adverse overall degree of
visual effect as a result of the proposed development scheme.
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8.0

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

8.1

Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV)

8.1.1

The proposed development site is located to the western edge of Horsted Keynes
and benefits from mature tree and dense shrub planting to the boundaries. All the
existing boundary vegetation, with the exception of limited areas of shrubs and
self-seeded trees (within the existing farmyard area) are proposed to be retained.
A comprehensive soft landscape scheme would seek to reinforce the existing
boundary planting with native shrub, hedgerow and tree planting.

8.1.2

To the north, the ZTV boundary is constrained by the dense coniferous and
deciduous tree belt which lies to the southern edge of Keysford Lane which limits
views south from Keysford Lane and fields further north. There are some very long
distance views of a limited area of the proposed development site from elevated
locations to the north of Horsted Keynes. To the east, the ZTV is defined by the
mature trees and shrubs which lie to the western edge of Sugar Lane as well as the
urban, western edge of Horsted Keynes.

8.1.3

To the south the ZTV is constrained by the mature trees which lie to the edges of
the existing Jeffrey’s Farm access track. Further west to the southern edge, mature
trees and shrubs would be reinforced with additional tree specimens which would
limit the perceptibility of the proposed residential scheme in views from locations
to an agricultural field to the south.

8.1.4

To the south-west and west, the existing boundary planting is proposed to be
reinforced with a 5.0m wide buffer of native trees and shrubs which would
enhance the existing vegetation and limit views from agricultural fields to the west.

8.2

Mitigation

8.2.1

The proposed development site benefits from mature tree and shrub planting to
the boundaries and with the exception of limited areas of boundary shrub planting
and self-seeded tree specimens to the west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area, the
boundary vegetation would be retained and protected. To the north, the existing
tree and shrub belt would be reinforced with additional, native tree planting to the
edge of a pedestrian path. To the east, the existing mature trees and shrubs to the
edge of Sugar Lane would be reinforced with tree specimens to the edge of the
residential garden areas.

8.2.2

To the west, the existing shrub/small tree planting to the boundary would be
enhanced with a 5.0m wide ‘green’ buffer of native trees and shrubs. The south
western boundary would also benefit from tree planting which would reinforce the
existing retained, vegetation.
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8.2.3

Within the proposed development site area, the garden boundaries would be
enhanced with native hedgerows and hedgerow trees. The main access road and
pedestrian paths would also be edged with native hedgerow and tree planting. A
native wildflower and grassland meadow area is proposed to the north of the
proposed residential development which would enhance the existing biodiversity attracting invertebrates such as bees and butterflies.

8.3

Landscape Effects

8.3.1

The overall degree of landscape effects with regard to the proposed development
are summarised below in Table 06.

Table 06 Anticipated Overall Degree of Landscape Effects (Landscape Character /
Landscape Components)
Landscape Receptors

Sensitivity
Medium

Magnitude
of Effect
Minor

Overall Degree of
Landscape Effect
Low / Slight
Adverse

Mature tree specimens and
tree/shrub belts
The Jeffrey’s Farm Area: Agricultural
Buildings and Storage Containers
Equestrian Outbuildings / Stables

Low

Moderate

Low

Minor

Overhead Telephone Wires
Jeffrey’s Farm House

Low
Medium

Horsted Keynes – Urban Edge

Medium

Highways: Sugar Lane and Keysford
Lane
Proposed Development Site:
Landscape character (Construction
Phase)
Proposed Development Site:
Landscape character (Post
Construction)

Medium
High

None
Short term
Moderate
Short term
Moderate
Short Term
Minor
Major

Low / Slight
Beneficial
Low / Slight
Beneficial
No Change
Short Term
Moderate Adverse
Short Term
Moderate Adverse
Short Term
Low/Slight Adverse
Short term
Substantial Adverse

High

Major

8.3.2

Permanent
Substantial Adverse

The proposed scheme would seek to construct 42 housing units of varying types to
the west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area and to a pasture field to the south of Keysford
Lane, Horsted Keynes. An access road and community building is proposed to a
field to the north east of the farm area (to the west of Sugar Lane). The existing
vegetation would be retained with the exception of several self-seeded trees to
the farm area and limited areas of dense shrub planting. A comprehensive soft
landscape scheme would enhance and reinforce the existing boundary vegetation
with native hedgerow, understorey shrub planting areas and tree specimens. A
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native wildflower and grassland meadow is proposed to the open area to the north
of the residential dwellings.
8.3.3

The existing mature tree specimens and tree/shrub belts are proposed to be
largely retained and protected with only limited shrub planting areas and trees
which are in close proximity to existing farm buildings proposed to be removed.
Therefore, there would be a Low / Slight Adverse overall degree of landscape
effect in relation to the existing mature tree specimens and tree/shrub belts as a
result of the proposed residential scheme.

8.3.4

The removal of several agricultural buildings (some of which are derelict) and
storage containers would mean there would be a Low / Slight Beneficial overall
degree of landscape effect as they detract from the landscape setting and AONB
designation.

8.3.5

The equestrian fencing and stables / outbuildings detract from the landscape
setting and therefore their removal would result in a Low / Slight Beneficial overall
degree of landscape effect.

8.3.6

The overhead telephone wires are a visible, man-made component which detracts
from landscape character however there would be No Change in the overall
degree of landscape effect as the overhead wires are to be retained.

8.3.7

There would be a short term Moderate Adverse overall degree of landscape effect
on the setting of Jeffrey’s Farm House as a result of construction site activities and
deliveries.

8.3.8

Sugar Lane forms the western edge of Horsted Keynes with a number of residential
properties to the eastern edge of the highway. There would be a short term
Moderate Adverse overall degree of landscape effect on the setting of the Horsted
Keynes urban edge as a result of deliveries and general construction site
operations.

8.3.9

Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane lie to the northern and eastern boundaries of the
proposed development site area respectively. There would be a short term Low /
Slight Adverse overall degree of landscape effect as a result of construction site
deliveries and the construction of the entrance to the new access road.

8.3.10

The proposed residential scheme is anticipated to have a short term Substantial
Adverse overall degree of landscape effect on the proposed development site
landscape character as a result of demolition activities, ground work operations
and general construction site activities. Following completion of the scheme, the
overall degree of landscape effect would be permanent and Substantial Adverse as
the bulk of the residential dwellings, the community building and associated access
road would be new, man-made components within two agricultural fields to the
west of Horsted Keynes.
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8.3.11

Whilst short and long-term adverse development site landscape character impacts
are anticipated, they would be limited to the immediate development site context
due to the enclosed character of the site. The retained development site boundary
planting would be reinforced with native trees, hedgerows and shrubs - enhancing
the development site ecology and biodiversity.

8.4

Visual Effects

8.4.1

The overall degree of visual effect in relation to the proposed development and
the selected representational viewpoints is summarised below in Table 07.

Table 07 Anticipated Overall Degree of Visual Effect
Viewpoint

Sensitivity
High

Magnitude
Of Effect
Minor

Overall Degree of Visual
Effect
Negligible Neutral

Viewpoint 01 - PROW: Footpath
South of Bennetts Looking North
Viewpoint 02 - PROW: Footpath
Looking North

High

None

No Change

Viewpoint 03 - Keysford Lane
Looking North-East

High

Minor

Negligible Neutral

Viewpoint 04 – PROW: Footpath
off Keysford Lane Looking East
Viewpoint 05 – Private Farmland
off Keysford Lane Looking East

High

None

No Change

Medium

None

No Change

Viewpoint 06 – Junction of Sugar
Lane and Keysford Lane Looking
South
Viewpoint 07 – Boxes Lane
Looking West
Viewpoint 08 – Jefferies Looking
West
Viewpoint 09 – Treemans Road
Looking North

High

Minor

Negligible Neutral

High

Minor

Negligible Neutral

High

Moderate

Moderate Adverse

Medium

Minor

Low / Slight Adverse

8.5
8.5.1

Visual Receptors
Residential
The nearest residential dwelling to the proposed development site area is Jeffrey’s
Farmhouse which lies to the north and east of the farm area within a moderately
sized garden. It is likely the existing farm buildings would be visible in views from
the dwelling and garden area and the proposed development scheme would seek
to retain as much of the boundary trees and shrubs as possible which would be
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enhanced with additional tree specimens to the boundaries. There would be
partial views of some proposed residential dwellings to the west and north-west,
therefore it is anticipated there would be a Moderate Adverse overall degree of
visual effect in views from Jeffrey’s Farm House and garden area. The visibility of
proposed new buildings would be viewed within the context of existing farm
buildings and the perceptibility of residential buildings would be expected to
decrease as the planting to the boundaries matured.
8.5.2

There would be partial views from residential properties to the western end of
Jefferies (Viewpoint 08) of the access road entrance and community building
however existing, retained tree specimens and proposed hedgerow and tree
planting would filter and soften views west and north-west. There would be a
Moderate Adverse overall degree of visual effect as a result of the proposed
scheme in views from the properties to the west of Jefferies.

8.5.3

A long distance view from a location close to a property to the southwest of the
proposed development site area (High Beeches) off Keysford Lane (Viewpoint 03)
has been assessed as having a Negligible Neutral overall degree of visual effect. A
view from Boxes Lane to the east of the proposed development site area
(Viewpoint 07) has also been assessed as having a Negligible Neutral overall
degree of visual effect.

8.5.4

8.5.5

8.5.6

8.5.7

Recreational Users
Whilst there are no Public Rights of Way either within or adjacent to the proposed
development site area, there are designated bridleways and footpaths to the
surrounding area. To the south of the proposed development site area, a PROW:
Footpath runs off Treemans Road immediately south of a row of residential
dwellings however intervening vegetation limits views to Jeffrey’s Farm and the
proposed development site area. Viewpoint 01 to the south of Bennetts has been
assessed as having a Negligible Neutral overall degree of visual effect. There
would be No Change in the overall degree of visual effect in views from Viewpoint
02 (to the north-west of Old Keysford Hall).
To the west of the proposed development site, a PROW: Footpath runs north off
Keysford Lane adjacent to the Bluebell Railway line. Viewpoint 04 would have No
Change in the overall degree of visual effect due to the rising topography and
intervening mature vegetation.
Road Users
Views south to the development site area from a location to the junction of
Keysford Lane and Sugar Lane (Viewpoint 06) are limited by mature trees and
shrubs - therefore, the overall degree of visual effect is anticipated to be Negligible
Neutral.
To the south of the Jeffrey’s Farm access road, a location to the northern end of
Treemans Road (Viewpoint 09) is assessed as having a Low / Slight Adverse overall
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degree of visual effect as existing and proposed vegetation would soften and filter
views north-west to the proposed development site area.

8.5.8

Agricultural Workers
The existing vegetation and proposed reinforcing boundary planting would limit
and constrain views from agricultural fields to the north, north-west and south of
the proposed development site area. The proposed development would be
partially visible from locations to an open agricultural field to the west of Jeffrey’s
Farm. A proposed 5.0m wide buffer of tree and shrub planting would soften and
filter any views of the proposed dwellings which would be within the context of
the existing farm buildings.

8.5.9

To the north of the proposed development site area, a location to the north of
Keysford Lane (Viewpoint 05) to the edge of an agricultural field has been assessed
as having No Change in the overall degree of Visual effect as intervening trees limit
views of the proposed development site area.

8.6

Conclusions

8.6.1

Jeffrey’s Farm is a small, commercial egg producing business which lies to the west
of Horsted Keynes. The proposed development scheme would seek to construct a
total of 42 no. mixed, housing units to a field which lies to the south of Keysford
Lane and west of Sugar Lane. In addition, several dwellings would be located to the
west of the Jeffrey’s Farm area resulting in the removal of a number of agricultural
buildings and storage containers. A community building and access road are
proposed to a field to the north-east of the farm area and pedestrian paths would
provide links from the proposed development to Sugar Lane and the village
beyond.

8.6.2

The proposed development site benefits from dense shrub and ruderal planting to
the boundaries as well as numerous trees – some of which are large and mature
specimens. The proposed scheme would seek to retain the existing boundary
planting wherever possible – maintaining the existing field patterns. A
comprehensive soft landscape scheme would reinforce the existing boundary
planting with native understorey shrub planting areas and tree specimens. The
residential garden areas, access road and pedestrian paths would be enhanced
with native hedgerows and tree specimens – a native wildflower and grassland
meadow area is proposed to the north of the proposed development.

8.6.3

As the proposed residential scheme would introduce residential dwellings, a
community building and access road to two agricultural fields, it is inevitable there
would be adverse landscape character effects. However, negative impacts would
be limited to the immediate context of the proposed development site due to the
retained field edge vegetation which is proposed to be enhanced with additional
planting.
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8.6.4

There is also an existing urban element to the landscape character with residential
properties to the south and east as well as Sugar Lane and Keysford Lane to the
eastern and northern boundaries respectively – overhead telephone wires running
across the proposed development site area are also prominent in views. A number
of visually intrusive elements including dilapidated farm buildings, chicken wire
fences, steel storage containers and equestrian out-buildings would be removed as
part of the proposed scheme.

8.6.5

Adverse visual effects as a result of the proposed residential scheme from
locations to the surrounding landscape would be limited by the existing, mature
planting to the boundaries which is proposed to be enhanced. Near distance views
from the northern section of Sugar Lane and the residential dwellings to the
western edge of Horsted Keynes would be constrained by the dense tree and shrub
belt to the north-eastern edge of the proposed development site. Views from the
southern end of Sugar Lane and Jefferies would be filtered and softened by
existing mature trees. The entrance to the access road would form a new
component in near distance views but would be within the context of Sugar Lane
and Treemans Road. Views from locations to the south, west and north of the
proposed development site would be constrained by the existing and proposed
boundary vegetation.

8.6.6

It is therefore envisaged the proposed residential scheme could be accommodated
within the development site area without undue harm to the existing landscape
character, visual amenity or the setting of the High Weald Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty.
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REFERENCES

9.1.1 This assessment has been prepared with in accordance with the following guidance:
x Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Third Edition)
published by the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment in 2013;
x An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment published by Natural
England 2014;
x Photography and Photomontage in landscape and visual impact
assessment; Advice Note 01/11, Published by the Landscape Institute.
9.1.2

The following Landscape Character Assessments and digital resources were used:
x Natural England - National Character Areas Profile: 122 - High Weald
(2013);
x The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan
(2014-2019);
x Regional Landscape Character - Landscape Character Assessment of West
Sussex (2003): HW1 - High Weald;
x District Landscape Character - A Landscape Character Assessment For Mid
Sussex (2005): High Weald;
x MAGIC Interactive Map, Defra and Natural England.

9.1.3

The following Planning Policy Documents were used;
x The National Planning Policy Framework;
x Mid Sussex District Council: Mid Sussex Local Plan 2004;
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1

SITE ALLOCATIONS DPD - REGULATION 19 Consultation
Representation by: Stop Haywards Heath Golf Club Development Community Group

Policy SA11 (Additional Housing Allocations) - SUPPORT
The allocated housing sites in the Site Allocations DPD are strongly supported.
We note that following the consultation for the Site Allocations DPD Regulation 18, the Council
undertook an assessment of all newly submitted housing and employment sites put forward through
the consultation together with a re-assessment of all omission sites including through the
Sustainability Appraisal.
This concluded as set out in the report to Full Council on 22 July 2020 that none of the sites (whether
new or omission sites) were considered suitable and/or compliant with the District Plan strategy at
this time for inclusion in the Site Allocations DPD.
This fair and rigorous site selection and review is to be welcomed in ensuring the process is robust.
We are aware from the representations made during the Regulation 18 Consultation that a number
of objections were made to the proposed site allocations at Folders Lane, Burgess Hill. Many of
these suggested that the Haywards Heath Golf Club site should be a site allocation instead. The
Council has given full consideration to this site, as an omission site as set out in their committee
report 1. We welcome the confirmation by the Council that the site is not appropriate for allocation.
We draw attention to our representation to the Sustainability Appraisal and some factual errors
which reinforce the conclusions of the Council in relation to this site.
Please also refer to our comments on SA10 and pages 134-135 of the Sustainability Appraisal (July
2020), which have been included in separate response forms.
Please also refer to the points articulated in our Regulation 18 representation – see Appendix 1.

1

As reported to the Full Council meeting on 22 July 2020

Appendix 1 – Regulation 18 Representation
SITE ALLOCATIONS DPD REGULATION 18 AND SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL - MID SUSSEX DISTRICT
COUNCIL
CONSULTATION RESPONSE –
NAME: Stop Haywards Heath Golf Club Development Community Group
The proposed Site Allocations DPD, preferred strategy for development and the draft allocations, is
supported. Comments as follows:
1) Site Allocations DPD (September 2019)
1.1. The Development Plan process and procedures
The consultation for the Site Allocations DPD has been considered by Councillors in September 2019 2
as we understand there was some concern about this. It is reassuring to note from the Minutes that
this item was considered at length and members were advised that the Council has retained Paul
Brown QC to critically review both the preparation of the DPD including the consultation exercise at
every stage which is to be welcomed thus ensuring the process is robust.
1.2. Housing Supply
We note that the District Council housing requirements figures have been recalculated to take into
account completions and planning permissions since the Local Plan was adopted.
We understand that this is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF)
requirements and that the Council need to provide an Annual Position Statement 3 on 1st April which
explains how their five year housing land supply is calculated and evidenced. This means that your
housing land supply figure can be ‘fixed’ for one year to avoid discussion at planning appeals about
the supply position at the time of each appeal.
Clearly the process of planning permissions granted and houses built is an ongoing process. It
would seem entirely logical for the Council to use their best endeavours to ensure their information
on housing supply is based on the most up to date situation in line with the NPPF.
The preparation of the Statement requires the monitoring of housing supply and therefore provides
the basis for the calculations of necessary allocations for the Site Allocations DPD.
Whilst this is understood it is worthy of note that a sustained supply of housing units coming
forward. Whilst not a detailed analysis a brief review of residential planning permissions on the
Council’s website since April 2019 shows a steady and ongoing provision of deliverable sites. Of the
larger sites there are:
x
x

2
3

460 dwellings at Burgess Hill, which is part of the strategic allocation in the adopted Local
Plan for that location, was granted permission on 24 th July 2019.
The draft allocation for 130 dwellings rear of Friars Oak London Road, Hassocks has very
recently been granted permission on appeal (1st November 2019) enabling this to be brought
forward ahead of the Site Allocations process.

As above
Mid Sussex District Council Annual Position Statement July 2019

x

Planning permission has also recently been granted for 145 units at Perrymount Road in
Haywards Heath. This site previously had outline planning but a full planning permission
clearly shows an intent to bring this site forward and in line with NPPF policy and guidance
can now be counted towards housing supply.

It is reasonable to conclude that at least 700 units are being brought forward early in the Local Plan
process.
Discounting any demolitions or replacement applications, planning permissions approved through
windfall applications is in the region of 90 for the six months since April. This is equivalent to the
number set out as the annual allowance4 for the Council of 84 in their calculations for the latest
housing supply figures.
National guidance advises that sites with outline permission should not normally be considered
deliverable sites. As such it is reasonable to now consider those where reserved matters have been
approved since April 2019 as contributing to housing supply.
x
x
x
x
x

20 dwellings at Bolney Road Anstey
200 dwellings at Turners Hill Road, East Grinstead
50 dwellings at Bolney, Haywards Heath
12 at Dunnings Road, East Grinstead
303 at Copthorne

This clearly shows an intention by the developers to bring these sites for at least 500 units forward
early in the planning period and ahead of the Site Allocations adoption.
1.3. Preferred Option for site allocations
Option 2 has been selected as the Council’s preferred strategy going forward and this is strongly
supported. It is clear that close consideration has been given to how the Council can deliver
sufficient sites in the most sustainable manner and in accordance with the housing strategy as set
out in the adopted Local Plan.
The choice of Option 2 is entirely logical. It gives a generous buffer in terms of delivering above the
minimum residual figure which is in line with government policy in NPPF, but ensures there is not an
overprovision of sites.
The rejection of Option 3 is sensible as the allocation of the Haywards Heath Golf Course site is not
needed to meet the housing supply requirements. Further, as evidenced in the Sustainability
Appraisal the negative impacts on the environment are not justified.
It is understood that the developers/promoters of the Golf Course site have been in discussions with
the Council officers for some time and as part of the Council’s fact checking stage of the draft
allocations process for all sites under consideration. It is reasonable to assume the promoters have
had plenty of opportunity to put forward their case for allocation and that it has been given close
scrutiny by Council officers. Indeed this is evidenced by the fact that the site was included in one of
the options. Nevertheless it is not appropriate or necessary to allocate the site when there are more
sustainable opportunities for housing provision.

4

th

Scrutiny Committee for Housing, Planning and Economic Growth on 11 September 2019

2) SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL
Attention is drawn to a number of points in relation to the suitability of the Golf Course site for
development. For clarification we understand Option C in the Appraisal below equates to Option 3
in the draft Site Allocations.
In Site Selection – Reasonable Alternatives for Assessment on page 58 of the Summary of Appraisal
states:
‘Haywards Heath Golf Course (associated with Option (c)) is distant from existing services
and facilities’
And, when comparing the options states:
‘Option (c) however proposes significantly more development on greenfield land and is likely
to have more negative impacts on biodiversity due to the presence of ancient woodland
within the Golf Course site, and it’s adjacency to a Local Wildlife Site.
The conclusion is that development on the Golf Course site would have negative environmental
impacts which would not be outweighed by the benefits of additional housing over and above what
is required to meet supply requirements.
3) Further consideration of the Golf Course Site, constraints to development and lack of
sustainability credentials
There are a number of points to emphasise here which need to be highlighted and underline the
justification for excluding the Golf Course site from any future development plans.
3.1. Community facility
Haywards Heath Golf Club is a well-established sports club (since 1922). The Golf Course, Club
House and associated facilities are used on a daily basis by a wide range of people of all ages and are
open to the public as well as golf club members. There are public footpaths across the site
north/south and east/west linking into the woods which are popular and valued recreational routes.
The club, course and grounds are highly regarded by the local community to the extent that local
residents, with the support of Lindfield Parish Councils, recently applied for and secured Asset of
Community Value status for the Golf Course.
Policy DP24 of the Local Plan seeks to avoid the loss of open space, sports and recreational buildings
and land. It is recognised that the policy allows for a replacement of equal or better quantity, quality
and accessibility but we would question whether that is possible for a golf course. Moreover the
location and setting are unique qualities which cannot be replicated. The allocation would be
contrary to this policy.
3.2. Environmental Impact
3.2.1. Green Space
The site is defined as greenfield but that does not properly reflect its high environmental, visual and
amenity value. This is not simply farmland. It is a particularly high quality green space in active
recreational use as a golf course and as a location to enjoy the public footpaths that wind across the
site. The mature trees and rural parkland setting is maintained and managed to a high standard.

3.2.2. Environmental designations
According to the Natural England Magic Maps the Ancient Woodlands of Highgrove Wood and
Sugworth Wood run along the entire western and south western boundaries and extend into the site
in places. As such, any development will undoubtedly have an adverse impact on the Ancient
Woodland. The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) places considerable importance on the
protection of ancient woodland. This states at paragraph 175(c):
‘development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient
woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly
exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists;’
An example of ‘exceptional reasons’ is given as infrastructure projects (including nationally
significant infrastructure projects, orders under the Transport and Works Act and hybrid Bills), where
the public benefit would clearly outweigh the loss or deterioration of habitat. Housing development
would not fall into this category particularly when there are clearly more suitable sustainable sites
available.
Further environmental designations which may place constraints on development are the proximity
of High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty to the north and the fact that the site is within a
SSSI Impact Zone.
Given the golf course is a large natural green space with numerous trees, including and adjacent to
Ancient Woodlands, it is reasonable to assume that the site has valuable wildlife habitats which
would be lost.
Policy DP37 of the Local Plan resists the loss of development which would lead to the damage or loss
or trees, woodland or hedgerows and highlights the importance of protection of ancient woodland.
In light of the above and in particular the ancient woodland designations, the Council is entirely
correct in placing considerable weight on the environmental credentials of the site and in concluding
that sites with fewer constraints are available.
3.3. Lack of accessibility to facilities and services
Accessibility by modes other than the car is a fundamental aspect of a sustainable site. We have
reviewed the information in the SHLAA and the Sustainability Appraisal and are concerned that the
information is incorrect resulting in the site being considered more accessible than it actually is. As
local residents who use these services and facilities on a daily basis we would like to respectfully
make some corrections in relation to the distances we need to travel.
Attention is drawn to the Council’s SHLAA Strategic Site Selection Paper 2017 for the Golf Course
Site (SHLAA ref: 503) which highlights the remoteness from the key services and facilities. An extract
is given below which sets out the Council’s overview of accessibility of the site. The figures in this
are incorrect

More concerning is the information given on page 130 of the Sustainability Appraisal for the Golf
Course Site. The information on walk distances is simply wrong. This means the site is much less
sustainable than stated here. It also conflicts with the information provided for the SHLAA referred
to above.

Looking in more detail at the actual distances from services and facilities. The location of key
services has been measured from the centre of the Golf Course site and is summarised in Table 1:
Table 1: Distances to Local Services and Amenities (measured from the centre of the site)
Service

Education

Location of Provider
Blackthorn Community Primary
Lindfield Primary Academy
Harland Primary School
Oathill Community College
Warden Park Academy

Distance
2.1 km
2.2 km
2.4 km
1.8 km
4.3 km

Health Facilities
Village Centre
Town Centre
Public Transport

Lindfield Medical Centre
Haywards Heath Health Centre
The Co-operative Food, Lindfield
Waitrose, Haywards Heath
Bus service 30, Sunte Avenue
Haywards Heath Railway Station

2.1 km
2.7 km
2.1 km
2.3 km
1.1 km
2.3 km

The Sustainability Appraisal states a 15 minute walk is 1.2km and on that basis a 20 minute walk
would be 1.8km. Using these measurements all the services are over 20 minutes walk away save for
one bus stop.
The scores given for Health, Education and Retail are incorrect and should all be scored red.
We would also raise a question with regard to the regeneration score as the Golf Course site is as set
out above 2.3km (20-25 minutes walk) from the Town Centre.
We request that the information in the Sustainability Appraisal be reviewed as a matter of urgency.
We would be happy to provide the Council with additional information in relation to these points.
3.4. Transport Issues
3.4.1. Pedestrian Infrastructure
The principal pedestrian route from the site towards Haywards Heath town centre, Lindfield village
centre, the railway station, medical centres and the nearest primary schools would be from the site
access along part of High Beech Lane and Portsmouth Lane. Both these streets have one footway on
the west side of the road and it is approximately 1.5 to 1.7m width for a length of 650m to the
junction with Gander Hill and Sunte Avenue.
This restricted footway width is below the standard of 2.0m recommended in the department for
Transport’s Manual for Streets. Widening this sub-standard footway may not be achievable within
the existing highway boundary. The poor quality of the existing pedestrian infrastructure may deter
pedestrians walking to and from the site and consequently increase the number of car trips
generated by the site.
3.4.2. Public Transport
The nearest bus stop is in Sunte Avenue, 1.1 km from the centre of the site. Bus service 30 provides
a circular service serving Lindfield, Hayward Heath town centre, the railway station terminating at
Ridgeway to the south of Haywards Heath. The service operates hourly through the day Monday to
Saturdays finishing at 18:00. There are also four early morning services linking Lindfield and
Haywards Heath between 06:39 and 07:25 that could serve the railway station.
3.4.3. Road Safety
In terms of the impact of the site on local highway network, the junction of Portsmouth Lane/Sunte
Avenue/ Summerhill Lane/ Gander Hill is likely to receive additional traffic. Over the most recent five
year period, there have been seven personal injury accidents of which two were classed as serious.
The existing junction consists of a four-arm mini-roundabout with a slip lane between the northern
and eastern arms.

It is noted that the junction layout provides little horizontal deflection to traffic. This is an
acknowledged feature of mini-roundabouts with more than three arms. The only pedestrian
facilities are on the western and southern arms which consist of narrow pedestrian refuges.
In view of the junctions record of collisions and lack of facilities for pedestrians, mitigation and
safety improvements at this junction may be required as part of a traffic mitigation measures
associated with any application for the Golf Course site.
3.4.4. Strategic Highway Modelling
As part of the preparation for the Site Allocations DPD, MSDC commissioned consultant SYSTRA to
build a strategic highway model to test various development scenarios up to 2031. Eight scenarios
were tested, some of which included the Golf Course site.
The combination of public transport, active travel and highway improvements are predicted to
resolve all but two of the ‘severely’ impacted junctions:
x
x

A272/ B2036, Ansty
A23/ A2300 Southbound on-slip

SYSTRA recommend further work to be undertaken to examine ways to reduce the impact of the
proposed S&T Park on the A2300.
3.4.5. Transport Impact of Developing Hayward Heath Golf Course
The strategic modelling undertaken for MSDC has assumed that a range of mitigation measures
could be used to reduce severe impacts of the cumulative sites on the highway network. These
include promoting active travel, such as walking and cycling for more local journeys. The success of
these active travel initiatives are influenced by the distance of the site from local amenities and the
quality of the pedestrian infrastructure provided. As the Haywards Heath Golf Club site is 2.3 km
from the town centre this presents a significant deterrent to walking trips. This is also compounded
by the sub-standard width of the footways in the vicinity of the site that could further deter regular
walking to and from the town centre and railway station.
3.5. Local Plan policies
We understand the Site Allocation DPD needs to be in line with the policies as set out in the adopted
Local Plan 2018. Attention is drawn to the following Strategic Objectives of the Local Plan
3) To protect valued landscapes for their visual, historical and biodiversity qualities;
4) To protect valued characteristics of the built environment for their historical and visual
qualities;
5) 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;
11) To support and enhance the attractiveness of Mid Sussex as a visitor destination; and
15) To create places that encourage a healthy and enjoyable lifestyle by the provision of first
class cultural and sporting facilities, informal leisure space and the opportunity to walk, cycle
or ride to common destinations.

Allocation of the golf course site would unquestionably be at odds with all of these objectives which
form the basis of the Local Plan.

4) Conclusion
The Council’s preferred option 2 is fully supported. Notwithstanding that there are clearly more
sustainable sites in the right places available for allocations, the Haywards Heath Golf Club site is not
appropriate for development as set out in the DPD and for the additional reasons given above.
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Site Allocations Development Plan Document
Regulation 19
Submission Draft Consultation Form
The District Council is seeking representations on the Submission Draft Site Allocations
Development Plan Document, which supports the strategic framework for development in Mid
Sussex until 2031.
The Site Allocations DPD, has four main aims, which are:
i)

to allocate sufficient housing sites to address the residual necessary to meet the identified
housing requirement for the district up to 2031 in accordance with the Spatial Strategy set out
in the District Plan;
ii) to allocate sufficient employment land to meet the residual need and in line with policy
requirements set out in District Plan Policy DP1: Sustainable Economic Development;
iii) to allocate a site for a Science and Technology Park west of Burgess Hill in line with policy
requirements set out in District Plan Policy DP1: Sustainable Economic Development, and
iv) to set out additional Strategic Policies necessary to deliver sustainable development.
All comments submitted will be considered by a Planning Inspector, appointed by the Secretary of
State, at a public examination to determine whether the plan is sound.
The Site Allocations DPD is available to view at:
www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/development-plan-documents/
A number of documents have been prepared to provide evidence for the Site Allocations DPD and
these can be viewed on the Council’s website at the above address.
Paper copies will also be at the Council offices (see address below) and your local library and
available to view if the buildings are able to open during the consultation period.
Please return to Mid Sussex District Council by midnight on 28th September 2020
How can I respond to this consultation?
Online: A secure e-form is available online at:
www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/development-plan-documents/
The online form has been prepared following the guidelines and standard model form provided by
the Planning Inspectorate. To enable the consultation responses to be processed efficiently, it
would be helpful to submit a response using the online form, however, it is not necessary to do so.
Consultation responses can also be submitted by:
Post: Mid Sussex District Council
Planning Policy
Oaklands Road
Haywards Heath
West Sussex
RH16 1SS

E-mail: LDFconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk

A guidance note accompanies this form and can be used to help fill this form in.

Part A – Your Details (You only need to complete this once)
1. Personal Details
Title

Mr

First Name

Joseph

Last Name

Pearson

Job Title

Senior Planning Consultant

(where relevant)

Organisation
(where relevant)

Lewis & Co Planning

Respondent Ref. No.
(if known)

On behalf of

Mr Chris Gargan

(where relevant)

Address Line 1

2 Port Hall Road

Line 2

Brighton

Line 3

Line 4
Post Code

BN1 5PD

Telephone Number

01273 413700

E-mail Address

Joseph.pearson@lewisplanning.co.uk

…………………………………………………………………………………………
Information will only be used by Mid Sussex District Council and its employees in accordance with the
Data Protection Act 1998. Mid Sussex District Council will not supply information to any other organisation
or individual except to the extent permitted by the Data Protection Act and which is required or permitted by
law in carrying out any of its proper functions.
The information gathered from this form will only be used for the purposes described and any personal
details given will not be used for any other purpose.

Part B – Your Comments
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Mr Chris Gargan

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

X

Sustainability
Appraisal

X

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA 10 + 11

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:

4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

No

X

4b. Sound

Yes

No

X

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

X

(2) Justified

X

(3) Effective

X

(4) Consistent with national policy

X

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
6b.

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations Development Plan Document is
not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.
See supporting letter for full details. We do not consider that reasonable alternatives have been
suitably assessed through the preparation process
The DPD has not been positively prepared or justified and as a result is not effective or consistent
with national policy as more suitable and sustainable development sites have been excluded
without good reason.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.
Our client’s site at Maltings Farm has not been appropriately considered for allocation and is a
better suited site for residential development than those allocated within the DPD. A full and
accurate assessment of the site should be undertaken rather than excluding the site as part of a
wider ‘broad location’.
See supporting letter for further details.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

X

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:
The current evidence base currently fails to provide any accurate assessment of our client’s site as a
potential housing site, despite previous submissions advising of its availability, merits and suitability.
Without this assessment our contributions are likely to be limited to the points already raised in our
written representations. However, if the Council were to undertake such an assessment then we
would welcome the opportunity to discuss these matters at examination.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

X

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

X

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

X

Signature:

Joseph Pearson

Date:

10/09/2020

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation

Lewis & Co Planning
town planning consultants
2 Port Hall Road Brighton BN1 5PD
T 01273 413700
E info@lewisplanning.co.uk
W www.lewisplanning.co.uk

Planning Policy
Mid Sussex District Council
Oaklands Road
Haywards Heath
RH16 1SS
Sent by email only to: LDFconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk
10th September 2020

Dear Sir/Madam,

Site Allocations DPD Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Site Allocations Development Plan
Document. We write to you on behalf of Mr C Gargan the landowner of the site Land at
Maltings Farm, Burgess Hill, BN6 9JZ.
The site adjoins the built-up area boundary of Burgess Hill to the south-west of the settlement
and is available for new residential development.
Mr Gargan owns approximately 21ha of land between Jane Murray Way and Malthouse
Lane as shown on the enclosed location plan. Given the proximity of the Burgess Hill
settlement boundary and the excellent highway links provided by the A273, the site has
genuine potential to make a significant contribution to housing provision in the district.

Site Location Plan
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Summary
We consider that our client’s site at Maltings Farm provides a sustainable location for growth
that has not been appropriately considered throughout the preparation of the Site Allocations
DPD and offers a more sustainable strategy for meeting the District’s residual housing needs.
Our client’s site was considered for allocation as part of a large ‘broad location’ around the
western boundary of Burgess Hill (site reference 740). The entirety of this area was excluded
from consideration at early stages of the preparation of the DPD, as set out in Site Selection
Paper 1. The justification given was that the size of a site within this broad location would
“deliver levels of growth significantly beyond that required by the District Plan strategy”.
This clearly ignores the fact that broad locations are not necessarily meant to be considered
for allocation in their entirety. It has resulted in an area considered suitable for development
within the Council’s SHELAA being excluded from consideration for allocation with no further
assessment of individual sites/areas within that broad location. The Maltings Farm site is one
such location where a smaller development could be considered that would be wholly
compliant with the District Plan strategy and can better meet the objectives of the Site
Allocations DPD than other sites proposed for allocation.
We consider that the proposed submission documents fail to meet the legal requirements for
the Sustainability Appraisal and the tests of soundness in terms of the Site Allocations DPD’s
justification, effectiveness and consistency with national policy.

Site Description
Our client’s site is located on the south-western edge of Burgess Hill. The site is currently in
use as a livery yard but this business in the process of closing down its operations and has
run at a loss and been subsidised by the owner for many years.
The primary site access is currently from Malthouse Lane with access currently available on
foot to Jane Murray Way and opportunities for a revised vehicle access under a
comprehensive redevelopment of the site. The Burgess Hill Green Circle Route runs along
the northern edge of the site but the site’s existing arrangement creates a narrow pinch point
for the route that could be significantly improved as part of a future development. The Green
Circle route is protected by District Plan policies and its improvement and extension form one
of the key principles for new development at Burgess Hill – as set out in Policy DP7.
Burgess Hill is one of three category 1 settlements with a wide range of services and two
railway stations and continues to be a focal point for sustainable growth through urban
extensions to the settlement. Although in reasonably close proximity to the South Downs
National Park to the southeast, the remainder of the settlement and its outskirts are in a
relatively unconstrained part of the District that offers greater opportunities for sustainable
development than other areas.
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As set out above, the entirety of the land is 21 hectares. The area could therefore
accommodate any size of residential development, alongside other wider improvements such
as extensions to the Green Circle network, ancillary commercial uses or services and/or new
routes through and out of the site. Neighbouring properties are residential and a residentialled development is most appropriate in this location.
The site forms part of a large broad location considered in the initial Site Selection process
as site reference 740. This area was identified as offer a wide range of ‘major positive
impacts’.
Unlike the larger broad location, our client’s site is in single ownership, available for
development and existing uses onsite have only a short term future. The Land to the West of
Burgess Hill site assessment in the Site Selection Paper (EP23/EP23a) identifies listed
buildings within the broad location, but none are within our client’s land. Similarly, the broad
location receives a negative on flood risk but our client’s land is almost entirely within Flood
Zone 1:

Flood Map for Planning Extract

The Site Selection Paper assessment raises concerns that the development of the Site 740
area alongside the strategic Northern Arc development due to their close proximity, but the
area of Site 740 within our client’s control is a significant distance away from (over a kilometre
at the closest point) – comparable to the distance between the Northern Arc and land at Kings
Way (also allocated within the District Plan).
On this basis, our client’s land is clearly significantly less constrained, and has no issues to
deliverability, compared to the wider broad location assessed. The failure of the local planning
authority to consider specific unconstrained areas of the broad location results in an
ineffective assessment of all reasonable alternatives to development at Burgess Hill.
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We ask that the examining Inspector require the local planning authority to undertake further
evaluations of site options, including a rigorous assessment of our client’s site and the unique
opportunities that would be provided through its development. None of the stated constraints
or concerns with the wider broad location are directly applicable to our client’s site and there
are clear positive benefits that allocation would provide. The land within our client’s control
could accommodate a significant amount of housing, or a smaller residential development
focused within the northernmost areas of the site, but at a scale more suited to the scale of
development the local planning authority wish to deliver through the Site Allocations DPD.
The site scores very favourably against identified environmental criteria and adjoins the
settlement boundary. The site is unaffected by flood risk, would not affect any designated
heritage assets, ancient woodland, SSSIs, local nature reserves, or other notable constraints.
Whilst the site is clearly appropriate for new housing development, failure to allocate the site
for a larger quantum of development would likely result in the site coming forward as a windfall
site of 9 units or less – at most. This would be an inefficient use of the site, would not generate
a requirement for affordable housing types and may prevent the District Council from securing
infrastructure contributions. Support through a specific allocation in the Site Allocations DPD
would make the proposals an exception to District Plan Policy DP12 and would allow a betterquality development to proceed in principle.

Proposed Submission Site Allocations DPD
The Site Allocations DPD seeks to allocate new housing land to meet what is described as
the District’s ‘residual’ housing need to 2031. However, the clear backdrop to this document
is an urgent need for additional housing across the sub-region – with unmet need in
neighbouring authorities highlighted under Policy DP5 of the District Plan.
Whilst a future review of the Plan is expected to address this unmet sub-regional need, it is
evident that the Site Allocations DPD should deliver new housing wherever is it appropriate
and sustainable to do so, as the issues of unmet needs in neighbouring authorities worsen.
This document cannot be considered in a vacuum and its soundness must be considered in
the context of present-day evidence of housing needs.
The Government’s housing delivery test provides reliable evidence that of the five of the eight
local authorities within the Coastal West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning
have failed to deliver their minimum housing requirement over recent years (in addition to the
unmet need not addressed through their Local Plans). This under-delivery will further
exacerbate the scale of unmet needs across the sub-region identified through the District
Plan and the social and economic sustainability impacts of failing to adequately address
these needs.
There is therefore an evidenced need for additional housing development where appropriate
sites are available to meet this wider unmet needs within the Coastal West Sussex and
Greater Brighton sub-region. The authorities struggling to deliver their minimum housing
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requirements include Adur (56% delivered), Brighton (70% delivered) and Lewes (93%
delivered) – those authority areas closest to our client’s site.
In addition to these needs across relevant housing market areas, the proposed new Standard
Method for housing need shows that the District Plan strategy still has an under-provision of
housing as the figures show an annual increase in housing need of 191 homes a year in Mid
Sussex alone. Across the wider housing market areas that affect Mid Sussex the shortfall is
more pronounced, with a 1,108 home shortfall (per annum) in the North West Sussex area
alone (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex) and a further 2,039 home shortfall (per annum)
across the Coastal West Sussex area.
Although the Site Allocations DPD is not intended to provide a full review of the District Plan
housing strategy, these objective facts provide an up-to-date background of the worsening
housing crisis that is affecting the local area. Much of this information has been available to
the local planning authority through the preparation of the DPD and should have informed
the decisions being made on the Site Allocations DPD itself through the Sustainability
Appraisal and assessment of alternatives. This is discussed further below.

Sustainability Appraisal
The DPD states that ‘reasonable alternatives’ were assessed through the Sustainability
Appraisal. We do not consider that our client’s site has been robustly considered as the
negatives identified within the assessment of Broad Location Site 740 are not applicable to
our client’s land.
The Sustainability Appraisal assessment of the site therefore poorly reflects actual
performance against sustainability objectives and this flawed assessment likely leads to the
flawed conclusion of excluding the site from further assessment.
The Council have not rigorously considered the reasonable alternative of allocating more of,
or all ‘suitable’ sites. Their reasons for rejecting this alternative are that:
-

-

The District Plan supports a minimum requirement of 16,390 homes throughout the
Plan period, and a significant increase in housing delivery may not be supported by
the existing evidence base
Allocating additional housing is not in accordance with the District Plan strategy
There may be negative in-combination effects

These conclusions are not based on any evidence and don’t demonstrate any genuine
attempt to investigate whether this approach could lead to any of the negative effects
described in this section of the Sustainability Appraisal. We would expect to see an actual
assessment of the in-combination impact of allocating all suitable sites within each settlement
– especially given the significant amount of work already invested into the site selection
process. We doubt that any ‘in-combination’ adverse impacts would genuinely outweigh the
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benefits of additional housing delivery (particularly given the known under-delivery of housing
across many neighbouring local authority areas).
A slightly more robust assessment of these considerations would likely result in different
policy outcomes and the Site Allocations DPD (subject to similar scrutiny to the District Plan)
provides a reasonable opportunity to reconsider some of the evidence base that underpins
the District Plan strategy.
It may well be the case that in some settlements the in-combination effects would be
significant enough to outweigh the benefits of allocating all but the assumptions given for
ruling out the allocation of additional or larger sites are broad and generalised and this
position has not been justified.

Conclusion
We believe that the site clearly presents a positive opportunity for residential development at
Burgess Hill and the allocation of the site would positively contribute to the objectives of the
District Plan. The assessment of the site has not been sufficient for it to be robustly
considered as a reasonable alternative location for development. The stated reasons for
excluding the ‘West of Burgess Hill’ Broad Location (Site 740) are not relevant to our client’s
site when considered in isolation.
We consider that the Site Allocations DPD is therefore not justified, effective or consistent
with national policy in this regard and a further evaluation of available sites within the District
should be undertaken to establish the most sustainable locations for new residential
development.
Lewis & Co Planning would welcome the opportunity to discuss these matters in greater
detail. Please contact Joseph Pearson or Simon Bareham on 01273 413700.

Yours faithfully,

Lewis & Co Planning
Joseph.pearson@lewisplanning.co.uk
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Site Allocations DPD: Regulation 19 Consultation Response

Policy: SA11
ID: 1454
Response Ref: Reg19/1454/5
Respondent: Mr S Brown
Organisation: Woolf Bond Planning
Fairfax Acquisition Ltd - Land east of Borde Hill
On Behalf Of:
Lane, HH
Category: Developer
Appear at Examination? 3

Site Allocations Development Plan Document
Regulation 19
Submission Draft Consultation Form
The District Council is seeking representations on the Submission Draft Site Allocations
Development Plan Document, which supports the strategic framework for development in Mid
Sussex until 2031.
The Site Allocations DPD, has four main aims, which are:
i)

to allocate sufficient housing sites to address the residual necessary to meet the identified
housing requirement for the district up to 2031 in accordance with the Spatial Strategy set out
in the District Plan;
ii) to allocate sufficient employment land to meet the residual need and in line with policy
requirements set out in District Plan Policy DP1: Sustainable Economic Development;
iii) to allocate a site for a Science and Technology Park west of Burgess Hill in line with policy
requirements set out in District Plan Policy DP1: Sustainable Economic Development, and
iv) to set out additional Strategic Policies necessary to deliver sustainable development.
All comments submitted will be considered by a Planning Inspector, appointed by the Secretary of
State, at a public examination to determine whether the plan is sound.
The Site Allocations DPD is available to view at:
www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/development-plan-documents/
A number of documents have been prepared to provide evidence for the Site Allocations DPD and
these can be viewed on the Council’s website at the above address.
Paper copies will also be at the Council offices (see address below) and your local library and
available to view if the buildings are able to open during the consultation period.
Please return to Mid Sussex District Council by midnight on 28th September 2020
How can I respond to this consultation?
Online: A secure e-form is available online at:
www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/development-plan-documents/
The online form has been prepared following the guidelines and standard model form provided by
the Planning Inspectorate. To enable the consultation responses to be processed efficiently, it
would be helpful to submit a response using the online form, however, it is not necessary to do so.
Consultation responses can also be submitted by:
Post: Mid Sussex District Council
Planning Policy
Oaklands Road
Haywards Heath
West Sussex
RH16 1SS

E-mail: LDFconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk

A guidance note accompanies this form and can be used to help fill this form in.

Part A – Your Details (You only need to complete this once)
1. Personal Details
Title

Mr

First Name

S

Last Name

Brown

Job Title

Principal

(where relevant)

Organisation
(where relevant)

Woolf Bond Planning (Agent)

Respondent Ref. No.
(if known)

On behalf of

Fairfax Acquisition Ltd

(where relevant)

Address Line 1

c/o Agent

Line 2

The Mitfords

Line 3

Basingstoke Road

Line 4

Three Mile Cross, Reading

Post Code

RG7 1AT

Telephone Number

01189 884923

E-mail Address

s.brown@woolfbond.co.uk

…………………………………………………………………………………………
Information will only be used by Mid Sussex District Council and its employees in accordance with the
Data Protection Act 1998. Mid Sussex District Council will not supply information to any other organisation
or individual except to the extent permitted by the Data Protection Act and which is required or permitted by
law in carrying out any of its proper functions.
The information gathered from this form will only be used for the purposes described and any personal
details given will not be used for any other purpose.

Part B – Your Comments
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Fairfax Acquisition Ltd

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

3

Sustainability
Appraisal

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA

10

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:
4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

4b. Sound

Yes

No

3

No

3

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

3

(2) Justified

3

(3) Effective

3

(4) Consistent with national policy

3

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
See attached representations.

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

3

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:
In order to discuss the soundness of the SADPD having regard to the most up to date information
available

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

3

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

3

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

3

Signature:

Woolf Bond Planning

Date:

10th September 2020

You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Fairfax Acquisition Ltd

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

3

Sustainability
Appraisal

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA

11

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:
4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

4b. Sound

Yes

No

3

No

3

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

3

(2) Justified

3

(3) Effective

3

(4) Consistent with national policy

3

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
See attached representations.

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

3

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:
In order to discuss the soundness of the SADPD having regard to the most up to date information
available

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

3

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

3

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

3

Signature:

Woolf Bond Planning

Date:

10th September 2020

You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Fairfax Acquisition Ltd

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan

3

Sustainability
Appraisal

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA

21

Draft Policies Map

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:
4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

4b. Sound

Yes

No

3

No

3

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

3

(2) Justified

3

(3) Effective

3

(4) Consistent with national policy

3

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
See attached representations.

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination

3

Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:
In order to discuss the soundness of the SADPD having regard to the most up to date information
available

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

3

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

3

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

3

Signature:

Woolf Bond Planning

Date:

10th September 2020

You can find an explanation of the terms used in the guidance note. Please fill this part of the form
out for each representation you make.
Name or Organisation:

Fairfax Acquisition Ltd

3a. Does your comment relate to:
Site
Allocations
DPD
Community
Involvement
Plan
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Sustainability
Appraisal

Habitats Regulations
Assessment

Equalities
Impact
Assessment

Draft Policies
Maps

3b. To which part does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy SA

Draft Policies Map

3

4. Do you consider the Site Allocations DPD is:
4a. In accordance with legal and procedural
requirements; including the duty to cooperate.

Yes

4b. Sound

Yes

No

3

No

3

5. With regard to each test, do you consider the Plan to be sound or unsound:
Sound

Unsound

(1) Positively prepared

3

(2) Justified

3

(3) Effective

3

(4) Consistent with national policy

3

6a. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Plan, please use this box to set
out your comments. If you selected ‘No’ to either part of question 4 please also complete question
See attached representations.

6b. Please give details of why you consider the Site Allocations DPD is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

See attached representations.

7. 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.
You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

The Proposals Map for Haywards Heath should be amended to include the allocation of land east
of Borde Hill Lane as a housing allocation. See attached representations.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested change,
as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on
the original representation at publication stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
8. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give
evidence at the hearing part of the examination? (tick below as appropriate)
No, I do not wish to
participate at the oral
examination
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Yes, I wish to participate
at the oral examination

9. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:
In order to discuss the soundness of the SADPD having regard to the most up to date information
available

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
10. Please notify me when:
(i) The Plan has been submitted for Examination

3

(ii) The publication of the recommendations from the
Examination

3

(iii) The Site Allocations DPD is adopted

3

Signature:

Woolf Bond Planning

Date:

10th September 2020

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation

WBP Ref: SB/8160
BY EMAIL
Email: s.brown@woolfbond.co.uk
10th September 2020
Site Allocations DPD Consultation
Planning Policy Team
Mid Sussex District Council
Oaklands
Oaklands Road
Haywards Heath
West Sussex
RH16 1SS
Dear Sirs,
MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL – SITE ALLOCATIONS DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT –
REGULATION 19 SUBMISSION DRAFT CONSULTATION
THE OMISSION OF LAND AS A HOUSING ALLOCATION TO THE EAST OF BORDE HILL LANE,
HAYWARDS HEATH
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF FAIRFAX ACQUISITION LTD
INTRODUCTION
Background
We refer to the above Regulation 19 consultation and respond on behalf of our client,
Fairfax Acquisition Ltd, setting out our comments upon certain of the draft policies and
proposals contained therein, including the omission of land under their control to the east
of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath, as a housing allocation for circa 130 dwellings.
The Site comprises an available, suitable and deliverable opportunity to accommodate
housing needs (both market and affordable), in a sustainable location, within walking
distance from the town centre, with no landscape and/or technical constraints to bringing
the land forward for development in the early stages of the plan period, and/or in helping to
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land.
The site extends to approximately 9ha and the illustrative masterplan accompanying our
representations suggests how a scheme for circa 130 dwellings could be accommodated on
the site at net density of approximately 30dph.

The Site has inherent sustainability merits which make it suitable for residential
development, and in our view represents a logical development opportunity in providing
much needed new homes in a location that is contiguous and well related to existing built
form on the western edge of Haywards Heath, within walking and cycling distance from the
town centre.
For the reasons set out in our submissions there are a number of shortcomings with the
draft Site Allocations Development Plan Document (“SADPD”) that result in the need for
amendments if it is to satisfy the tests of soundness at paragraph 35 of the NPPF.
Our representations focus on specific parts of the SADPD as follows;
x
x
x
x

SA10: Housing
SA11: Additional Housing Allocations
SA21: Land at Rogers Farm, Fox Hill, Haywards Heath
Omission of land to the east of Borde Hill, Haywards Heath as a housing allocation

Our detailed representations are set out below and include submissions in response to the
content of certain of the evidence base documents, including the Sustainability Appraisal.
SUPPORTING PLANS AND PARTICULARS
The following plans and documents are submitted in support of our representations:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Site Location Plan No. 2043/PA.01
Opportunities and Constraints Plan No. 2043/PA.02A
Indicative Masterplan No.2043/PA.03B
Highways and Access Sustainability Technical Note (Aug 2020) (i-Transport)
Landscape and Visual Appraisal (Aug 2020) (Fabrik)
Ecological Technical Note (Aug 2020) (The Ecology Co-op)
Flood Risk and Drainage Technical Note (Sept 2020) (Temple)

The content of the supporting plans and particulars is set out below where relevant to the
particular issue/discipline being addressed.
Overarching Position
Fairfax Acquisition Ltd has a strong belief in the principle of the plan-led system and in
setting out our representations upon the aforementioned polices, we hope to be able to
work with the Council (including through the preparation of proposed modifications) in
order to ensure the SADPD satisfies the tests of soundness at paragraph 35 of the NPPF.
Fairfax Acquisition Ltd and Woolf Bond Planning have considerable experience in dealing
with the promotion of sites through the planning system. In this context, a principal
constraint to the timely delivery of housing is the way in which policies for the allocation of
sites have been formulated; which strategy is predicated upon unrealistic assumptions
about delivery at certain of the strategic site allocations identified in the adopted District
Plan.
Local Plans must be capable of delivering from the point at which they are adopted. This
means scrutinising the policy wording to ensure the Plans are sound and that the allocations
contained therein are capable of being delivered. This is particularly the case in relation to
the need for Councils to collate a robust evidence base to justify the imposition of certain
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policies and/or their wording so as not to over burden and/or stifle sustainable and
appropriate development.
We are keen to ensure that the SADPD is robust and it is in this context that we set out our
representations, with the omission site affording a sustainable option as a housing
allocation in seeking to ensure a sound Plan pursuant to the requirements at paragraph 35
of the NPPF.
THE NPPF AND THE TESTS OF SOUNDNESS
The NPPF sets out the principal components to be included in local plans. Paragraph 35
requires that in order to be “sound” a Development Plan Document (‘DPD’) should be
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
In order to be justified the DPD must be founded upon a robust and credible evidence base
and represent the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
Effective means the document must be deliverable, flexible and be able to be monitored.
The positive preparation test requires plans to objectively assess development and
infrastructure needs, both within the authority area and from neighbouring authorities. In
respect of housing, the need must be informed by a local housing needs assessment,
conducted using the standard method (para. 60).
Paragraph 69 of the NPPF sets out the requirement for Local Planning Authorities to
establish a housing requirement figure for their whole area, broken down into
neighbourhood areas.
In identifying land for homes, paragraph 67 of the NPPF requires LPA’s to identify a sufficient
supply and mix of sites.
For the reasons set out below, we are of the view that the SADPD cannot be said to be
justified when the strategy for site selection is considered in relation to the reasonable
alternatives; including the omission of land to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath as
a housing allocation.
We expand upon our submissions in the detailed considerations that are set out below.
POLICY SA10: HOUSING
&
POLICY SA11: ADDITIONAL HOUSING ALLOCATIONS
Representations
The Housing Requirement and Plan Period
As set out at paragraph 2.17 of the SADPD, the District Plan 2014-2031 (adopted March
2018) sets out the housing requirement to be met in the District during the plan period, with
Policy DP4 setting out a requirement for a minimum of 16,390 dwellings.
Policy DP4 also commits the Council to adopting the SADPD in 2020, with a requirement for
circa 2,439 dwellings to be allocated through the SADPD and Neighborhood Plan process.
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This figure represents the residual requirement to be met following allowances in Policy DP4
for commitments, strategic allocations and a windfall allowance.
Policy DP4 includes a table which sets out the spatial distribution of the overarching housing
requirement. The majority of the planned housing growth is to be met at the three largest
and most sustainable settlements1 (Burgess Hill, East Grinstead and Haywards Heath).
The supporting text to Policy DP4 states as follows:
“The District Council will prepare a Site Allocations Development Plan
Document (DPD). This will allocate non-strategic and strategic sites of any
size over 5 dwellings (with no upper limit), in order to meet the remaining
housing requirement over the rest of the Plan period as reflected in the
‘stepped trajectory’ of 876dpa until 2023/24 and 1,090dpa thereafter, and
with the aim of maintaining a 5 year land supply to meet this
requirement. Town and parish councils may also bring forward revisions
to their Neighbourhood Plans.” [Our emphasis underlined]
Whilst there is a minimum residual housing figure specific for each category of settlement to
be met from 2017 onwards, including through preparation of the SADPD, a principal aspect
is the need to ensure deliverable sites are identified in order to help demonstrate a five year
supply of deliverable housing land. In addition, and for the reasons set out in the NPPF, the
approach to site selection needs to ensure the sites provide for sustainable development.
This includes, inter alia, allocating sites for housing that can provide opportunities for travel
by sustainable modes.
Proposed Allocations
As set out at paragraph 2.24 of the SADPD, the District Plan allocates four strategic site
allocations which make provision for circa 5,080 dwellings during the plan period to 2031;
including some 3,400 dwellings to the north and north-west of Burgess Hill.
However, and as set out at paragraph 2.27 of the SADPD, the Council has reduced its
expectations of housing delivery at the Burgess Hill strategic allocation from 3,500 to 3,287
dwellings within the plan period. Subject to future delays, there could be a significant under
delivery of housing. Accordingly, and as set out in Policy SA10, it seems sensible for the
SADPD to plan for a greater number of dwellings, as a contingency, in the event the strategic
sites and other commitments fail to deliver at the point envisaged. This will help to ensure a
flexible and responsive approach to housing supply/delivery.
Based upon the completions realised since 2014 (the start date of the Plan), the number of
identified commitments and the windfall allowance relied upon by the Council, Policy SA11
of the SADPD allocates new sites for circa 1,764 dwellings. It is suggest this will result in a
surplus of 484 dwellings as follows:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

1

Minimum Requirement 2014 to 2031
Completions 2014 to 2020
Commitments
Windfall Allowance
Residual Requirement (A-(B+C+D))

16,390
4,917
9,689
504
1,280

Category 1 settlements as defined in Policy DP6

4

The SADPD seeks to allocate 22 sites for approximately 1,764 dwellings, which results in a
’surplus’ of 484 dwellings (1,764-1,280) against the 16,390 minimum requirement to be met
during the plan period.
Whilst it is acknowledged that the Council is committed to undertaking a review of the
District Plan, it is imperative that the SADPD process ensures the delivery of sufficient
dwellings in helping to meet the minimum 16,390 requirement specific in the District Plan.
The ‘surplus’ of 484 dwellings leaves little if any room for error in the Council’s delivery
assumptions on commitments, including the strategic sites.
Accordingly, we are of the view that the SADPD should allocate additional sites, where
demonstrated to be both deliverable and sustainable. This is the case with our client’s land
to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath, the merits of which we elaborate upon
below.
The allocation of additional sites, in seeking to plan for in excess of the 1,764 dwellings in the
Reg. 19 SADPD was positively assessed under Option C of the Sustainability Appraisal, with
the impacts (positive and negative) broadly commensurate with those assessed against the
1,764 figure.
Distribution of the Proposed Housing Allocations in Policies SA10 and SA11
Policies SA10 and SA11 sets out how the allocation of land for circa 1,764 dwellings is to be
allocated to the settlements within Mid Sussex.
As set out above, Burgess Hill, East Grinstead and Haywards Heath are identified in Policy
DP4 of the District Plan2 as the three most sustainable settlements within Mid Sussex.
However, and despite the District Plan already providing for strategic growth at Burgess Hill
(in the form of a 3,500 dwelling strategic allocation), the SADPD proposes a further 612
dwellings at the settlement (35% of the 1,764 total in the SADPD), with 772 proposed at East
Grinstead (44%) and only 25 dwellings (1.5%) at Haywards Heath.
This strategy demonstrably fails the tests of soundness at paragraph 35 of the NPPF as it
cannot be said to be justified in the context of the sustainability merits afforded by
Haywards Heath.
As an overarching comment in relation to the tests of soundness, including based upon the
findings of the Sustainability Appraisal to the SADPD, additional housing allocations should
be identified at Haywards Heath (i) in place of certain of the sites allocated at Burgess Hill
and/or East Grinstead); or (ii) in addition to the 1,764 figure in order to ensure a flexible and
responsive supply of housing land.
Land to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath should be allocated for approximately
130 dwellings together with associated open space.
Moreover, sites proposed to be allocated at the lower order category 2, 3 and 4 settlements
should not be allocated ahead of more sustainable options at Haywards Heath (a category 1
settlement).

2

Supported by the conclusions of the Site Selection Paper (July 2020) and the Sustainability Appraisal
to the SADPD (July 2020)
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POLICY SA21: ROGERS FARM, FOX HILL, HAYWARDS HEATH
Representations
This site is not as sustainably located as the opportunity afforded by our client’s site on land
to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath.
Policy SA21 should be deleted in favour of our client’s land; or, if additional sites are
proposed, our client’s site could be allocated as an additional allocation at Haywards Heath,
with Rogers Farm being retained.
The latter option would in part address the imbalance in the distribution of dwelling
numbers advocated by the Council in Policies SA10 and SA11.
OMISSION SITE
SUITABILITY OF LAND TO THE EAST OF BORDE HILL LANE, HAYWARDS HEATH AS A
HOUSING ALLOCATION FOR APPROXIMATELY 130 DWELLINGS
Representations
General
We object to the omission of land to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath as a
housing allocation for circa 130 dwellings.
The site extends to approximately 9ha and comprises an area of pastoral field(s) to the east
of Borde Hill and north of Balcombe Road.
The surrounding area is characterised by residential development, including the scheme for
210 dwellings under construction by Redrow at Penlands Farm to the west (LPA Ref:
DM/16/1803). Following the grant of planning permission for development at Penlands
Farm, there has been a clear acceptance of the principle of developing land to the west of
Basingstoke Road.
On the basis of the above, and the technical work submitted in respect of
highway/sustainability, landscaping (and heritage), ecology and flooding and drainage
matters, we consider the site affords an inherently sustainable and deliverable location to
accommodate housing in helping to meet identified needs during the plan period.
Although close to the High Weald AONB and Borde Hill Registered Park and Garden (thus
sharing a similar relationship in this regard to the approved development at Penlands Farm),
the Site is not subject to any statutory or non-statutory designations for landscape quality or
nature conservation interests; whilst all heritage assets in the vicinity of the site have been
assessed as part of the technical work undertaken to assess the suitability of the site for
housing; and which findings have informed the design approach adopted in the evolution of
the illustrative masterplan.
The Illustrative Masterplan proposes circa 130 dwellings on a net developable area of
approximately 5ha – with approximately 4ha proposed as landscaped open space.
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Highways and Sustainability
The accompanying Technical Note prepared by i-Transport explains the locational
advantages of the Site as well as the means of access, which matters are summarised below:
x

The site is well located with respect to public transport services. In addition to bus
services, the site is circa 1,500m from Haywards Heath railway station. Being situated
on the Brighton Main Line, the station offers excellent services to a range of
destinations including Central London, Gatwick Airport and the South Coast with circa
one train every six minutes routing towards Central London/Gatwick Airport at peak
times.

x

The site location, the accessibility to local facilities within walking and cycling distance,
and the accessibility to public transport would result in a development which would
provide genuine opportunities to promote sustainable transport.

x

Access to Land at Borde Hill Lane would be via the introduction of a fourth arm to a
roundabout which will provide access to the Penland development opposite. The access
arrangements, which are shown on Drawing ITL14572-GA-001, would provide safe and
suitable means of access for all and enable the accessibility benefits of the site location
to be realised.

x

The CIHT Planning for Walking guidance document (April 2015) acknowledges that circa
80% of journeys up to 1mile (1,600m) are made wholly on foot. Furthermore, the
average distance of pedestrian journeys is 0.85mi (1,360m) (Ref: Planning for Walking,
Section 2).

x

The results of the National Travel Survey 2019, published August 2020, corroborates
these findings and identify that walking is the most frequent mode used for short trips –
80% of trips under one mile (c. 1,600m) and almost one-third (31%) of trips between
one and two miles (c. 3,200m) were on foot (Ref: NTS Table 0308).

x

A summary of local facilities and services, the distance of these from the site, and
approximate walking and cycling journey times, is provided in Table 2.1, and shown
diagrammatically on Figure 1. This demonstrates that a significant range of services and
facilities are within walking distance from the site, including Sainsbury’s, Waitrose,
education and leisure facilities as well as the train station.

x

Key routes for pedestrian and cycle trips will be via Balcombe Road and Penland Road.
Balcombe Road provides a footway of circa 2m throughout on at least one side of the
carriageway to/from Haywards Heath station. Penland Road provides footways on both
sides of the carriageway. Both routes are street lit with dropped kerbs/tactile paving
located at junctions between the site and Haywards Heath station/town centre.

x

Together, these provide a comprehensive pedestrian network to support pedestrian
connectivity to the south of the site and the wider area. It is noted that footways to the
south are being upgraded and extended as part of the Redrow scheme to facilitate
journeys of foot to/from Haywards Heath Town Centre.

x

The site is located circa 350m from a southbound bus stop on Penland Road (near
junction with The Spinney). Traveline SouthEast identifies route 31a/31c operates a
loop service every two hours between Uckfield and Haywards Heath, before returning
to Uckfield. Additional bus services as well as rail services are available at Haywards
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Heath station/Perrymount Road bus stops, 1.5km from the site. From this location,
buses 3, 30, 31/31a/31c, 33/33A, 39, 62, 89, 166, 270 and 272 are accessible.
For the reasons set out above, the site affords a sustainable location in helping to meet
identified housing needs.
Landscape Considerations
Landscape consultants Fabrik have undertaken a detailed appraisal of the capacity of the site
to accommodate housing development in the context of the landscape characteristics of the
site and surrounding area; which analysis has included an assessment of the impact of
development upon the setting of the High Weald AONB and the Borde Hill Registered Park
and Garden.
As set out above, development of the Site for housing would have a similar relationship to
these designations as with the 210 dwellings approved by the Council at Penlands Farm to
the west.
The findings of the Landscape and Visual Appraisal (“LVA”) informed the evolution of the
Illustrative Masterplan, which layout responds to the advice received.
The findings of the LVA may be summarised as follows:
x

An initial landscape and visual appraisal of the Site reveals that the Site is well related to
the residential northern edge of Haywards Heath.

x

The Site is enclosed to the north, west and east by undulating topography, woodland
and trees. Furthermore, the Site boundaries are defined predominantly by vegetation
that follow the alignment of the road network associated with Borde Hill Lane (to the
northwest and west) and Balcombe Road to the south. This combination of features
provide a mature landscape with a clearly defined northern edge to the north of
Haywards Heath.

x

The Site is apparent from Borde Hill Lane, in between existing dwellings, but is not
readily discernible from public vantage points within the High Weald AONB and
Registered Park and Garden at Borde Hill, nor is it discernible in the wider landscape
due to intervening topography and vegetation. Therefore, development of the Site
would not significantly alter the setting of the AONB or Registered Park and Garden.

x

The Illustrative Masterplan has been informed by the advice set out within the
appraisal, with the location and layout of development parameters generated by the
visual and landscape character assessment.

x

Overall, in landscape and visual terms, there are no significant overriding landscape
constraints to the delivery of this Site for development.

Informed by the forgoing, the Site can be allocated for housing development in so far as
there are no overriding landscape constraints to development of the site in the manner
proposed, including on the basis that the layout can provide for a string landscape boundary
to the wider landscape beyond.
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Ecology
The Illustrative Masterplan has also been informed by a series of ecological appraisals, with
the supporting Technical Note confirming the
The survey work undertaken to date identifies that the Site comprises largely of poor semiimproved grassland, with species-rich hedgerows, a woodland shaw and a stream that forms
the north boundary.
Key features within the Site are proposed to be retained, including the retention of
important hedgerows as well as an appropriate buffer to the stream along the northern
boundary.
Further species surveys are being undertaken, but initial survey results confirm impacts can
be mitigated through the retention and retention of on-site habitats.
Flood/Drainage
The Technical Note prepared by Temple sets out the acceptability of the proposed
development of the site for 130 dwellings in flood/drainage terms, confirming that all of the
proposed built form is to be located within flood zone 1.
The Design Approach
As set out above, the Illustrative Masterplan shown on Plan No. 2043/PA.03B has been
informed by a range of technical studies, a number of which are summarised above and are
submitted in support of our representations. These studies helped informed the
Opportunities and Constraints Plan (No. 2043/PA.02A from which the Masterplan evolved.
The site is bounded by mature woodland on its north-western side and has a variety of tree
and hedgerow screens elsewhere - including a mature hedge that is interspersed with trees
running across the site - dividing up the area of land.
The Illustrative Masterplan follows an initial Parameters Plan that was prepared by Fabrik
Landscape Architects - in particular the disposition of the developable areas which have
been generated by their analysis of the views of the Site that are experienced by the
receptors - most of which are close by, as the topography and vegetation ensure that the
site is not readily discernible or apparent.
This is further reinforced by the setting back of the developed area - away from Borde Hill
Lane, and some way down the existing slope.
The initial thoughts on the disposition of the proposed dwellings within the Site carefully
follows, and is underpinned, by the principles of perimeter block typology - whereby the
access roads enclose the majority of the developable areas and provide buffering to the
existing landscape features and nearby units - providing a clear and legible scheme.
The majority of the proposed dwellings would face outwards towards the access roads - with
the odd courtyard that allows for visual policing of car parking spaces etc.
The set-back from Borde Hill Lane allows for the access off the slightly elevated roundabout
to be accommodated across the change in ground level. The access would initially terminate
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in a ‘T’- junction opposite a landscaped gateway area - before becoming the part of the
perimeter road pattern mentioned above.
The access to the eastern most developable area is located in an existing gap in the
hedgerow - so that the ecological continuity of this edge of field margin is maintained and
not interrupted.
To the north-west is an area of development proposed that fronts on to Borde Hill Lane in a
pattern that reflects the building alignment of nearby units.
Behind these frontage units is a ‘mirrored’ group of proposed houses that will ensure that
the access to this area has frontage development and the nearby areas of open space are
visually policed.
The bulk of the developable area is in the central section of the land being offered for
inclusion in the Local Plan process. This part of the available land is bounded by the access
on the western side, an existing stream on the eastern side and hedgerow or woodland
areas to the north and south.
Each of the parcels of development are created by the retention of existing features - which
contribute to the whole.
With regard to the embryonic proposals shown it is envisaged that the proposed site could
comfortably accommodate circa 130 new homes without having an adverse impact on the
neighbouring properties or the character of the wider area.
The developable area of land indicated totals approximately 4.62ha, which could generate a
density of circa 30dph. This is commensurate with the Penlands Farm development that is
opposite the site entrance, and it strikes a good balance between making good use of the
land available whilst respecting the edge of settlement location.
The density will be influenced by the topography which, due to its incline, leads to smaller
modules of built form, with detached, semi-detached or linked-detached properties being
used, as they aid the stepping down the slope more readily than longer terraces would. The
insertion of garages or parking areas between the dwellings aids this as they provide physical
breaks that can accommodate the changes in level.
The proposed perimeter block form of development gives cohesion and legibility to a layout.
In this instance the typology proposed is appropriate for the reasons stated and will allow
the creation of a well-mannered development that respects the settlement edge location,
whilst retaining a larger part of the site as landscape open space.
SUMMARY AND SUGGESTED CHANGES
Our client’s site to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath, offers a deliverable
opportunity for a housing scheme, in a sustainable location, within walking distance from
services and facilities in Haywards Heath, which should be allocated for residential
development for approximately 130 dwellings.
The allocation of the site for housing will make a valuable contribution to meeting the
residual housing requirement.
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For the reasons set out above, the SADPD fails the tests of soundness at paragraph 35 of the
NPPF for the following reasons:
x

Unjustified – The proposed housing distribution strategy fails to provide for sufficient
housing growth at Haywards Heath, commensurate with its status as a Category 1
settlement within the settlement hierarchy. As such, the approach to the distribution
and allocation of sites cannot be said to be the most appropriate taking into account
the reasonable alternatives. The SADPD should allocate land our client’s site to the east
of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath for circa 130 dwellings.

x

Ineffective – The SADPD fails to introduce sufficient flexibility into the developable
supply of housing land over the plan period. This includes a potential failure to allocate
a sufficient level and variety of sites.

x

Inconsistent with the National Policy – The SADPD fails to identify sufficient housing
sites in the most sustainable locations.

We welcome the opportunity to continue dialogue with the Council in relation to the merits
of the Site to the east of Borde Hill Lane, Haywards Heath as a housing allocation.
Please do not hesitate to contact the writer should you wish to discuss any matter(s) arising.
Yours faithfully,

Woolf Bond Planning LLP
Steven Brown BSc Hons DipTP MRTPI
Enc.
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Introduction
1.1.1

Temple Group Ltd on behalf of Fairfax Acquisitions Ltd has appointed Ridge and Partners
LLP to provide Flood Risk and Drainage advice in respect of Land at Borde Hill Lane,
Sugworth. A residential development of circa 130 dwellings is envisaged.

1.1.2

The site is located to the north of Haywards Heath, West Sussex; Haywards Heath railway
station is situated circa 1.5km to the south east of the site. The site is bordered by rural
fields to the north and east, residential properties to the south and Balcombe Road /
Borde Hill Lane to the west.

1.1.3

The evidence in this report supports the merits of the site for potential housing
development for flood risk and drainage by identifying the flood risk status of the Site and
outlining a drainage strategy that would ensure no adverse impacts as a result of the
Proposed Development.

Flood Zone Status
Location
2.1.1

The site is bounded by Borde Hill Lane to the West, a stream to the North and existing
dwellings to the South and East. The nearest post code for the site is RH16 1XP.

2.1.2

The site is currently made up of a series of fields separated by trees and hedges. A
stream forms the majority of the northern boundary of the site. The far eastern portion of
the site is separated from the rest of the site by this stream.
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Flood Zone map

Figure 1 - Flood Zone Map extract

2.2.1

As confirmed by the latest Flood Zone map, the majority of the site is located within the
lowest flood risk category, Flood Zone 1, see Figure 1. A small area of the site that follows
the stream is classed as Flood Zone 3 and Flood Zone 2, again please see Figure 1. This
area should be proposed as water compatible development such as public open space.

2.2.2

The mapping indicates that there are no areas which benefit from flood defences or main
rivers.

2.2.3

Zone 1 is land as having less than 1 in 100 annual probability of flooding. Zone 2 is land
as having between a 1 in 100 year to 1 in 100 year probability of flooding. And Zone 3 is
land which has a probability of flooding 1 in 200 year or more frequently from the sea or 1
in 100 year probability or more frequently of flooding from rivers or streams.

2.2.4

The Environment Agency Flood risk maps should only be used to give an indication of
flood risk as the models used to derive the zones are at a relatively large scale.

5
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Exisiting Drainage Regime
3.1.1

The existing site does not benefit from any formal drainage networks. As such it is
assumed that the surface water currently infiltrates to ground where possible and when
the underlying soils become saturated and can no longer accept further rainfall, overland
flows following the natural topography of the site to the stream which bounds the site to
the North East.

3.1.2

A review of the Southern Water asset records confirms that there are no existing public
sewers crossing the site.

3.1.3

A detailed topographical survey of the existing stream should be undertaken to
understand in further detail the flow from the site to the stream.

3.1.4

Using the “ICP SUDS” module in Microdrainage Source control the greenfield run off
values have been calculated for the site. The full results can be reviewed in Appendix A –
Greenfield run off calculations.

Table 1 - Greenfield Run Off Rates

STORM RETURN PERIOD

GREENFIELD RATE (L/S)

1:1

45.4

QBar

53.4

1:30

121.1

1:100

170.4

Drainage strategy
Exisiting surface water run off rates
4.1.1

As the site is currently a green field site, the Proposed Development will need to
discharge into the stream at the Greenfield run off rate of 53.4l/s

Allowance for climate change
4.2.1

6

Table 2 (Peak Rainfall Intensity Allowance in Small and Urban Catchments) of
Environment Agency (2019) Flood Risk Assessments: Climate Change Allowances
confirms the climate change allowance of 40% should be adopted for the site, assuming a
lifespan of 100 years.

5013008

Attenuation volumes
4.3.1

Initial attenuation volumes have been calculated utilising Microdrainage Source Control to
give an indication of the volumes of attenuation required throughout the site. Total value
ranges for the 1 in 100 year + 40% climate change have been shown in the below table.
The associated calculations can be seen in Appendix B – Microdrainage Storage
Calculations.

Table 2 - Attenuation Volumes

CATHCMENT

POTENTIAL
IMPERMEABLE AREA

DISCHARGE RATE
(L/S)

ATTENUATION
VOLUME FOR 1 IN 100
YR + 40% CC(m3)

Total site

4.75

53.4

2665 – 3933

Surface Water strategy
4.4.1

The proposed scheme will follow the hierarchy set out in the local policies. As the site is
not suitable for infiltration methods, the overall surface water strategy is to attenuate the
flows with a discharge to the existing stream that runs through the site.

4.4.2

The proposed surface water will utilise suitable SuDS features including, permeable
paving (Type C as per CIRIA C753), rills, swales and attenuation basins prior to discharge
to the stream.

4.4.3

All drainage will be designed in accordance with Part H of the Building Regulations and
where offered for adoption to Southern Water will comply with the latest version of the
technical guidance in the Code for Adoptions.

Foul Water drainage
4.5.1

All foul water drainage will be designed in accordance with Part H of the Building
Regulation and any runs to be offered for adoption to Southern Water will be designed to
the latest technical guidance in the Code for Adoption - wastewater.

4.5.2

The nearest accessible foul sewer is in Balcombe Road with an invert level of
74.08mAOD. As such a pumping station is likely to be required to pump the generated
foul sewerage from the development back up the hill to the sewer in Balcombe Road.

4.5.3

The proposed pump station will be offered for adoption to Southern Water to ensure long
term maintenance is undertaken.

4.5.4

The increase in foul flow to the public foul sewer will need to be checked through a predevelopment enquiry application. Should the scheme gain planning approval it will be the
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responsibility of Southern Water to ensure the existing public foul network has the
capacity to serve the development.

Drainage Impact
4.6.1

As described above in the surface water strategy, there will be not be an increase of flow
to the surrounding area from the Proposed Development as the proposal will mimic the
existing site and take into account future climate change.

4.6.2

Through utilising SuDS features this will mitigate the potential effects of the developments
water quality impact and provide opportunities for increasing biodiversity and amenity.

4.6.3

By following the above described foul water strategy and working in collaboration with
Southern Water it can be seen that the Proposed Development will not impact the
surrounding area.

Summary
5.1.1

The Site lies mostly within Flood Zone 1 with a small area of the Site around the stream
designated as Flood Zones 2 and 3.

5.1.2

The masterplan (Appendix C) has been designed to ensure that all built development is
located within Flood Zone 1.

5.1.3

There are currently no formal drainage networks on the Site or public sewers crossing the
Site. The Site is not suitable for infiltration methods and surface water will be attenuated
and discharged to the stream. The Proposed Development will meet the greenfield
discharge rate of 53.4 litres per second.

5.1.4

The Proposed Development will employ SuDSs features in line with local policy. A
pumping station will be required for foul water to meet the foul sewer at Balcombe Road.

5.1.5

With this strategy in place and working with Southern Water the Proposed Development is
not anticipated to adversely impact the local area.
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Appendix A – Greenfield run off calculations
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Appendix B – Microdrainage storage calculations

1 in 100 year + 40% climate change allowance
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Appendix C Proposed Development Masterplan
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FIGURE 1.0  EXTRACT FROM ORDNANCE SURVEY PLAN SHOWING THE LOCATION OF THE SITE (FABRIK, 2020)

The document sets out landscape development parameters, which have informed the
indicative masterplan as prepared by Paul Hewitt Architects.

This document describes the landscape related policy background to the Site,
including the emerging policy proposals; appraises the internal Site arrangements,
together with the immediate contextual landscape to the northern side of Haywards
Heath, to explain the Site’s physical and visual relationship with the town.

The document demonstrates the landscape and visual reasons as to why the Site
(outlined red on the plan opposite) should be considered for development. The Site
lies on the northern edge of Haywards Heath, as shown on Figure 1.1 opposite.

fabrik Chartered Landscape Architects have been appointed by Fairfax Acquisitions
Ltd to prepare this Landscape and Visual Appraisal document as part of the promotion
of Land at Sugworth, Sussex, (the ‘Site’), as an allocated site for housing.

INTRODUCTION

1.0
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LANDSCAPE DESIGNATIONS & POLICY

DP12: Protection and Enhancement of Countryside;
DP22: Rights of Way and other Recreational Routes;
DP26: Character and Design;
DP34: Listed Buildings and Other Heritage Assets;
DP36: Historic Parks and Gardens; and
DP37: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows.

“Geology, landform and water systems;
Settlement;
Routeways;
Woodland;
Field and Heath.”

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER ASSESSMENT

• ³:RRGHGRIWHQFRQ¿QHGUXUDOODQGVFDSHRILQWLPDF\DQGFRPSOH[LW\SDUWO\ZLWKLQ
the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
• South and east-draining gills and broad ridges sweeping gently down to the Low
Weald.
• 6LJQL¿FDQWZRRGODQGFRYHUDVXEVWDQWLDOSRUWLRQRILWDQFLHQWDQGDGHQVHQHWZRUN
of shaws, hedgerows and hedgerow trees.
• 3DWWHUQRIVPDOOLUUHJXODUVKDSHGDVVDUW¿HOGVDQGODUJHU¿HOGV
• Biodiversity concentrated in the valleys, heathland, and woodland.

The High Weald is described as:
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“An outstandingly beautiful landscape cherished by people and celebrated for its
scenery, tranquillity and wildlife. Its ridges and valleys are clothed with an intricate
PRVDLFRIVPDOO¿HOGVLQWHUVSHUVHGZLWKIDUPVWHDGVDQGVXUURXQGHGE\KHGJHVDQG
abundant woods, all arranged around a network of historic routeways. One of the best
surviving Medieval landscapes in North West Europe, the High Weald has remained a
unique and recognisable area for at least the last 700 years. Covering 1500 km2 and
FORVHWR/RQGRQWKLVH[WHQVLYHDUHDR௺HUVPLOOLRQVRISHRSOHRSSRUWXQLW\WRH[SHULHQFH

The key characteristics for both the County and District Areas, pertinent to the Site
and its immediate contexts are:

At the District level, the Site lies within the Landscape Character Area 10 High Weald
)ULQJHVDVLGHQWL¿HGZLWKLQWKH0LG6XVVH[/DQGVFDSH&KDUDFWHU$VVHVVPHQW  

At the County Level, the Site lies within the Landscape Character Area HW4
+LJK:HDOG)ULQJHVDVLGHQWL¿HGZLWKLQWKH:HVW6XVVH[/DQGVFDSH&KDUDFWHU
Assessment (2003).

2.2

“The term ‘setting’ is used to refer to areas outside the AONB where development and
RWKHUDFWLYLWLHVPD\D௺HFWODQGZLWKLQDQ$21%,WVH[WHQWZLOOYDU\GHSHQGLQJXSRQWKH
issues considered but some can be mapped, for example, the impact of development
on views into and out of the AONB. Section 85 of the CROW Act 2000 requires public
ERGLHVWRFRQVLGHUZKHWKHUDQ\DFWLYLWLHVRXWVLGHWKH$21%PD\D௺HFWODQGLQDQ
AONB, and Planning Practice Guidance (Natural Environment: 003) emphasises that
this duty is relevant in considering development proposals that are situated outside the
AONB boundary.”

7KH0DQDJHPHQW3ODQGH¿QHVµ6HWWLQJ¶DV“The surroundings in which the AONB is
experienced by people” and states:

1
2
3
4
5

7KHSODQGHVFULEHVWKH+LJK:HDOG¶V¿YHGH¿QLQJFRPSRQHQWVRIFKDUDFWHUDV

“Achieve the legal purpose of ‘conserving and enhancing natural beauty’ for the
EHQH¿WRIFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUHJHQHUDWLRQV´

The Management Plan coordinates policy and action, in order to:

the beauty of nature within a working countryside. It was designated an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) in 1983.”

HIGH WEALD AONB MANAGEMENT PLAN

“The character, appearance and setting of a registered park, or park or garden of
special local historic interest will be protected. This will be achieved by ensuring that
any development within or adjacent to a registered park, or park or garden of local
historic interest will only be permitted where it protects and enhances its special
features, setting and views into and out of the park or garden.”

Policy DP36: Historic Parks and Gardens, states:

•
•
•
•
•
•

Policies pertinent to landscape and visual matters are listed below:

The Plan sets out a vision for how Mid Sussex want to evolve and a delivery strategy
for how that will be achieved. It supports the National Planning Policy Framework’s
‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’. As such, it sets out broad
guidance on the distribution and quality of development in the form of ‘higher level’
strategic policies.

MID SUSSEX DISTRICT PLAN 2014  2031
(ADOPTED MARCH 2018)

The Site lies within the District of Mid Sussex, on the northern edge of Haywards
Heath. The boundary of the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, together
with the Borde Hill Registered Park and Garden both lie to the immediate west of
the Site. To the southwest of the Site, the approved and emerging Penlands Farm
residential development is located in an elevated position and is currently under
construction. The northern edge of Penlands Farm, abuts the AONB and Registered
Park and Garden.

2.1

LANDSCAPE PLANNING AND
CHARACTER CONTEXT

2.0

• “Woodland cover limits the visual sensitivity of the landscape and confers a sense
of intimacy, seclusion and tranquillity.
• Unobtrusive settlement pattern in many parts.
• Older, small assart pastures contribute to the intimacy of the landscape.
• Important pockets of rich biodiversity are vulnerable to loss and change.
• Network of lanes, droveways, tracks and footpaths provides a rich terrain for horseriding, cycling and walking and for the appreciation of nature.
• Settlement pattern currently sits well within the rural landscape although there is a
danger of the cumulative visual impact of buildings and other structures, particularly
on the south side of Haywards Heath.
• Legacy of designed landscapes and treescapes.”

Landscape and visual sensitivities (which are pertinent to the Site) are described as:

• Network of lanes, droveways, tracks and footpaths.
• Dispersed historic settlement pattern, close to Horsham, the principal settlements
&XFN¿HOG+D\ZDUGV+HDWKDQG/LQG¿HOGDQGDIHZYLOODJHVDQGKDPOHWV
• Some busy lanes and roads including A and B roads bounding the area to the west,
and other roads crossing north to south, including the A23 Trunk Road.
• London to Brighton Railway Line crosses the area at Haywards Heath.
• Designed landscapes and exotic treescapes associated with large country houses.”
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FIGURE 2.0  LANDSCAPE DESIGNATIONS PLAN (FABRIK, 2020)

CONSERVATION AREAS

ANCIENT WOODLAND

REGISTERED PARK AND GARDEN

HIGH WEALD AREA OF
OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY

SCHEDULED ANCIENT MONUMENT

LISTED BUILDING

APPLICATION SITE BOUNDARY

LEGEND

SITE LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

)XUWKHUPRUHWKH¿HOGSDUFHOZLWKLQWKHZHVWRIWKH6LWHVLWXDWHGEHWZHHQWKH
neighbouring residential dwellings, is part of the landscape setting to the adjacent
woodland which forms the edge of the AONB and Borde Hill Registered Park and

Within this locality, residential properties are apparent along Borde Hill Lane. These
dwellings are typically two storey, detached and semi detached and are ‘relatively
rural’ in character.

The Site’s western boundary lies adjacent to the edge of the High Weald Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. The edge of the AONB in this location comprises of a
woodland belt associated with the parkland of Borde Hill. The mature woodland is a
prominent feature and connects with adjacent trees and vegetation, which contribute
towards the local landscape character.

The Site lise on the settlement edge and comprises of farmland, woodland and
farmsteads. The farming features of the Site are typical and the landscape features
are characteristic of the local setting. From the western section of the Site, there is a
sense of separation and isolation, although there is little sense of remoteness, given
that the adjacent residential dwellings are apparent in views to the north, south and
east.

arable pasture land use;
mature woodland within the northwest of the Site;
PDWXUHWUHHVDORQJ¿HOGERXQGDULHVDQGWKHZDWHUFRXUVH
woodland and trees within the immediate local landscape;
WKHPDWXUHKHGJHURZZKLFKGLYLGHVWKH¿HOGSDUFHOV
VORSLQJODQGIRUPZKLFKIDOOVQRUWKHDVWZDUGVIURPDSSUR[LPDWHO\P$2'LQWKH
VRXWKHUQFRUQHURIWKH6LWHWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\P$2'LQWKHQRUWKHDVWHUQFRUQHU
• the contextual adjacent undulating landform;
• DGMDFHQWEXLOWIRUPDW%RUGHKLOO/DQHWRWKHZHVW2UFKDUG:D\DQG)DLU¿HOG:D\WR
the southeast and the emerging development at Penland Farm to the southwest,
which is prominent on the skyline due to it’s elevated position;
• adjacent built form at Sugworth Farm to the north.

•
•
•
•
•
•

The Site’s landscape character is informed by the following features:

The boundary of the Registered Park and Garden with Bordehill Lane additionally
forms the edge of the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

The Site lies within the district of Mid Sussex, on the northern edge of Haywards
Heath and is not publicly accessible. The Site is bound by the existing suburban
townscape to the southeast and south, with the emerging residential development
at Penlands Farm evident to the southwest. The Site is further bound by residential
dwellings along it’s western edge, accessed from Bordehill Lane. Borde Hill Grade II
Listed country house and Registered Park and Garden is situated beyond Bordehill
Lane to the west.

3.1

SITE ANALYSIS

3.0

INTERNAL VISUAL SURVEY

Views towards the AONB and Registered Park and Garden treed boundary from Site
DUHOLPLWHGLQORFDWLRQPRVWDSSDUHQWIURPZLWKLQWKHQRUWKZHVWHUQ¿HOGSDUFHODQG
from the wider Site, the treed boundary forms the skyline feature.

A visual inspection of the Site was conducted on 10th July 2020. The photos on the
following page illustrate the existing site conditions and characteristics.

3.2

Refer to Figure 1 - Site Analysis Plan.

*DUGHQ7KHSDVWRUDO¿HOGSDUFHOZLWKLW¶VVORSLQJODQGIRUPDQGDUDEOHFKDUDFWHU
forms part of the landscape setting to the AONB plus Registered Park and Garden.
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FIGURE 3.0  SITE ANALYSIS PLAN (FABRIK, 2020)
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PHOTOGRAPH  VIEWPOINT S3

PHOTOGRAPH  VIEWPOINT S2

PHOTOGRAPH  VIEWPOINT S1

TREED BOUNDARY
OF THE AONB AND
REGISTERED PARKS
AND GARDEN

DWELLING AT
BORDE HILL
LANE

PHOTOGRAPH  VIEWPOINT S6

EXISTING
SETTLEMENT
EDGE

PHOTOGRAPH  VIEWPOINT S5

PHOTOGRAPH  VIEWPOINT S4

EMERGING BUILT FORM
OF THE PENLAND FARM
DEVELOPMENT

EXISTING
SETTLEMENT
EDGE

DWELLING AT
BORDE HILL
LANE

EXISTING
SETTLEMENT
EDGE

TREED BOUNDARY
OF THE AONB AND
REGISTERED PARKS
AND GARDEN
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Within the wider landscape, views of the Site are obscured due to the intervening
woodland, trees and topography. As such, there is no inter visibility between the Site
and the adjacent High Weald AONB and Registered Park and Garden at Borde Hill to
the west, in the summer months.

7UHHVDQGYHJHWDWLRQ¿OWHUYLHZVRIWKH6LWHIURPWKHQRUWKHDVWHUQH[WHQWRIWKH
emerging residential development at Penland Farm. From here, the character
and amenity of the view is informed by the sloping landform of the Penland Farm
development and the Site, some intervening vegetation and the emerging built form
and associated highways works at Balcombe Road.

Furthermore, there are open and partial views of the Site from the residential
GZHOOLQJVDW2UFKDUG:D\DQG)DLU¿HOG:D\ZKLFKDUHVLWXDWHGDGMDFHQWWRWKH6LWH¶V
southeastern boundary. The character and amenity of these views are informed by
the tree planting along the Site’s boundary adjacent to the rear gardens. This allows
IRU¿OWHUHGYLHZVWKURXJKWRWKHDUDEOH¿HOGZLWKLQWKHQRUWKRIWKH6LWHDQGDFURVVWR
WKHWUHHVDQGDUDEOH¿HOGVEH\RQGWKH6LWHWRWKHQRUWK7KHWUHHGVN\OLQHLQYLHZV
from this location is partly formed by the tree belt which forms the edge of the High
Weald AONB.

2SHQYLHZVRISDUWRIWKH6LWHSOXVSDUWLDOYLHZVRISDUWRIWKH6LWH¿OWHUHGEHWZHHQ
intervening trees occur from the road corridor of Bordehill Lane and Balcombe Road
and its associated residential dwellings, to the immediate west and southwest of the
Site.

Views of the Site are experienced by receptors in the immediate local environs, where
the Site is visible in the context of the existing vegetation and topography. Beyond
this, due to the combination of topography and vegetation, the Site is not readily
discernible or apparent.

The plan overleaf shows the visual summary of the existing Site from the local
environs. The selection of views is based on a range of representative views, and
considering elevated views to present the worst case scenario.

6HDVRQDOFKDQJHLQH[LVWLQJHYHUJUHHQDQGGHFLGXRXVSODQWPDWHULDOZLOODႇHFWWKH
DYDLODEOHYLHZV7\SLFDOO\YLHZVZLOOEHGLႇHUHQWWKURXJKWKHVHDVRQVZLWKDJUHDWHU
sense of enclosure in the summer months when deciduous trees are in leaf.

VISUAL ANALYSIS

4.0







EXISTING WOODLAND AND TREES

LOCATION OF PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEWPOINT  TRUNCATED VIEW (VIEWS OF THE SITE
ARE OBSCURED BY THE INTERVENING BUILT FORM AND / OR VEGETATION, OR IS
DIFFICULT TO PERCEIVE).

LOCATION OF PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEWPOINT  PARTIAL VIEW (A VIEW OF THE SITE
WHICH FORMS A SMALL PART OF THE WIDER PANORAMA, OR WHERE VIEWS ARE
FILTERED BETWEEN INTERVENING BUILT FORM OR VEGETATION).

LOCATION OF PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEWPOINT  OPEN VIEW (AN OPEN VIEW OF THE
WHOLE OF THE SITE OR OPEN VIEW OF PART OF THE SITE).

APPLICATION SITE BOUNDARY

LEGEND
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FIGURE 4.0  LOCATION PLAN SHOWING VISUAL SUMMARY FROM LOCAL AREA (FABRIK, 2020)
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VIEWPOINT 5  LOOKING NORTHEAST TOWARDS THE SITE FROM THE NORTHEASTERN
CORNER OF THE PENLAND FARM RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT. THE EMERGING
ROUNDABOUT AND ASSOCIATED HIGHWAYS WORKS ARE APPARENT IN THE
FOREGROUND AND THERE ARE PARTIAL VIEWS OF THE SITE’S FIELD PARCELS THROUGH
GAPS IN BOUNDARY VEGETATION.

VIEWPOINT 4  LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARDS THE SITE FROM HANLYE LANE. VIEWS OF
THE SITE ARE TRUNCATED FORM THIS LOCATION DUE TO INTERVENING VGETATION.
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VIEWPOINT 2  LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARDS THE SITE FROM BORDEHILL LANE. THE
SITE’S BOUNDARY VEGETATION IS APPARENT ADJACENT TO THE ROAD CORRIDOR, AS IS
THE ROOFLINE OF THE NEIGHBOURING DWELLING.

VIEWPOINT 1  LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARDS THE SITE FROM BORDEHILL LANE. THE
SITE’S BOUNDARY TREES AND VEGETATION ARE APPARENT ADJACENT TO THE ROAD
CORRIDOR.

VIEWPOINT 6  LOOKING NORTH TOWARDS THE SITE FROM BALCOMBE ROAD. THE
ROADWORKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE NEW ROUNDABOUT FOR THE PENLAND FARM
DEVELOPMENT ARE APPARENT IN THE FOREGROUND. THE SITE’S BOUNDARY TREES ARE
VISIBLE ALONG THE ROAD CORRIDOR. WIDER VIEWS OF THE SITE ARE TRUNCATED.

VIEWPOINT 3  LOOKING NORTHEAST ACROSS THE WESTERN SECTION OF THE SITE FROM
BORDEHILL LANE. THE PASTORAL FIELD PARCEL IS APPARENT IN THE FOREGROUND, WITH
THE SEMIDETACHED DWELLINGS APPARENT BEYOND, ACCESSED FROM BORDEHILL LANE.
TREES AND WOODLAND FORM THE SKYLINE TO THE NORTH AND WEST.

VIEWPOINT 8  LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARDS THE SITE FROM THE PUBLIC RIGHT
OF WAY WHICH RUNS ALONG OLD WICKHAM LANE. VIEWS OF THE SITE ARE WHOLLY
TRUNCATED DUE TO THE INTERVENING VEGETATION.

VIEWPOINT 11  LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARDS THE SITE FROM THE BRIDLEWAY WHICH
PASSES THROUGH LULLINGS FARM. FROM THIS ELEVATED LOCATION, VIEWS OF THE SITE
ARE WHOLLY TRUNCATED DUE TO THE INTERVENING VEGETATION AND TOPOGRAPHY.

VIEWPOINT 7  LOOKING NORTHWEST ACROSS THE SITE FROM THE GARDEN BOUNDARY
OF THE DWELLINGS AT FAIRFIELD WAY. OPEN VIEWS ACROSS THE SITE ARE EXPERIENCED
FROM THE REAR OF THE PROPERTIES AT FAIRFIELD WAY WHICH BACK ON TO THE SITE.

VIEWPOINT 10  LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARDS THE SITE, FROM THE TOP OF THE HA
HA ADJACENT TO THE HIGH WEALD LANDSCAPE TRAIL, AS IT PASSES THROUGH BORDE
HILL GARDENS. VIEWS OF THE SITE ARE WHOLLY TRUNCATED DUE TO THE INTERVENING
VEGETATION AND TOPOGRAPHY.
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VIEWPOINT 9  LOOKING SOUTH TOWARDS THE SITE FROM COPYHOLD LANE. VIEWS
OF THE SITE ARE WHOLLY TRUNCATED FROM THIS LOCATION DUE TO THE INTERVENING
VEGETATION AND TOPOGRAPHY.
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5HIHUWR)LJXUH/DQGVFDSH3DUDPHWHU3ODQ

• Retention of existing hedgerows, trees and woodland.
• Introduction of linear tree belts along the alignment of existing hedgerows, creating
open space corridors through the development, connecting with the larger area
of public open space existing trees and woodland within the north of the Site and
H[LVWLQJWUHHVRႇVLWHFUHDWLQJDUERUHDOZLOGOLIHFRUULGRUV
• Open space to retain the perceived sense of openness within the north of the Site
and to have a ‘Country Park’ character to complement the adjacent Borde Hill
Registered Park and Garden.
• 1HZSHGHVWULDQIRRWSDWKVWRFRQQHFWZLWKH[LVWLQJURDGDQGIRRWSDWKQHWZRUNRႇVLWH
and within the adjacent Penland Farm development and beyond to the wider Public
Rights of Way.

Open Space and Green Infrastructure:

• Proposed development parcels are to be situated adjacent to existing adjacent built
form.
• Linear hedgerow features with associated trees to be retained and enhanced, with
access between the development parcels to be sensitively located within the lowest
slopes of the Site.
• Opportunities to utilise the emerging roundabout, associated with the Penland
Farm development. The proposed access solution is to be sensitive to the evolving
character of Balcombe Road, create a wooded ‘arboreal’ approach and be a high
quality arrival space to the Site.
• The proposed development parcels are to be responsive to the character of the
adjacent ribbon development along Borde Hlill Lane.
• Development parcels are to form a positive interface between the new settlement
edge and the proposed open space, with built form fronting on to the open space,
and responsive to Sugworth Farmhouse to the north.
• Development parcels are to be set away from the AONB and RPG edge to maintain
the existing landscape setting.

Landscape and Visual Recommendations to the Development Proposals:

• The Site lies on the edge of the High Weald AONB and immediately adjacent the
Borde Hill Registered Park and Garden, with a sloping landform which connects to
an associated valley bottom and undulating landform beyond.
• There is a sense of openness along the western edge of the site perceived from
Bordehill Lane, between the existing dwellings.
• The treed skyline with built form in an elevated position at Penland Farm, Balcombe
5RDG2UFKDUG:D\DQG)DLU¿HOG:D\DUHSURPLQHQWVN\OLQHIHDWXUHVLQYLHZVIURP
the Grade II Listed farmhouse at Sugworth Farm to the north.
• The Site is well contained visually from the west, due to the wooded and treed
character of Borde Hill Registered Park and Garden and the AONB, with localised
views from the immediate landscape to the northwest, west, south and east.

Existing Conditions:

The landscape development parameters illustrated opposite have been prepared
considering the existing landscape designations; the existing settlement edge
framework; and the landscape and visual constraints / opportunities associated with
the Site.

LANDSCAPE PARAMETERS

5.0

Calculations based on 130 units and 2.4 people per dwelling
Anticipated population of 312
KDSHUSRSXODWLRQDVSHU&RXQFLO¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV
(TXDWHVWRDUHTXLUHPHQWIRUKDRIVSRUWDQGSOD\VSDFHRQ6LWHZKLFK
includes:
• 0.374ha playing pitches
• KDDOORXWGRRUVSRUWV
• 0.078ha equipped play
• 0.094ha other outdoor provision (unequipped play)

The proposed development parcels = 4.62ha approx.
The proposed open space = 4.42ha approx.

In terms of the requirement for formal sports to be delivered as part of the proposed
development, due to the combination of settlement edge location, topography and
landscape character, an alternative solution to sports provision is recommended, and
a more naturalistic approach should be taken with the play spaces - incorporating
them into the open space, at strategic locations and are to provide a range of
experiences for children.

•
•

Current open space provision:

•
•
•
•

The Site’s open space requirements:

The overall guideline is for 1.2ha of playing pitches; 1.6ha for ‘all outdoor sports’;
0.25ha for equipped designated play areas and 0.30ha for other outdoor provision per
1,000 population.”

“The District Council uses the guidelines set out within the Guidance for Outdoor
Sport and Play of the National Playing Fields Association (2015) as the benchmark
standards when assessing playing space requirements for new residential
development. These should not be interpreted as a maximum standard and there may
be circumstances where provision in excess of these standards will be required...

It states:

The supplementary planning document ‘Development, Infrastructure and
Contributions’ (adopted 2018) describes open space and formal sports provision
contributions (within Appendix 2).

“...The on-site provision of... play areas and equipment will be required for all new
residential developments, where appropriate in scale and impact, including making
land available for this purpose. Planning conditions and/or planning obligations will be
used to secure such facilities..”

The Mid Sussex District Plan (2018) provides guidelines on open space provision.
Policy DP24: Leisure and Cultural Facilities and Activities, states:

Open Space Provision:
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FIGURE 5.0  LANDSCAPE PARAMETER PLAN, COORDINATED WITH THE INDICATIVE MASTERPLAN (FABRIK, 2020)
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• Proposed development parcels are sensitively located away from the Grade II
Listed ‘South Lodge’ at Borde Hill to the west.
• The bolstering of the linear tree belt along the Site’s southern boundary will
reinforce the treed character of Balcombe Road and the edge of the AONB and
Registered Park and Garden. Additional tree planting will provide connectivity to
the green corridors through the Site and beyond to the wider landscape.
• Proposals will result in the creation of a large portion of the Site as publicly
accessible open space, which will maintain the existing green interface with the new
settlement edge and the adjacent rural landscape.
• Proposals will provide for the preservation of the Site’s key landscape components
and the introduction of additional features which are pertinent to the characteristic
IHDWXUHVLGHQWL¿HGZLWKLQWKH$21%0DQDJHPHQW3ODQ
• routeways;
• ZLOGÀRZHUJUDVVYHUJHV
• veteran trees and ancient coppice;
• inter-connected mosaic of small woods, linear gill woodlands, shaws,
wooded routeways and outgrown hedges;
• trees used for boundary markers (including outgrown laid hedges, stubs
and pollards).
• traditional orchards.
• As recommended within the AONB Management Plan, proposals will provide
opportunities for informal outdoor recreation and experiencing the beauty of nature
of beauty. The proposed additional footpaths have the potential to connect with the
AONB and provide access to the open space on Site which includes features such
as the woodland and stream.
• The development parcels are to be situated adjacent to the existing urban edge of
Haywards Heath where the existing interface between settlement and open space
is comprised of rear gardens with associated intermittent fencing and vegetation.
• The development parcels within the east of the Site are framed by existing built
form and mature vegetation, which can be further bolstered to reinforce habitat
connectivity and a verdant skyline. This is a characteristic feature of the settlement
edge of Haywards Heath.
• The development parcel within the northwest of the Site is to be responsive to the
character of the adjacent ribbon development at Bordehill Lane, with dwellings
set back from the Lane and designed to be comparable in form and scale to the
adjacent houses.
• The landscape setting to the AONB and RPG at Borde Hill Lane is informed
by linear ribbon development interspersed with green space. Therefore, the
FRQWLQXDWLRQRIEXLOWIRUPDORQJWKLVHGJHZRXOGQRWVLJQL¿FDQWO\DOWHUWKHSHUFHLYHG
setting in this location.
• Proposed access to the potential development is to utilise the emerging
roundabout, associated with the Penland Farm development. This highways
feature, once complete with provide a key gateway to Haywards Heath, from the
north.

The scheme is sensitive to the setting of the AONB and Registered Park and Garden,
in that:

SETTING TO THE AONB AND
REGISTERED PARK & GARDEN

6.0

FIGURE 6.0  INDICATIVE MASTERPLAN (PAUL HEWITT ARCHITECTS, 2020)

INDICATIVE MASTERPLAN

7.0
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2YHUDOOLQODQGVFDSHDQGYLVXDOWHUPVLWLVRXUFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKHUHDUHQRVLJQL¿FDQW
overriding landscape constraints to the delivery of this Site for development.

The indicative masterplan illustrated at Figure 6.0 has been informed by the advice
set out within this appraisal, with the location and layout of development parameters
generated by the visual and landscape character assessment.

The Site is apparent from Bordehill Lane, in between existing dwellings, but is not
readily discernible from public vantage points within the High Weald AONB and
Registered Park and Garden at Borde Hill, nor is it discernible in the wider landscape
due to intervening topography and vegetation. Therefore, development of the Site
ZRXOGQRWVLJQL¿FDQWO\DOWHUWKHVHWWLQJRIWKH$21%RU5HJLVWHUHG3DUNDQG*DUGHQ

An initial landscape and visual appraisal of the Site reveals that the Site is well
related to the residential northern edge of Haywards Heath. It is enclosed to the
north, west and east by undulating topography, woodland and trees. Furthermore,
WKH6LWHERXQGDULHVDUHGH¿QHGSUHGRPLQDQWO\E\YHJHWDWLRQWKDWIROORZWKHDOLJQPHQW
of the road network associated with Bordehill Lane (to the northwest and west) and
Balcombe Road to the south. This combination of features provide a mature landscape
ZLWKDFOHDUO\GH¿QHGQRUWKHUQHGJHWRWKHQRUWKRI+D\ZDUGV+HDWK
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Overview

1.1.1

Fairfax has appointed i-Transport LLP to provide highways and transport advice in respect of Land at
Borde Hill Lane, Sugworth. A residential development of circa 130 dwellings is envisaged.

1.1.2

The site is located in Sugwoth, West Sussex, to the north of Haywards Heath (Haywards Heath railway
station is situated circa 1.5km to the south east of the site). The site is bordered by rural fields to the
north and east, residential properties to the south and Balcombe Road / Borde Hill Lane to the west.

1.1.3

The site has not been identified as one of 22 housing sites identified within the Mid-Sussex Draft Site
Allocations DPD (Regulation 19) document. Accordingly, this technical note has been prepared to
demonstrate that the site is suitable for a residential development and sets out the sustainability
credentials of this site as well as the deliverability of a suitable access for all users.
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SECTION 2

ACCESSIBILITY

2.1

Overview

2.1.1

A pertinent aim of national and local policy is the delivery of sustainable development, part of which
is the accessibility of a site to a good range of transport modes and the good accessibility to a range
of everyday services and facilities. Walking and cycling provide important alternatives to the private
car and should be encouraged to form part of longer journeys via public transport.

2.2

Local Services and Facilities

2.2.1

Manual for Streets states that ‘walkable neighbourhoods’ are typically characterised by having a range
of facilities within 10 minutes’ (up to about 800m) walking distance of residential areas, but this is not
an upper limit (Ref: Manual for Streets paragraph 4.4.1). Indeed, the CIHT Planning for Walking
guidance document (April 2015) acknowledges that circa 80% of journeys up to 1mile (1,600m) are
made wholly on foot. Furthermore, the average distance of pedestrian journeys is 0.85mi (1,360m) (Ref:
Planning for Walking, Section 2).

2.2.2

The results of the National Travel Survey 2019, published August 2020, corroborates these findings
and identify that walking is the most frequent mode used for short trips – 80% of trips under one mile
(c. 1,600m) and almost one-third (31%) of trips between one and two miles (c. 3,200m) were on foot
(Ref: NTS Table 0308).

2.2.3

A summary of local facilities and services, the distance of these from the site, and approximate walking
and cycling journey times, is provided in Table 2.1, and shown diagrammatically on Figure 1. The colour
coding highlights the locations within 1,600m (within which distance 80% of trips are completed on
foot) and 3,200m walking distance where circa one-third of journeys are completed on foot and
therefore walking is a realistic alternative to car use.
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Purpose

Retail

Education

Leisure

Destination

Approx.
distance
(metres)

Walking
journey time
(mins)

Cycling journey
time (mins)

Sainsbury's Superstore

1,300

15

5

Waitrose

1,400

17

6

Budgens Convenience store and
Post office

1,500

18

6

Marks & Spencer’s

2,500

30

10

Haywards Heath Retail Centre

2,600

31

11

Harlands Primary School

750

9

3

Elan Pre-School

1,500

18

6

Robins Nest Day Nursery

1,800

21

7

Oathall Community College

2,300

27

9

St. Joseph’s Catholic Primary
School

2,600

31

11

The Dolphin Leisure Centre

1,400

17

6

Haywards Heath Cricket Club

1,700

20

7

Haywards Heath Library

1,900

23

8

Nuffield Health Haywards Heath
Hospital

1,100

13

4

Lloyds Pharmacy

1,300

15

5

The Clinic Dental Facial

1,700

20

7

Newton Surgery

2,100

25

9

Mid Sussex District Council

2,000

24

8

Bridge Road Industrial Estate

2,000

24

8

Perrymount Road Offices

2,100

25

9

Health

Employment

Source: Consultant

2.2.4

On the basis of the above, a number of facilities for a range of journey purposes are located within
distances where walking is a genuine choice of mode.

2.2.5

Of note, relating to the development of 210 homes at Penland Farm (directly opposite the site) that is
currently under construction, it is worth noting that in granting permission at appeal in 2014 (appeal
ref: 2218078) the Inspector noted at paragraph 70;

Date: 7 September 2020
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“The Council and the appellants agree that the site is in an accessible location and I share that
view. It is reasonably convenient for shops, services, schools and other community facilities
and there would be opportunities for walking and cycling.”
2.2.6

Given that Land at Borde Hill Lane is adjacent to the appeal site it would equally be an “accessible
location” with “opportunities for walking and cycling”. Further, since 2014 the accessibility credentials
of this location has improved with a new Waitrose superstore (opened in 2017 as part of a regeneration
scheme known as Station Quarter) and a 2019 refurbishment of Dolphin Leisure Centre providing
additional services and facilities.

2.3

Pedestrian and Cycle Connectivity

2.3.1

Given the location of key services and facilities south of the site, key routes for pedestrian and cycle
trips will be via Balcombe Road and Penland Road. Balcombe Road provides a footway of circa 2m
throughout on at least one side of the carriageway to/from Haywards Heath station. Penland Road
provides footways on both sides of the carriageway. Both routes are street lit with dropped
kerbs/tactile paving located at junctions between the site and Haywards Heath station/town centre.
Together, these provide a comprehensive pedestrian network to support pedestrian connectivity to
the south of the site and the wider area. It is noted that footways to the south are being upgraded and
extended as part of the Redrow scheme to facilitate journeys of foot to/from Haywards Heath Town
Centre.

2.3.2

No dedicated cycle routes are available within the vicinity of the site. However, a leaflet prepared by
Mid-Sussex District Council and Haywards Heath Town Council identifies a circular route (titled
Harlands) that directs cyclists both via Penland Road and Balcombe Road identifying the route is
suitable for some cyclists.

2.4

Public Transport Accessibility
Bus

2.4.1

The site is located circa 350m from a southbound bus stop on Penland Road (near junction with The
Spinney). Traveline SouthEast identifies route 31a/31c operates a loop service every two hours between
Uckfield and Haywards Heath, before returning to Uckfield.

2.4.2

Additional bus services as well as rail services are available at Haywards Heath station/Perrymount
Road bus stops, 1.5km from the site. From this location, buses 3, 30, 31/31a/31c, 33/33A, 39, 62, 89,
166, 270 and 272 are accessible. These additional services, the destinations served and frequencies are
summarised in Table 2.2. overleaf.
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Table 2.2: Haywards Heath Bus Services

Service

Destination

30

Typical Frequency
Mon-Fri

Saturday

Sunday

Haywards Heath – Lindfield Circular

Up to 2 buses
per hour

No Service

No service

39

Haywards Heath – Bolnore Village –
Haywards Heath

1 per hour

1 per hour

No Service

62

Crawley – Cuckfield – Haywards Heath
– Franklands

1 per 2 hours

No Service

No Service

270

Brighton – Burgess Hill – Haywards
Heath – East Grinsted

1 per hour

1 per hour

No Service

271

Brighton – Burgess Hill – Haywards
Heath – Crawley

1 per 2 hours

1 per 2 hours

1 per 2
hours

272

Brighton – Burgess Hill – Haywards
Heath – Crawley

1 per 2 hours

1 per 2 hours

No Service

31

Lindfield – Haywards Heath – Uckfield

1 per hour

1 per hour

No service

33

Hurstpierpoint – Burgess Hill –
Haywards Heath

1 per hour

1 per hour

No service

89

Horsham – Haywards Heath

4 per day

4 per day

No service

166

Lewes – Offham – Plumpton –
Haywards Heath

1 per two
hours

No service

No service

Source: Traveline

2.4.3

The permission at Penland Farm will also fund the introduction of an hourly bus service between that
site and Haywards Heath station and Princess Royal hospital for a period of at least five years once 51
occupations are reached. This will be of benefit to future occupiers of the Land at Borde Hill Lane site
and provide an additional sustainable transport mode connecting with a number of key local services
and facilities (including the local hospital).
Rail

2.4.4

Facilities available at Haywards Heath railway station (also 1.5km from the site) include ATM machines,
payphones, public wi-fi, post box, accessible toilets, baby changing facilities and waiting rooms. Table
2.3 summarises the key destinations accessible from Haywards Heath as well as their service frequency
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and shows that there are fast and frequent rail services from Haywards Heath to key local regional and
national destinations.
Table 2.3: Haywards Heath Station Rail Services
Typical Weekday Frequency

Destination

Typical Journey
Duration

Peak (0700 – 0800)

Off-Peak

London Victoria

6 per hour

4 per hour

45 mins

London Bridge

5 per hour

3 per hour

43 mins

Gatwick Airport

10 per hour

7 per hour

13 mins

Bedford

3 per hour

2 per hour

124 minutes

Brighton

2 per hour

5 per hour

20 minutes

Eastbourne

1 per hour

2 per hour

38 minutes

Littlehampton

-

2 per hour

58 minutes

Source: Realtime Trains

2.4.5

Being situated on the Brighton Main Line, the station offers excellent services to a range of destinations
including Central London, Gatwick Airport and the South Coast.

2.4.6

Whilst 1,500m walk from the site and still within the distance where 80% of journeys are made on foot,
the CIHT Planning for Walking guidance document notes “The power of a destination determines how
far people will walk to get to it”, i.e. the services available at the destination (of the walk trip) means
potential users will be prepared to walk further to reach it. As shown in Table 2.3, there is considerable
rail service availability from Haywards Heath station with circa one train every six minutes routing
towards Central London/Gatwick Airport at peak times. It is therefore reasonable to expect future
occupiers would walk to/from the site and Haywards Heath station.

2.4.7

Furthermore, it is well within a comfortable cycling distance, with the CIHT Planning for Cycling
Document (October 2014) noting 40% of cycling trips are up to 3,200m (2mi) in length and 80% are
up to 8km (5mi) in length. Cycle parking is also provided at Haywards Heath station with dedicated,
secure (covered by CCTV) cycle parking for in excess of 300 cycles.
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SECTION 3

ACCESS

3.1

Overview

3.1.1

In recognition of the location of existing local facilities and transport connections within Haywards
Heath (as noted previously), the primary desire line for pedestrians will be to/from the southern part
of the site and therefore it is prudent for pedestrian access to be provided in this location.

3.1.2

It is also noted that the permitted Redrow site at Penland Farm (210 dwellings – application reference:
DM/16/1803) opposite the site frontage is improving the Balcombe Road / Hanlye Lane / Borde Hill
Road priority junction to a 3-arm roundabout. The construction of the roundabout is already underway,
and it is understood works due to be completed by the end of summer 2020.

3.1.3

Therefore, the rational location for access to Land at Borde Hill Lane would be through the introduction
of a fourth arm to the roundabout currently under construction. A revised roundabout layout with a
fourth arm is shown in Drawing ITL14572-GA-001 attached to this Note. As noted in Section 2, footway
provision within the vicinity of the site is primarily on the opposite side of the carriageway to the
development site. Accordingly, a crossing point is shown to connect future pedestrians to the footway.
The roundabout would be enlarged to provide for the safe movement of all road users and to efficiently
accommodate existing traffic flows, those from the Redrow development and those from subsequent
development on Land at Borde Hill Lane.

3.1.4

The revised roundabout design would provide:
x

3.1.5

direct pedestrian access along the primary desire line;

x

safe access for cyclists being located within a 30mph speed limit with street lighting; and

x

vehicular access in a location which has already been accepted by the highway authority.

Accordingly, the access arrangements shown on Drawing ITL14572-GA-001 would provide safe and
suitable means of access for all and enable the accessibility benefits of the site location to be realised.
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SECTION 4
4.1.1

SUMMARY

Fairfax has appointed i-Transport LLP to provide highways and transport advice in respect of Land at
Borde Hill Lane, Sugworth. A residential development of circa 130 dwellings is envisaged.

4.1.2

This technical note has been prepared to demonstrate that the site is suitable for a residential
development and sets out the sustainability credentials of this site as well as the deliverability of a
suitable access for all users.

4.1.3

The local area provides footways of good quality to connect the site to a number of key local facilities
and services, the majority of which are within a distance where the majority (80%) of trips are
completed on foot. A 2014 appeal decision for a site adjacent to this (Penland Farm, appeal ref:
2218078) noted;
“The Council and the appellants agree that the site is in an accessible location and I share that
view. It is reasonably convenient for shops, services, schools and other community facilities
and there would be opportunities for walking and cycling.”

4.1.4

There is no reason why the above would no longer apply. In fact, it can be considered the site has
attained enhanced accessibility credentials in the intervening period in that a new Waitrose superstore
was opened in 2017 (as part of a regeneration scheme known as Station Quarter) and a 2019
refurbishment of Dolphin Leisure Centre has introduced additional services and facilities.

4.1.5

The site is well located with respect to public transport services. In addition to bus services, the site is
circa 1,500m from Haywards Heath railway station. Being situated on the Brighton Main Line, the
station offers excellent services to a range of destinations including Central London, Gatwick Airport
and the South Coast with circa one train every six minutes routing towards Central London/Gatwick
Airport at peak times.

4.1.6

The site location, the accessibility to local facilities within walking and cycling distance, and the
accessibility to public transport would result in a development which would provide genuine
opportunities to promote sustainable transport.

4.1.7

Access to Land at Borde Hill Lane would be via the introduction of a fourth arm to a roundabout which
will provide access to the Penland development opposite. The access arrangements, which are shown
on Drawing ITL14572-GA-001, would provide safe and suitable means of access for all and enable the
accessibility benefits of the site location to be realised.
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