
Infrastructure First Group Statement  Q3.3 Housing Delivery 
 

Page 1 of 28  15 May 2021 

1. (iii) Are any of the housing allocations in conflict with a made Neighbourhood Plan 
(SA19/SA20)? 

 

1.1 SA19/SA20 in conflict with the East Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan  

1.1.1 The Infrastructure First Regulation 19 submission listed several policies in the made East 

Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan which weigh heavily against the site allocations SA19/20. 

These were: 

 

     EG2   - Areas of Development Constraint 

     EG2a - Preventing Coalescence 

     EG11 - Mitigating Highway Impact 

1.1.2 In addition, the site specific policy SS8 weighs explicitly against site allocation SA20  

 

     SS8 - Land South of Birches Industrial Estate and West of Imberhorne Lane 

 

1.2 Status of the Neighbourhood Plan  

1.2.1 The East Grinstead Neighbourhood plan was found sound at examination, supported by Mid 

Sussex Council and supported by referendum. It was officially adopted in November 2016. 

1.2.2 The Local Plan was adopted in March 2018. 

1.2.3 The East Grinstead Town Clerk confirmed that a meeting took place with Mid Sussex officers 

on 4th May to review the Neighbourhood Plan in light of the newly adopted Local Plan. No 

minutes taken of this meeting but the Town Clerk confirmed that Mid Sussex only queried 

policy EG5 (Housing), agreeing that others were in conformity with the Local Plan (see 

Appendix A) 

1.2.4 The submitted plan sets out the position of neighbourhood plans in its introduction … 

 

 

 

1.3 How were the Neighbourhood Plan policies considered?  

1.3.1 The Council have given the Neighbourhood Plan policies little or no regard in assessing the 

performance of sites SA19 and SA20 in the site selection process.  

1.3.2 Although assessed against  a wide range of planning considerations, the relevant policies of 

the Neighbourhood Plan were relegated to ‘Other Considerations’ without comment and 

without any obvious assessment. 
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Extract from SA19 Site Assessment Proforma  

 

Extract from SA20 Site Assessment Proforma  

 

 

1.3.3 Policy EG11 is notably absent from both proforma assessments and there can be no 

justification for including EG2a in SA19 but not in the SA20 assessment. Also the site specific 

policy SS8 is applies to SA20 but is absent from the assessment. 

1.3.4 When asked how the Neighbourhood Plan policies were considered in the assessment 

process, the Council wrongly asserted that there were no site specific policies to consider. 

The Council also suggested that any Neighbourhood Plan policies weighing against the 

allocations would be superseded by the submitted plan once it has been adopted. (see 

Appendix B). 

1.3.5 The submitted plan is not adopted so Neighbourhood Plan policies carry full weight.  

1.3.6 It is also unclear why the Council are noting that Neighbourhood Plan Policies EG2 and EG2a 

would apply to nearly every site considered in East Grinstead as though that would render 

them invalid. 

1.3.7 In its response the Council acknowledges that these Neighbourhood Plan Policies  EG2 and 

EG2a are supported by Local Plan policies DP12 and DP13.  Policy EG11, although omitted 

from ‘Other Considerations’ is clearly supported by the Local Plan policy DP21.  

1.3.8 Nowhere in the site selection assessment do the Council refer to the site specific policy SS8 

which aims to protect the SA20 public open space from development.  

1.3.9 The public open space described in policy SS8 meets all the criteria set out in NPPF paragraph 

100 and should therefore be governed by the provisions set out in NPPF paragraph 97.  

1.3.10 Policy SS8 was not subject to any comment or modification at the Neighbourhood Plan 

examination and was subsequently approved by the Council. 

1.3.11 The Council argue that the NPPF provisions are not applicable to SS8 despite the clear 

intention of the site specific policy to resist housing development  on the site of SA20. (see 

Appendix C)     
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1.4 Has the Neighbourhood Plan been properly considered against SA19 and SA20 

1.4.1 There are several Neighbourhood Plan policies that weigh heavily against the SA19 andSA20 

site allocations.  

1.4.2 Made Neighbourhood Plan policies that are in conformity with policies of the Local Plan carry 

full weight. In their Appendix C response,  the Council suggests that Neighbourhood Plan 

policies are superseded if they are in conflict with policies in the submitted draft plan. This 

cannot be correct.     
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2.  (v) Are there any significant infrastructure considerations in terms of traffic 
circulation, highways and pedestrian safety (SA19/SA20)?    

 

2.1 Existing traffic conditions  

2.1.1 Both the Council and Highways Authorities in Surrey and West Sussex acknowledge the 

serious traffic congestion at key junctions along the A22 corridor into the town centre. 

2.1.2 As set out in detail in our matter 6 statement, the evidence base supporting the submitted 

plan acknowledges that the critical junctions on the A22 and A264 corridors are currently 

operating over capacity and the resulting congestion is expected to deteriorate in the future 

as already committed development is completed. 

2.1.3 The congestion has been recognised as both as problem and constraint to growth and 

investment for some time. This is also true of the significant levels of rat-running through the 

residential areas of the town. 

2.1.4 Appeal regarding Land to Western Side of Imberhorne Lane - June 2011 (ref: 2142385) 
 

In 2010, a scheme adjacent to SA20 for less than 20% of the housing now proposed was 

refused on the grounds of highways congestion although West Sussex Highways withdrew 

their objection prior to the appeal hearing in return for extra funding to re-phase the traffic 

signals on the A22 between Felbridge and Imberhorne Lane.  

 

The appeal was allowed but the Inspector acknowledged the safety implications of the 

significant amount of rat-running through the Imberhorne Estate … 

 

 

  

 The appeal statement also recognised the need to travel by car to access essential services … 

 

 

 

Since 2010, the Councils annual monitoring of Completions shows that at least 1,097 further 

homes have been delivered as of April 2020 
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2.2 WSP traffic study into capacity options and pedestrian safety at the A264/A22 Felbridge 
Junction 
 

2.2.1 The report’s 2018 terms of reference confirm that the study was necessary to support 

development coming forward in Tandridge and Mid Sussex. Yet the Council neither refer to 

the study in the submitted plan nor include the Report in the evidence base … 

 

 

 

2.2.2 The report’s executive summary was published in October 2019 and shows the base year 

congestion to be far worse than that reported on page 42 of the Council’s Strategic Transport 

Study [T7] … 

 
 

 

 

None of the options modelled by the WSP study were agreeable to any of the commissioning 

councils. Option 3 was considered the most favourable but it only offered a temporary 
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capacity improvement and offered no improvements at all to non-motorised users of the 

junction offered. 

 

A failed HIF bid submitted by Tandridge in support of their emerging Local Plan requested 

£11m to fund the required improvements to the A264/A22 Felbridge Junction: 

 

 

 

 

Source: 

Document Reference TED24: 

Tandridge District Council – Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Background and Update Information – November 2019  

 

2.3 Sustainable Transport Measures  

2.3.1 The Mid Sussex Strategic Transport Study [T7] states that sustainable travel measures are the 

most effective form of mitigating highway impacts. It further states that the potential 

sustainable mitigations have been proposed in discussion with West Sussex  for each 

allocation and have been modelled through a reduction of car trips.   

2.3.2 The Mid Sussex Transport Study (2012) originally included an ambitious target of 6% mode 

shift from car within its primary remedial transport interventions (later amended to 4% in 

the Stage 2 report). This mode shift was to be achieved by area-wide (not site-specific) Travel 

Plans including the “establishment of Transport Management Associations  to implement 

their delivery”. Nonetheless, area-wide Travel Plans were never enacted in East Grinstead. 

 

2.3.3 The Council are relying on a 2 to 3% modal shift away from private car journeys but present 

no evidence to support this. Green travel plans have been required for significant 

developments in East Grinstead but nothing has been learned. This is due largely to a split 

responsibility for ensuring travel plans are implemented and subsequently monitored. 

2.3.4 FOI Requests were raised with both Mid Sussex and West Sussex Council’s to obtain details 

of earlier travel plans and whether anything has been learned from them. 

2.3.5 Mid Sussex responded to the FOI request by saying that it was not responsible for monitoring 

sustainable travel plans (see Appendix H).   

2.3.6 West Sussex responded to the same FOI request by saying that the responsibility and liability 

for producing development related travel plans falls to the developer and Mid Sussex 

Council. Their response goes on to say that for the 3 large schemes referred to in the 

request, they have either not been consulted or have not seen any monitoring results. All 3 
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schemes produced travel plans and there is some evidence in the planning files that they 

were a condition of the planning consent. 

2.3.7 West Sussex concludes by saying that nothing can be learned from these travel plans as they 

were either not implemented or not monitored (see Appendix E). 

2.3.8 There is therefore no evidence to support the sustainable travel targets for East Grinstead 

set out in the Councils evidence base and therefore nothing to indicate that the sustainable 

transport measures can be relied upon.       

 

2.4 Highways Intervention Measures 

2.4.1 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan [IV1] lists 2 significant highways intervention measures for 

SA19/SA20 to address the serious traffic issues in East Grinstead. 

2.4.2 A project for A22/A264 corridor improvements is listed in the plan but the Council do not 

provide any further details. 

2.4.3 In their regulation 19 consultation response, the agent for the SA20 site promotor claims 

that intervention proposals are already as an advanced stage. 

 

“Welbeck in conjunction with MSDC and WSCC have considered a range of possible highway 

improvement projects which could be secured through policy SA35 and have provided 

sufficient evidence to the Highways Authority that these schemes will offer a betterment to 

future journey times along the corridor; all proposed developments in the area which would 

have an impact on the A264/A22 corridor would be required to make contributions towards 

these improvements.” 

2.4.4 By contract West Sussex Highways say that the A22 corridor improvements are still at the 

feasibility stage and that no further work will be undertaken until the issues with the 

Tandridge emerging plan have been resolved (see Appendix F). 

2.4.5 Several references have been made to the Atkins junction improvement schemes outlined in 

2011. Atkins makes it clear that these could only accommodate the 765 homes committed at 

that time plus a further 190 homes. 

2.4.6 The Council’s Housing Supply monitoring reports show that between 2011 and April 2020 

1,097 homes have already been delivered in East Grinstead. 

2.4.7 Notwithstanding the capacity headroom for these improvements has already been breached, 

the cost of these improvements was estimated (at 2012 prices) significantly in excess of 

£2.25m [source: Atkins East Grinstead Traffic Management Study Stage 3- Final Report May 

2012] … 
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For SA19/SA20, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets aside just over £1.3m for all off-site 
transport costs.   
 

2.4.8 The other project referred to in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan relates to a bus 

priority/corridor between East Grinstead and Crawley on the A22/A264. 

2.4.9 Again, no specific or even outline detail has been made available in the evidence base. 

2.4.10 An FOI request raised with West Sussex seeking details about the proposed scheme which 

currently only exists as a series of drawings which do not extend as far as the Imberhorne 

and Felbridge junctions. There are no estimates of likely cost and there are no current plans 

to progress the scheme until the future of the submitted plan is known (see Appendix G). 

 

2.5 Highway Safety 

2.5.1 As set out in detail in our matter 6 statement, the criteria used to identify junctions to be 

considered are methodologically flawed on several grounds and as a result, several key 

collision hotspots in East Grinstead are excluded from the Road Safety Review.  

2.5.2 Firstly, the analysis uses collision data for Mid Sussex District only. In the case of junctions on 

the local authority boundary, collisions in the neighbouring authority are excluded. 

2.5.3 Secondly, only those junctions that feature in the capacity assessment are evaluated in the 

safety assessment. Roads with a more dispersed cluster of collisions, or junctions that have 

high road safety risk but do not feature in the Council’s strategic transport study’s capacity 

assessment are excluded.  

2.5.4 Finally, junctions with severe capacity impacts in the study’s reference case are excluded 

from the safety impact assessment. 

2.5.5 The road safety review methodology fails to identify collision hotspots at the Felbridge 

junction and on Imberhorne Lane although these two locations are existing collision hotspots 

and are locations most directly affected by site allocations SA19 and SA20. Conversely, the 
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only location in East Grinstead that is flagged using the criteria in the Road Safety Review is 

the B2110/Railway Approach junction, which is also an existing collision hotspot and much 

less directly affected by the proposed site allocations. 

2.5.6 The junction and its approach arms have a significant collision history for collisions involving 

personal injury. The junction itself has witnessed 3 major incidents and 5 minor incidents; 

more than any other reviewed in the Councils’ Road Safety report … 

 

 

2.6 Is there sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the serious traffic issues in East Grinstead 
can be resolved? 

2.6.1 Serious traffic issues have existed in East Grinstead for more than a decade with the situation 

deteriorating every year as more homes are delivered with no traffic mitigation. The 

Council’s submitted plan proposes to allocate nearly as many new homes as have been 

delivered in East Grinstead over the past 10 years.  

2.6.2 There are no detailed proposals to improve on the existing situation. Even if there were, 

there are serious questions the affordability  of schemes which would be capable of 

significantly improving capacity and safety for the 5 key junctions along the A22 corridor. 

2.6.3 The Council’s claim that the 750 proposed homes on the sites SA19/SA20 will not have a 

material impact on the highways network is not supported by the evidence. 
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3. (vi) Does the allocation have any significant impact on the living conditions of 
neighbouring occupiers (SA19/SA20)? 

 

3.1 Impact of traffic 

3.1.1 The existing capacity problems at the 5 key junctions along the A22 corridor into the East 

Grinstead town centre have been widely reported and acknowledged by West Sussex 

Highways 

3.1.2 The Council’s strategic transport study applies a very narrow interpretation of NPPF 

paragraphs 108 and 109 and consequently reports so severe impacts relating to SA19/SA20 

when considering highways capacity or safety issues. However the study does report the 

A264/A22 as a ‘hotspot’ leading to an increase in drivers rerouting to avoid delays.  

3.1.3 These rerouting impacts are only described in terms relating to the rural roads B2110 and 

B2028 and not on the residential streets within the Imberhorne and Gardenwood Estates, 

which appear to be beyond the study’s remit. 

3.1.4 The problem of rerouting to avoid the congested A22 junctions was recognised as early as 

2010. The scheme for 100 homes on Land to the Western Side of Imberhorne Lane was 

refused on the advice of West Sussex Highways on account of the increased traffic having an 

unacceptable impact on the local network. The scheme was appealed but the highways 

objection was withdrawn when the developer agreed to fund a scheme to coordinate  the 

traffic signals between the Imberhorne and Felbridge junctions (Appeal Ref 2142385). 

3.1.5 Despite this, the appeal Inspector felt it necessary to comment on the significant rat-running 

through the Imberhorne Estate to reach the town centre, remarking on the adverse impact 

on the safety and amenity of local residents …   

 

 

3.1.6 The Land to the Western Side of Imberhorne Lane site was allowed on appeal and the 

scheme  completed in 2016 (aka The Oaks). This site abuts the allocation site SA20 which 

proposes access for the 550 proposed homes via a new junction opposite Heathcote Drive 

(see Appendix H)   

3.1.7 Should the site allocation be approved, the occupiers of existing homes close to the 

Imberhorne Lane/Heathcote Drive junction will find themselves living next to a busy 

signalised crossroads   
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3.1.8 Future occupiers of the proposed SA20 development wishing to use the town centre facilities 

or travel to employment centres in Tunbridge Wells or south of the town will have a choice 

of using the longer and congested route via the A22. Alternatively they will join existing 

drivers already rerouting through the Imberhorne and Gardenwood Estates (see Appendix I)    
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4. (vii) Is there any significant impact on the quality of the landscape eg. Green Gaps, 
Ecology Ancient Woodland (SA20)?  

4.1 Agricultural Land Classification 

4.1.1 Imberhorne Farm has been actively producing crops since medieval times, with the land 

proposed for SA20 characterised by traditional farming methods and by encouraging  

biodiversity through the maintenance of hedgerows and wildlife buffer zones. The Farmland 

achieved  Countryside Stewardship status in 1997 (see Appendix J).  

4.1.2 NPPF paragraphs 170 and 171 set out to protect and enhance valued landscapes, sites of 

biodiversity or geological value and soils.  

 

4.1.3 National Planning Practice Guidance requires planning policies and decisions to take account 

of the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, classified 

as grades 1, 2 and 3a.  

4.1.4 The Council’s Policy DP12 acknowledges that most of the district’s agricultural land is grade 3 

with potential for some of it to be classified as 3a.  The Council accepts that field surveys may 

be required to inform decisions about specific sites.  

4.1.5 The Sustainability Appraisal echoes DP12, confirming that the Council does not have the 

available data to assess its grade 3 land as categories 3a or 3b. 

4.1.6 Natural England’s Guide to Assessing Development Proposals on Agricultural Land1, 

published February 2021, sets out policies to help planning authorities meet their obligations 

to protect the best and most versatile land from inappropriate or unsustainable 

development proposals . 

 

Section 4.4 describes sub-category 3a land as that capable of consistently producing 

moderate to high yields of a narrow range of arable crops (e.g. cereals) or moderate yields of 

a wide range of crops (e.g. cereals, grass, oilseed rape, potatoes, sugar beet and less 

demanding horticultural crops). 

 

Section 6.2 advises planning authorities to undertake new field surveys if there’s not enough 

information from previous data. 

 

4.1.7 The submitted plan provides no evidence that the Council has conducted a detailed field 

survey to properly assess the status of the agricultural land at SA20. Indeed the plan doesn’t 

recognise the loss of agricultural land as a planning consideration at all.    

 

4.1.8 SA20 is a site characterised by traditional eco-friendly farming practices with a long history of 

cereal growing. Today, a crop of Spring Barley is growing on the site but there has also been 

recent crops of Oil Seed Rape (which is only listed for grade 3a land). 

4.1.9 The Council have allocated the site in their submitted plan without proper consideration of 

its agricultural value and therefore risks significant harm to the landscape . 

                                                             
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-

assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A  - Email correspondence with the East Grinstead Town Council 

re. the conformity of NP policies with the Local Plan 

 

Appendix B  - Email correspondence with the Council Re. How NP policies 

were assessed  

  

Appendix C  - Email correspondence with the Council Re. NP Policy SS8 

 

Appendix D  - FOI to Mid Sussex Re. Sustainable Travel Plans 

 

Appendix E  - FOI to West Sussex Re. Sustainable Travel Plans 

 

Appendix F  - Email correspondence with West Sussex Highways re. 

A264/A22 Corridor Improvements Project 

 

Appendix G  - FOI to West Sussex Re. A264/A22 Bus Priority Project 

 

Appendix H  - Proposed junction layout for SA20  

 

Appendix I   - Map showing SA20 site access on to the Imberhorne Estate 

(and the shortest route to the town centre) 

 

Appendix J  - Extract from A History of Imberhorne Farm published in May 

2003  
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APPENDIX A  
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APPENDIX D 
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APPENDIX E 

 

 
 

  



Infrastructure First Group Statement  Q3.3 Housing Delivery 
 

Page 24 of 28  15 May 2021 

APPENDIX F 
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APPENDIX G 
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APPENDIX H  
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APPENDIX I 
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APPENDIX J 

 
 
Source: https://www.felbridge.org.uk/index.php/publications/farm-imberhorne/ 
 

 




