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Comments in Response to: Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions



1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. dowsettmayhew Planning Partnership is instructed on behalf of Burgess Hill Town Council 
(BHTC) to submit a statement in response to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions 
(ID-02).


1.2. This document sets out comments in response to ‘Matter 3.3 - Housing Delivery Over the Plan 
Period’ in respect of Policy SA15: Land South of Southway, Burgess Hill.


1.3. Previous representations made by BHTC remain of relevance. It is respectfully requested the 
submitted representations are taken into consideration insofar as they relate to soundness and legal 
compliance. 


2. MATTER 3.3 - HOUSING DELIVERY OVER THE PLAN PERIOD 

2.1. Matter 3.3 - Housing Delivery Over the Plan Period is identified by the Inspector. The Inspector 
queries, ‘Does the Plan provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the proposed new 
homes total in each of the allocations can be implemented over the plan period, in 
accordance with the housing trajectory? Can each of the following housing allocations 
demonstrate their sustainability and deliverability in relation to the following considerations:


• (i) the willingness (or otherwise) of the landowner(s) to implement their sites on the basis 
of the relevant policy; 


• (ii) safe and secure access, which can be provided within the ownership of the allocated 
site, or does the scheme rely on the acquisition of off-site land; 


• (iii) any conflict with a made Neighbourhood Plan; 


• (iv) any conflict with national planning policy; 


• (v) any significant infrastructure considerations, including vehicular access, traffic 
circulation and highway and pedestrian safety, flooding, drainage and sewerage 
implications; are any of these ‘showstoppers’; 


• (vi) any significant impact on the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers, or future 
occupiers of the proposed development; 


• (vii) any significant impact on the quality of the landscape, e.g. the integrity of any green 
gaps, and the ecology of the site and the surrounding area, and proximity to ancient 
woodland; 


• (viii) any impact on Conservation Areas, heritage assets or areas of archaeological 
significance; 


• (ix) access to shops, schools, health provision and services, community facilities, public 
transport and employment, i.e. is the location sustainable; 


• (x) contamination or other ground or stability issues; and 


• (xi) any other material considerations which could impact on the sustainability of the 
proposed allocation?’.
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2.2. The housing allocations to which considerations (i) to (xi) apply include, amongst others, Policy 
SA15: Land South of Southway, Burgess Hill (SA15).


2.3. In responding to questions, the Inspector has asked statements to confirm: 


• What particular part of the document is unsound? 


• Which soundness test(s) does it fail? 


• Why does it fail? 


•  How could the document be made sound? 


• What is the precise change that is sought?  

3. NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK: SOUNDNESS 

3.1. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out guidance in relation to plan-making  
including ‘soundness’. This is set out in Appendix 1.


3.2. A response to Matter 3.3 is set out below cognisant of the tests of soundness. With respect to 
SA15, comments focus on the following considerations:


• Conflict with national planning policy; 


• Conflict with a made Neighbourhood Plan; and


• Significant impact on the quality of the landscape.


4. BURGESS HILL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

4.1. The proposed housing allocation SA15 is designated as Local Green Space (LGS) in the Burgess 
Hill Neighbourhood Plan (BHNP) . 
1

4.2. In light of such, the background to the BHNP is set out, for the benefit of the Inspector, in 
Appendix 2. 


4.3. The BHNP has undergone Examination and has been ‘made’ by Mid Sussex District Council 
(MSDC).  The Examiner’s Report of the BHNP is available in Appendix 3.  

 Ev dence L brary: Referece O51

Comments in Response to: Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions 
 Page 2



5. MATTER 3.3 - CONFLICT WITH NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY  

5.1. The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies and how these are expected to be 
applied. It is supported by national planning policy guidance (NPPG). Policies and associated 
guidance which are most relevant are set out in Appendix 4.


5.2. The NPPF supports the designation of LGS through local and neighbourhood plans. It allows 
communities to identify and protect green areas of particular importance to them. Importantly, 
Paragraph 99 states, LGS should only be designated when a Plan is prepared or updated, and 
be capable of enduring beyond the end of the Plan period.


5.3. Guidance confirms green areas will need to meet criteria set out in Paragraph 100 of the NPPF. 
The NPPG confirms that whether to designate land is a matter for local discretion . Whilst it 2

must be reasonably close to the local community, there are no hard and fast rules about how 
big a LGS can be. Paragraph 100 does however confirm LGS designation should only be used 
where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. The NPPG confirms there is 
no lower size limit for a LGS. In addition, it confirms land could be considered for designation 
even if there is no public access .
3

5.4. As set out in Appendix 2, the BHNP allocates 4 areas as LGS. The extent of the designated 
LGS’s are available to view in Appendix 6. The Site Allocations Development Plan Document 
(DPD) proposes to allocate SA15, which forms part of LGS2, for residential development and 
open space, see Burgess Hill Policies Map .
4

5.5. The BHNP has undergone Examination. As part of this, the independent Examiner considered 
whether the proposed LGS met the requisite requirements of the NPPF. In this regard, as set 
out in the Examiner’s Report, the Examiner considered the ‘principle of Policy G4 is consistent 
with the NPPF’. 


5.6. The matter of whether the LGS proposed were sufficiently justified was discussed at the 
hearing of the BHNP. It is of note that ‘BHTC with confirmation from MSDC, stated that all the 
areas were close to the communities they served and were not extensive tracts of land. They 
were considered by the community at the various consultation stages on the plan to be of local 
significance and accessible to the community. Areas 1, 3 and 4 were also important for wildlife’. 


5.7. The Examiner concluded, with modifications, Policy G4 met the Basic Conditions. The 
modifications were incorporated into the BHNP and was ‘made’ by MSDC.


5.8. The LGS are well established and valued in the area. In line with Paragraph 99, land remains 
capable of enduring beyond the Plan period (2014-2031). LGS2 remains special to local 
residents and is valued because of its wildlife. The enclosed document at Appendix 5 has been 
compiled by local residents to demonstrate such.  


 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 37-013-201403062

 Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 37-015-201403063

 Exam nat on Reference: DPD34
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5.9. With respect to LGS2, there has been no change with regard public access and the site 
remains overgrown which allows wildlife to flourish and adds to the tranquility of the area. It 
continues to meet the tests of Paragraph 99 and 100.


5.10. Paragraph 101 states policies for managing development within a LGS should be consistent 
with those for Green Belts. The NPPF makes clear the Government attaches great importance 
to Green Belts. The fundamental aim is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open. The essential characteristic is openness and permanence. 


5.11. Paragraph 136 confirms ‘Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where 
exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating 
of plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt boundaries, 
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the 
plan period.’ Furthermore, before concluding circumstances exist to justify changes to 
boundaries, the LPA should be able to demonstrate that it has examined fully all other 
reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development.


5.12. MSDC have previously carried out an assessment of open space, sport and recreation. This 
assessment was carried out in 2006. No recent assessment is available in respect of open 
space requirements and/or the need to amend/alter LGS designations. No evidence is available 
to demonstrate MSDC have fully examined/explored reasonable options to provide housing on 
sites which are not designated LGS. 


5.13. The independent Examination has concluded LGS2 met the requirements of Paragraph 99 and 
100. It is capable of enduring beyond the BHNP period. The site is demonstrably special to the 
community. It continues to provide biodiversity and ecological benefits and adds to the 
tranquility of an otherwise urban environment. 


5.14. The proposed allocation of SA15 has been proposed without detailed consideration of other 
reasonable options. No evidence is provided to justify the removal of LGS land. This approach 
is contrary to the NPPF. 


5.15. For this reason, it is submitted Policy SA15 is contrary to the requirements of Policy 35 of the 
NPPF. The allocation is not justified and not supported by a proportionate evidence. 
Furthermore, it is not consistent with national policy and would result in an unsustainable form 
of development. BHTC consider Policy SA15 should be removed from the DPD. 


6. MATTER 3.3 - CONFLICT WITH A MADE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

6.1. Policy SA11: Additional Housing Allocations identifies the sites that are allocated to meet the 
residual housing requirement addressed by the Sites DPD. It confirms, proposals will be 
supported where development meets the requirements of: Site Specific Policies (SA12 to 33); 
SA GEN: General Principles; and are in accordance with the Development Plan read as a whole. 


6.2. Policy SA15 is a site-specific policy set within a template that identifies key objectives and site 
specific policy requirements relating to issues such as urban design, landscape, historic 
environment, highways and access, green infrastructure, biodiversity, social and community, 
and flood risk and drainage. It is accompanied by a series of general principles which are 
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common to all the sites and are set out in SA GEN: General Principles. Both highlight issues 
that should be addressed at the planning application stage. 


6.3. Policy SA15 proposes to allocate 30 dwellings and open space on land South of Southway, 
Burgess Hill. The site is described as ‘overgrown and inaccessible land’ designated as part of a 
wider area of LGS in the BHNP. 


6.4. The overall objective is to ‘deliver a high quality, sustainable residential scheme along with a 
number of public benefits in the form of enhanced and accessible open space…’. With respect 
to the Social and Community Objectives, the allocation will ‘compensate’ for the loss of LGS 
through the provision of ‘new enhanced open space on site, that creates a connected network 
of open spaces and green corridors’ with the adjacent LGS.


6.5. The DPD states, site specific policies and the Development Plan policies as a whole will apply. 
This approach is unclear as Policy G4 of the BHNP forms part of the Development Plan. No 
detail is provided as to how Policy SA15 should apply when it is at odds with Policy G4 of the 
BHNP.


6.6. The NPPF confirms Local Plans should contain policies that are clearly written and 
unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision-maker should react to development proposals. 
For the reason set out above, it is considered the site specific policy for SA15 is unclear and is 
inconsistent with national policy. It is therefore considered unsound. 


6.7. Furthermore, Policy SA15 fails to clearly define what areas are to be removed from LGS and 
what areas are to remain. No detail is provided to justify the removal of land from LGS. The land 
proposed as open space already benefits from designation as LGS.


6.8. MSDC consider the area of LGS to be lost is minimal. The development would result in the loss 
of circa 0.8 hectares of LGS. MSDC do not propose to replace this loss elsewhere. It is MSDC’s 
position ‘The housing allocation part of SA15 would represent only a small loss of the LGS and 
an even smaller (minimal) proportion of the total open space in this vicinity of the site. This part 
of Burgess Hill is well-served by publicly accessible open space therefore any loss of this small 
area of LGS would not be detrimental to the local community’ . 5

6.9. No evidence is provided to justify the removal of all/part of the designated area which has been 
subject to an independent Examination. LGS2 was considered to be justified and met the 
requirements of the NPPF. MSDC publicly agreed with this position. As set out above, and as 
detailed in the BHNP, residents of Burgess Hill are strongly opposed to the loss of existing 
green space.


6.10. MSDC consider SA15 is currently inaccessible and does not perform the role expected of a 
LGS. MSDC consider that the small part of the LGS that would be developed would ‘not meet 
the policy tests set out in Paragraph 100 of the NPPF if it were proposed to be designated 
today’ .  
6

 MSDC Response to Inspector’s In t a  Quest ons5

 MSDC Response to Inspector’s In t a  Quest ons6
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6.11. As set out in Appendix 4, the NPPG makes clear land can be considered for designation even if 
there is no public access. On this basis, MSDC’s comments relating to whether the area would 
meet policy tests are wholly unreasonable.


6.12. With respect to the provision of open space on the site, Paragraph 96 of the NPPF states, 
‘Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the need for open 
space, sport and recreation facilities’. Paragraph 97 confirms existing open space, sports and 
recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on unless certain 
criteria are met.


6.13. MSDC consider  ‘no formal assessment in line with Paragraph 97 of the NPPF was 7

required’ (noting the requirements of Paragraph 97 are ‘or’). With respect to the replacement by 
equivalent or better provision, MSDC consider  0.34 Ha (4%) of the LGS designation will be 8

improved and enhanced through the delivery and implementation of this proposed allocation as 
it will unlock and create a new area of accessible open space. It is MSDC’s position this 
accords with Paragraph 97b in providing better provision in quantity and quality than currently 
provided . 
9

6.14. To be clear, the area proposed to provide open space as part of  SA15 is designated as LGS. In 
light of such, the area is currently afforded special protection against development. It is 
demonstrably special to the local community. Whilst the area is not accessible, this is not 
required and indeed adds to its tranquility. The lack of access has allowed the area to naturally 
attract biodiversity. It is submitted the ‘unlocking’ of this part of the LGS would undermine the 
reasons for designation. 


6.15. The allocation of SA15 would diminish the quantitive supply of LGS and does not seek to 
provide a qualitative replacement. Notwithstanding the requirement of Paragraph 99 and 101 of 
the NPFF, the proposed approach of Policy SA15 is also contrary to Paragraph 96 and 97.


6.16. Green spaces within and around towns and villages play an important role in defining the 
character of an area, as well as being an important social, environmental, and economic 
resource. The community’s desire to enjoy high-quality green spaces, as well as protect and 
improve existing open space, is echoed in the Vision and Core Objectives of the BHNP. 


6.17. The full extent of LGS2 has met the requirements of Paragraph 100, is valued locally, and 
makes an important contribution to the environmental and social well-being of residents. On 
this basis, BHTC wish to protect the designated site.


6.18. In conclusion, it is considered Policy SA15 is ‘unsound’. It is not consistent with national policy 
as the policy is unclear. Furthermore, the removal of LGS is not justified. BHTC consider the 
Policy should be removed from the DPD.


 MSDC Response to Inspector’s In t a  Quest ons7

 MSDC Response to Inspector’s In t a  Quest ons8

 MSDC Response to Inspector’s In t a  Quest ons9
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7. MATTER 3.3 - ANY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE QUALITY OF THE LANDSCAPE 

7.1. Policy SA15 proposes land, designated as LGS, for residential development and open space. 
SA15 currently consists largely of dense mixed scrub, immature woodland, and mature 
woodland. The north-west boundary lies adjacent to an area of deciduous woodland which is 
designated as Priority Habitat. There are TPOs on the eastern boundary. There is a Public Right 
of Way which crosses the site.


7.2. BHTC consider, due to the presence of Blackthorn edge, scrubland of oak, bramble and 
assorted native trees, the area benefits from high levels of biodiversity. It is also considered the 
woodland supports a variety of species, and connects to the playing fields of Burgess Hill 
Rugby Club, West Park Nature Reserve and ultimately, the Green Crescent. Please see 
Appendix 5 which confirms the ecological habitats which are valued locally. 


7.3. The value the area provides in biodiversity terms is confirmed within the Preliminary Ecological 
Appraisal, submitted in support of the proposed allocation. This confirms ‘the site would be 
considered to support habitats that are of moderate – high with a potential for GCN.’ 

7.4. This area is valued locally and has been designated as LGS. It continues to meet the 
requirements of Paragraph 100 and is capable of enduring beyond the BHNP period. Its 
development would undermine the merits of the designation, as well as erode the site’s 
biodiversity and ecological value. It would also result in the loss of trees which provide 
environmental benefits.


7.5. BHTC consider the proposed development of SA15 would have a negative impact on the local 
area. It would result in the loss of a designated LGS and erode those habitats which are valued 
locally. For the reasons set out above, it is submitted the development is not justified and/or 
consistent with national planning policy and would result in unsustainable development. BHTC 
consider Policy SA15 is ‘unsound’ and should be removed from the DPD.


8. CONCLUSION 

8.1. dowsettmayhew Planning Partnership is instructed on behalf of BHTC to submit comments in 
response to Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions, Matter 3.3, relating to SA15 (ID-02).


8.2. Comments are provided in relation to:


• Conflict with national planning policy;


• Conflict with a made Neighbourhood Plan; and


• Significant impact on the quality of the landscape.


8.3. For the reasons set out above, Policy SA15 is considered unsound. It is not justified and/or 
consistent with national policy. The allocation and development of the site would not result in a 
sustainable form of development and would be contrary to the NPPF.


8.4. BHTC consider Policy SA15 should be removed from the DPD.
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APPENDIX 1 

National Planning Policy Framework: Soundness



1. NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK: SOUNDNESS 

1.1. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 19th February 2019. 
It sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be 
applied. It provides a framework within which locally-prepared plans for housing and other 
development can be produced.


1.2. Paragraph 25 states, Local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess 
whether they have been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and 
whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are:


• Positively Prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seek to meet the area’s 
objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so 
that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so 
and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;


• b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, 
and based on proportionate evidence;


• c) Effective – deliverable over the Plan period, and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as 
evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 


• d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 
accordance with the policies in this Framework.


1.3. Paragraph 36 states these tests of soundness will be applied to non-strategic policies in a 
proportionate way, taking into account the extent to which they are consistent with relevant 
strategic policies for the area.
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APPENDIX 2 

Background to Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan  



1. BURGESS HILL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN  

1.1. The Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2031 (BHNP) (Reference O5) was made in January 
2016 and forms part of the Development Plan for the district. 


1.2. It covers the plan period from 2015-2031 and sets a framework and vision for the future of 
Burgess Hill. It includes a Vision Statement which states:


‘In 2031, Burgess Hill will be a fully sustainable 21st century town, focused around a vibrant 
town centre; where the existing and future population can enjoy a range of community 
facilities and high quality green space for play and recreation. It will be a town that 
empowers its community to be involved in its future.’ 

1.3. It also includes a series of Core Objectives which seek to:


• Promote sustainable and well designed development in the right location taking into 
account the character and amenity of the local area. Preserve and enhance existing 
residential neighbourhoods. 

• To promote Burgess Hill as a place for businesses to locate to and where existing 
business can thrive and to enable local people to live and work within the town. 

• Ensure that all sections of the community in Burgess Hill have appropriate access to 
community/medical services including retail, formal and informal recreational space and 
leisure facilities. 

• Prevent the loss and encourage the re-use of historic and significant buildings or assets 
of community value. Protect the amenities of existing residential areas/neighbourhoods. 

• Protect and improve areas of existing landscape value and open space identified by local 
communities. 

• Promote new open spaces areas and green infrastructure opportunities especially where 
there are deficiencies and encourage new opportunities to protect and enhance 
biodiversity as part of proposed developments. 

• Promote the vitality and vibrancy of Burgess Hill town centre and enhance the 
accessibility and public realm within the town centre. 

• Resist the loss of existing retail units in neighbourhoods where identified important by 
local communities. 

• Ensure adequate parking is provided for all new development. 

• Promote use of public/community transport and walking and cycling around the town. 

• Promote the aspiration that all new residential and commercial developments will be 
carbon free by supporting the efficient use of natural resources and sustainable design 
solutions. 
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1.4. The BHNP sets out a series of policies to deliver the Vision and Core Objectives of the Plan. 
Policies relate to: The Town Centre; Sustainable Neighbourhoods for Communities; Green 
Infrastructure; and Heritage and Character.


1.5. Each policy contains four sections:


• Supporting Text;


• Evidence Base;


• Policy Text; and


• Core Objectives.


1.6. Chapter 8 Green Infrastructure sets out the following policies:


• Policy G1: Areas of Open Space;


• Policy G2: The Green Circle;


• Policy G3: Nature Conservation and Biodiversity;


• Policy G4: Local Green Space;


• Policy G5: Allotment Sites; and


• Policy G6: Footpath and Cycle Links.


1.7. Chapter 8 confirms Burgess Hill has a high quality natural environment where residents are 
strongly opposed to the loss of existing green space. In addition, it confirms the BHNP 
provides the opportunity to create new areas of open space and identify areas as green lungs 
within the urban area for the benefit of the community.


1.8. The supporting text of Policy G4: Local Green Space confirms Local Green Space provides 
important valuable benefits within the urban area, particularly for their visual amenity, and are 
often highly valued by local communities. They were suggested as specific land use allocations 
by local residents during the consultation exercise in 2012 and 2013. They are seen as areas 
that are not always in public ownership but form part of the overall urban fabric of the town and 
create a feeling of green space around and within the built up areas.


1.9. The evidence base of Policy G4: Local Green Space confirms the policy is supported by the 
local residents through the public consultation exercises on the Neighbourhood Plan.


1.10. With respect to ‘The Green Space forming part of Burgess Hill Rugby Club, Snake Wood and 
Sparrow Way’, to be known as LGS 2, the evidence base section confirms this land parcel is in 
close proximity to residents of both Dunstall and Victoria Wards, with a number of access 
points available. The land parcel is well used for recreation purposes and is an important 
“green lung” for the west of Burgess Hill.
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1.11. Policy G4: Local Green Space states:


1.12. The following sites and areas are designated as Local Green Spaces and protected from 
development: 


• Land between Chanctonbury Road and the railway line.


• The green space forming part of Burgess Hill Rugby Club on the boundary of Dunstall 
ward (Sparrow Way) and Snake Wood (ancient woodland). 


•  Land immediately west of Wivelsfield Station, north and south of Leylands Road. 


• Green space and wooded areas to the west of the railway line adjacent to St. Wilfrid’s 
Bridge.


1.13. The policy sits under Core Objective CO 5: Protect and improve areas of existing landscape value 
and open space identified by local communities.


Examiner’s Report 

1.14. The Examination of the BHNP was carried out by an Independent Examiner. The Report of the 
Examination was published in August 2015.


1.15. The Examiner’s Report confirms it is the Examiner’s view that the BHNP reflects the views of 
the community and sets out a clear vision and suite of policies and proposals for the 
Neighbourhood Area. 


1.16. The Report sets out a number of modifications to the Plan to be made to ensure the Plan can 
meet the Basic Conditions. Subject to the recommended modifications in the report being 
completed, the Examiner was satisfied that the BHNP: 


• has regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State; 


• will contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; 


• is in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan for the area; 


• does not breach, and is compatible with European Union obligations and the European 
Convention of Human Rights; and 


• is not likely to have a significant effect on a European Site either alone or in combination with 
other plans or projects. 


1.17. The Examiner decided that it was necessary for there to be a Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan 
Hearing and it took place on Friday 19 June 2015.
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1.18. The reason the Examiner considered that a hearing was necessary was specifically in response 
to substantive objections raised that the Neighbourhood Plan policies and proposals would not 
meet the basic conditions, would not be in accordance with the requirements of the 
Development Plan in respect of the quantity of housing, and presented proposals for town 
centre regeneration that were not wholly supported. The Examiner also took the opportunity of 
the hearing to clarify a number of more minor matters relating to green space and recreation 
proposals. 


1.19. In addition to the Town Council and Mid Sussex District Council, 8 other participants took part 
directly in the round table discussion representing principally developers (4) and residents (3).


1.20. With respect to Policy G4 the Report confirmed the principle of Policy G4 is consistent with the 
NPPF. In light of the requirements of the NPPF, and its requirement that areas have to be 
demonstrably special, the Report confirms the Examiner was not persuaded that the supporting 
text or evidence base was sufficient justification for the policy. 


1.21. As such, to comply with Basic Conditions, the Examiner recommended the supporting text 
should be developed to set out why each LGS is especially important to the community. It was 
stated this could be done in a table in the supporting text. 


1.22. The Report confirms the matter of whether the LGS proposed were sufficiently justified was 
discussed at the hearing following representations at the Reg16 stage. It confirms BHTC, with 
confirmation from MSDC, stated that all the areas were close to the communities they served 
and were not extensive tracts of land. They were considered by the community at the various 
consultation stages on the Plan to be of local significance and accessible to the community. 
Areas 1, 3 and 4 were also important for wildlife. 


1.23. The following recommendation was made to Policy G4:


• Reword 1st line of policy G4 to read: “The following sites and areas are designated as 
Local Green Spaces…” 


• Reword first bullet point to read: “Land between Chanctonbury Road…” 


• Insert additional supporting text to Policy G4 on page 67 (possibly in tabular form) 
evidencing the importance of each of the 4 areas proposed as Local Green Space in the 
terms expressed in Paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 


1.24. The Examiner concluded, with these modifications, protection of the LGS was justified and the 
policy met Basic Conditions.


1.25. The policy was found to have a neutral or positive impact on the sustainability objectives which 
would not be affected by modifications and therefore Basic Conditions were met. 


1.26. A copy of the Examiner’s Report is available in Appendix 3.  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Making of the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Plan 

1.27. On 10th December 2015, the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood Development Plan 2014 - 2031 
successfully passed referendum with 4,131 of the votes cast, agreeing that the Burgess Hill 
Neighbourhood Development Plan be used by Mid Sussex District Council for the 
determination of planning applications.


1.28. On 27th January 2016 Mid Sussex District Council resolved that the Burgess Hill 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 2014 - 2031, Submission Plan (incorporating Examiners 
modifications and all modifications as per the MSDC Decision Statement) should be ‘made’ 
and become part of the Development Plan for Mid Sussex District Council for the town of 
Burgess Hill.


1.29. As a result of Full Council resolution of 27th January 2016 has been ‘made’ with effect 28th 
January 2016.


1.30. In light of such, the BHNP 2014 - 2031 is part of the Development Plan of the Mid Sussex 
District Council Local Planning Authority Area (as defined at Area Designation by Mid Sussex 
District Council on 9th July 2012). 
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APPENDIX 4 

National Planning Policy: NPPF & NPPG



1. NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK  

1.1. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 19th February 2019. 
It sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be 
applied. It provides a framework within which locally-prepared plans for housing and other 
development can be produced.


1.2. Set out below are the paragraphs considered of relevance in relation to Burgess Hill Town 
Council’s response to Matter 3.3. These comprise guidance in relation to: plan making; 
promoting healthy and safe communities; and protecting Green Belt land.


Plan Making 

1.3. Chapter 3 focuses on plan making. Paragraph 15 states, the planning system should be 
genuinely plan-led. Succinct and up-to-date plans should provide a positive vision for the 
future of each area; a framework for addressing housing needs and other economic, social and 
environmental priorities; and a platform for local people to shape their surroundings.


1.4. Paragraph 16 states, Plans should:


• be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development; 


• be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable;


• be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-makers and 
communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and 
statutory consultees;


• contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision 
maker should react to development proposals;


• be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and policy 
presentation; and


• serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a 
particular area (including policies in this Framework, where relevant).


1.5. Paragraph 17 states, the Development Plan must include strategic policies to address each 
Local Planning Authority’s priorities for the development and use of land in its area. These 
strategic policies can be produced in different ways, depending on the issues and opportunities 
facing each area.


1.6. Paragraph 19 confirms, the Development Plan for an area comprises the combination of 
strategic and non-strategic policies which are in force at a particular time.
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1.7. Paragraph 20 states, strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale 
and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for: 


• housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and other commercial 
development;


• infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water 
supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of 
minerals and energy (including heat);


• community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and 


• conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment, including 
landscapes and green infrastructure, and planning measures to address climate change 
mitigation and adaptation.


1.8. Paragraph 28 confirms, non-strategic policies should be used by Local Planning Authorities 
and communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or types 
of development.


1.9. Paragraph 29 states, neighbourhood planning gives communities the power to develop a 
shared vision for their area. Neighbourhood Plans can shape, direct and help to deliver 
sustainable development, by influencing local planning decisions as part of the statutory 
Development Plan. Neighbourhood Plans should not promote less development than set out in 
the strategic policies for the area, or undermine those strategic policies.


1.10. Paragraph 30 states, once a Neighbourhood Plan has been brought into force, the policies it 
contains take precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a Local Plan covering the 
neighbourhood area, where they are in conflict; unless they are superseded by strategic or non-
strategic policies that are adopted subsequently.


Promoting Healthy and Safe Communities 

1.11. Chapter 8 confirms, planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive 
and safe places.


1.12. Paragraph 96 states, access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for 
sport and physical activity is important for the health and well-being of communities. Planning 
policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the need for open space, 
sport and recreation facilities (including quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and 
opportunities for new provision. Information gained from the assessments should be used to 
determine what open space, sport and recreational provision is needed, which plans should 
then seek to accommodate.


1.13. Paragraph 97 states, existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields, should not be built on unless:
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• an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings 
or land to be surplus to requirements; or


• the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or


• the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of which 
clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.


1.14. Paragraph 99 states, the designation of land as Local Green Space through local and 
neighbourhood plans allows communities to identify and protect green areas of particular 
importance to them. Designating land as Local Green Space should be consistent with the local 
planning of sustainable development and complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and 
other essential services. Local Green Spaces should only be designated when a Plan is 
prepared or updated, and be capable of enduring beyond the end of the Plan period.


1.15. Paragraph 100 states, the Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green 
space is:


• in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;


• demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for 
example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a 
playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and


• local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.


1.16. Paragraph 101 states, policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should 
be consistent with those for Green Belts.


Promoting Green Belt Land 

1.17. Paragraph 133 confirms, Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The 
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.


1.18. Paragraph 136 states, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where 
exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or 
updating of Plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure 
beyond the Plan period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt boundaries has been 
established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those boundaries may be made 
through non-strategic policies, including Neighbourhood Plans.


1.19. Paragraph 137 states, before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify 
changes to Green Belt boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be able to 
demonstrate that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified 
need for development. This will be assessed through the examination of its strategic policies, 
which will take into account the preceding paragraph, and whether the strategy:
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a) makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and under utilised land; 


b) optimises the density of development in line with the policies in Chapter 11 of this 
Framework, including whether policies promote a significant uplift in minimum density 
standards in town and city centres and other locations well served by public transport; 
and


c) has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they 
could accommodate some of the identified need for development, as demonstrated 
through the statement of common ground.


1.20. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development should be taken into account. Strategic policymaking authorities 
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development 
towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within 
the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary. Where it has been 
concluded that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, Plans should give 
first consideration to land which has been previously-developed and/or is well-served by public 
transport. They should also set out ways in which the impact of removing land from the Green 
Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and 
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.


1.21. Paragraph 141 states, once Green Belts have been defined, Local Planning Authorities should 
plan positively to enhance their beneficial use, such as looking for opportunities to provide 
access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance 
landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land.


1.22. Paragraph 143 states, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt 
and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.


1.23. Paragraph 144 confirms, when considering any planning application, Local Planning Authorities 
should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations.


1.24. Paragraph 145 states, a Local Planning Authority should regard the construction of new 
buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt. Exceptions to this are:


• buildings for agriculture and forestry;


• the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a 
change of use) for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and 
allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not 
conflict with the purposes of including land within it;
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• the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building;


• the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not 
materially larger than the one it replaces;


•  limited infilling in villages;


• limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the 
Development Plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and


• limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land, 
whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would:


‣ not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
development; or


‣ not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the development 
would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting an identified 
affordable housing need within the area of the Local Planning Authority.


1.25. Paragraph 146 states, certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate in the 
Green Belt provided they preserve its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of 
including land within it. These are:


• mineral extraction;


• engineering operations;


• local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt 
location;


• the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial 
construction;


• material changes in the use of land (such as changes of use for outdoor sport or 
recreation, or for cemeteries and burial grounds); and


• development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order or Neighbourhood 
Development Order.  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2. NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY GUIDANCE 

2.1. National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) provides key advice on issues relating to amongst 
other matters ‘open space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way and Local 
Green Space designation’.


2.2. Set out below are the paragraphs considered of relevance in relation to Burgess Hill Town 
Council’s response to Matter 3.3. This comprises guidance in relation to Local Green Space. 


2.3. Local Green Space designation is a way to provide special protection against development for 
green areas of particular importance to local communities. Guidance confirms Local Green 
Spaces may be designated where those spaces are demonstrably special to the local 
community, whether in a village or in a neighbourhood in a town or city.


2.4. The NPPG confirms the green area will need to meet the criteria set out in Paragraph 100 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. Whether to designate land is a matter for local discretion. 
1

2.5. It confirms the proximity of a Local Green Space to the community it serves will depend on 
local circumstances, including why the green area is seen as special, but it must be reasonably 
close. 
2

2.6. There are no hard and fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places 
are different and a degree of judgment will inevitably be needed. Guidance is clear that 
Paragraph 100 confirms Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green 
area concerned is not an extensive tract of land. 
3

2.7. The NPPG confirms there is no lower size limit for a Local Green Space. In addition, it confirms 
some areas that may be considered for designation as Local Green Space may already have 
largely unrestricted public access, though even in places like parks there may be some 
restrictions. However, other land could be considered for designation even if there is no public 
access (e.g. green areas which are valued because of their wildlife, historic significance and/or 
beauty). It also confirms designation does not in itself confer any rights of public access over 
what exists at present. Any additional access would be a matter for separate negotiation with 
land owners, whose legal rights must be respected. 
4

2.8. Guidance confirms areas that may be considered for designation as Local Green Space may be 
crossed by Public Rights of Way. There is no need to designate linear corridors as Local Green 
Space simply to protect rights of way, which are already protected under other legislation. 
5

 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 37-013-201403061

 Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 37-014-201403062

 Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 37-015-201403063

 Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 37-017-201403064

 Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 37-018-201403065
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Email to:-   
LDFconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk 
And / or post to:- 
Planning Policy 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Oaklands 
Oaklands Road 
Haywards Heath 
West Sussex 
RH16  1SS                           BY 18th November 2019 
 
Resident Name:- 
Address & postcode:- 

Initial Neighbourhood Plan Proposed Development 
location:- 
“Land South of Southway”  Burgess Hill:- 
 
Outline comments as part of the 
Consultation Process as requested by Mid 
Sussex District Council 
issued to:- 
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• Please note:-   

The comments listed below are not listed in any order of importance:- 

 

• General information:-  Proposed site area listed as 1.2 hectares / Development 
guidelines 30 properties per hectare / 30% affordable housing allocation   

• Before the existing Croudace small residential estate was completed, this land was 
an arable field used for hay or wheat. One side of the field was bordered by a thick 
Blackthorn hedge, a known local site for nightingales. The nightingales could be 
heard every spring. Photos below c1975. 

 

• When the last of the new Phase 2 Croudace homes were built 5 years ago, an area of 
the field was left as a protected green space, retaining the Blackthorn hedge. This 
has now developed into a scrubland of oak, bramble and assorted native trees. The 
nightingales continue to sing in the spring on the area of so called ‘protected 
woodland’.  We have also seen Buzzards flying low over the area this summer, and 
have found Elephant Hawk Moth Caterpillars, and in previous years have watched 
fox cubs playing.  Bats and owls fly through the estate regularly – see details below. 
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• Although a small urban area, this woodland is supporting a variety of species, and 
connects to the playing fields of Burgess Hill Rugby Club, and West Park Nature 
Reserve- and ultimately with the Green Crescent surrounding our side of the town.  

 

Adopted footpath with mature oak trees leading to Blackthorn hedge 

• Matters Requiring Clarification:- 

• We are in need of your clarification regarding the following which we would then 
wish to retain the right of making further comment. 

• A  The type of housing stock to be constructed om the development site? 

• B  Why at this juncture decision has been made to use Linnet Lane for access 
to the proposed construction site, notwithstanding the fact other points of 
access would be less disruptive during and ater the construction phase.  We 
have ourselves this issue with West Sussex County Council – see clause 1 
below. 

• C  A more definitive plan with precise boundaries forming part of the 
development site – see clause 6 below together with the various sub-sections 
below, under the heading “Potential Land Ownership Issues” 

• List of Objections:- 

As follows:- 

• 1.0 Highways 

• 1.1 Highways/traffic:-  We have been discussing the proposed site development 
South of Southway with Laura Walder at West Sussex County Council and she has 
asked that concerns and objections be listed and carefully documented and emailed 
to the Highways Team , customer.service@westsussex.gov.uk for their urgent 
comments and action.  (this has been actioned – awaiting response)        
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  Blind bend Brambling Way                   remove 2 middle car parking spaces     min turning                  

 

                               

Pedestrian crossing points/safe         Junctions                               road visibility splay 
Visibility splays required 

                                   

Proposed Access to New Estate              Proposed access through parked cars 

This existing Croudace estate is a “built – up” area and the general principle is that 
junctions are to be avoided near bends, unless adequate ‘sight lines/visibility splays’ 
and other ‘safety’ features can be achieved.  Our concerns for any new access road 
in Linnet Lane to any potential housing development “Land South of Southway” are 
due to the fact it will adversely affect safety of both pedestrians and vehicle drivers.  
Forward visibility is vital - access to existing driveways, activities, junctions and other 
features will put residents and members of the public at risk.                                   

                 

 Proposed development shown hatched       Existing amenity land 

• 1.4 Vehicular accidents:-  2.5yrs ago, a large white fully laden delivery van 
reversed from the staggered crossroads from Skylark Way up the hill towards 
Brambling Way at speed reversing round the corner into Woodpecker Crescent 
crashing into a stationary vehicle who had anticipated its erratic driving – it then 
drove at speed up onto the pavement on the wrong side of the road (Linnet Lane) 
prior to coming to a standstill.  A lost delivery driver panicking at speed! 
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Therefore, even more children and parents use this as safe access and currently need 
to walk in the road to get to the twitten and to school.  Pedestrians from the 
Croudace (some 84 homes in Phase 1 and 94 in Phase 2) estate together with the 
existing wider estates along Sparrow Way etc 
 

• 3.3 Cycling:- Routes to school, routes to facilities and neighbourhoods should be 
safe - our children are encouraged to cycle to school and often cycle up Linnet Lane 
to meet the adopted footpath shown above.   

With the existence of the Brambling Way blind bend and a potential new junction to 
negotiate if Land South of Southway is developed, (and if 2 car parking spaces are 
removed from Linnet Lane) children’s and adult’s lives can be potentially put at risk.  
There is insufficient distance to introduce a new access road between 2 blind bends 
at this pinch point of vehicle, pedestrian and cyclist activity in our view. 

 Many adults cycle to work accessing cycle ways and there have been several 
accidents whereby cyclists (especially in wet conditions) when cycling south from 
Brambling way down Linnet Lane have fallen off their bikes when trying to brake on 
seeing an oncoming vehicle travelling towards them north up Linnet Lane. 

3.4 ‘Often’ overgrown footpath continuation Skylark Way:-  We have spoken to 
the Footpaths Officer Laura Walder who has advised us that the existing footpath 
ref:-  “32BH” across the existing Croudace site has been maintained regularly but 
where it crosses the private land prior to its end at Southway, it has not been 
maintained by the landowner.  A kind Croudace resident has trimmed both 
overhanging sides to afford safe access to school for children who access this 
adopted footpath.   

Many residents walk that footpath regularly and the Town Council need to enforce 
the landowner of the private land either side to maintain this footpath.  See 
documents attached min 10 residents affording regular access to Town Centre and 
Southway school.  We have been advised to contact West Sussex County Council 
“public Rights of Way” online to report overgrown footpaths for clearance.  (Land 
Registry have landowner listed) 
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32BH Skylark Way footpath                  Start of private access via 32BH footpath 
Viewed from Skylark flats 
 

• 4.0   Environmental issues:- 

• 4.1 Existing environment:-  Before this small (Croudace constructed) residential 
estate was completed, this was an arable field used for hay or wheat. One side of the 
field was bordered by a thick blackthorn hedge, a known local site for 
nightingales. The nightingales could be heard every spring.  
 

• When the new houses were built (completed 4 years ago), an area of the field was 
left as a protected green space, retaining the Blackthorn hedge. This has now 
developed into a scrubland of oak, bramble and assorted native trees.  See 4.2 below 

     
Fenced surface water overflow pond looking north to Land South of Southway 
 

• The Nightingales continue to sing in the spring on the area of so-called protected 
woodland.  We have also seen Buzzards flying low over the area this summer, and 
have found Bats, owls and this has been part of previous Planning approval see 4.2. 
 

• Elephant Hawk Moth Caterpillars, and in previous years we have watched fox cubs 
playing. 
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Nightingale                  Elephant Hawk Moth Caterpillar                             Buzzard 
 

 (above images taken from free image sources)  

             
View towards Snakes Wood                                                                Mature oak (not TPO) 
                                                                                                                    Leading to rugby pitch 
 
4.2 Planning Application & Regulation Ecology Plan:-  Planning Application 
09/00605/FUL  entitled Submission of Details Pursuant to “Condition 8” ‘Ecology’ of 
Planning Permission on Land North of Maltings Park, Burgess Hill:-   Documents clearly state 
that an Applied Ecology Ltd Report and Habitat Management and Maintenance Plan were 
required as part of the Planning Permission being granted.  The document shown below 
states that this Condition 8 has been agreed and the condition discharged by the 
implementation of provisions for badgers, bats (bat boxes) and reptile habitats dated 12th 
March 2012.  See copy letters photographed below. 
 
Documentation also exisits stating that “Condition 7” for Planning Permission relating to 
Planning Application 10/00107/FUL has also been agreed and discharged letter dated 23 
March 2012.  See copy letters photographed below. 
 

•  Although a small urban area, this woodland is supporting a variety of species, and 
connects with the playing fields of Burgess Hill Rugby Club, and West Park Nature 
Reserve- and ultimately with the Green Crescent surrounding our side of the town. 
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Maintained “Wild flower meadow” strip by Croudace Management Company  

• 4.3 Sussex Wildlife Trust:-  Charlotte Owen has been contacted (Wildcall Officer) 
and she has drafted email replies as appended.  “nightingales are protected under 
the “wildlife & Countryside Act” and it is an offence to damage or destroy an active 
nest” 

• We would like to ask the following :-   

• 1 is there any official form of ‘protection’ granted to this area as part of the 
existing Croudace estate development?  YES See above (4.2) 

• 2 is there any official form of ‘protection’ granted to the site of proposed 
development South of Southway?  YES See above (4.2) 

• 3 Are there any binding measures put in place to prevent future damage, 
destruction or development on this part of the proposed development site South 
of Southway?   

This is highly relevant and to be questioned and looked into further…Awaiting 
Sussex Wildlife Trust investigations. 

OR 

• 4 whether the retention of ongoing management of this area was a formal 
condition of the previous Planning Condition? 

• It is our understanding , ”Developers and Local Planning Authorities MUST seek to 
retain hedgerows and other valuable wildlife habitats, especially those that have 
been previously identified as “wildlife areas” and ensure that there is an overall net 
gain for biodiversity  Ideally this area would be retained protected and sustainably 
managed but not necessarily for humans but wildlife.  We need to ensure that as an 
important wildlife habitat, it is managed with the advice of Sussex Wildlife Trust. 
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     Sussex Wildlife Trust letter 

• 4.3 Nightingales:-   “Any applicant’s ecological report should also include a 
desktop search of species records held by the Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre for 
this area which would provide all known records for protected and priority species 
including Nightingales”.  There have been sightings of nightingales on this site since 
1975.  – This needs to be fully investigated to highlight nesting site in light of the 
Conditions namely section 7 and 8 of the 2 Planning Application Approvals 4.2 
above. 

• 4.4 Bats:-  Residents frequently see Bats flying from the west of Linnet Lane to 
the direction of Land South of Southway – This needs to be fully investigated to 
highlight nesting site in light of the Conditions namely section 7 and 8 of the 2 
Planning Application Approvals 4.2 above.   

• 4.5 Buzzards:- Residents have seen Buzzards flying over this area regularly (last 
sighting during late summer 2019)  Southway – This needs to be fully investigated to 
highlight nesting site in light of the Conditions namely section 7 and 8 of the 2 
Planning Application Approvals 4.2 above.   

• 4.6 Wildlife:-  Since the re-development of B1 use buildings to flats and 
apartments to the rear of the Croudace Development Goldfinch Road and Snakes 
Wood (Victoria Drive) the fox number has declined/moved and the rat population 
has increase significantly. 

• 4.7 Blackthorn Hedging:-  The existing Blackthorn hedge affords nesting 
provision for  Nightingales that have lived in the area for a numbers of years.  
Southway – This needs to be fully investigated to highlight nesting site in light of the 
Conditions namely section 7 and 8 of the 2 Planning Application Approvals 4.2 
above.   

• 4.8 Mature Oaks:-  There are a number of mature oaks on site  - this is a wildlife 
corridor – some of the mature oak and other trees are not listed on the proposed 
ideas as mature and are not TPO listed.  We have spoken to Irene Fletcher (Tree 
Officer) Mid Sussex District Council and she has confirmed that mature species 
bounding the existing estate along Skylark Way and Goldfinch Drive have Tree 
preservation Orders.  Southway – This needs to be fully investigated to highlight 
nesting site in light of the Conditions namely section 7 and 8 of the 2 Planning 
Application Approvals 4.2 above.   
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proposed outline for the allocation of development land is shown to include this land 
up to the edge of the visitor parking bays.  HML Management Company that we the 
Residents own will know the precise boundary and ownership details – information 
has been requested. 
 

 
 
Plan showing areas that residents are liable for maintenance (ie 1/94th) 

• 6.2 Fencing:-  Fencing was installed during the Croudace phased construction 
period and it is clearly signed “Private Property Keep Out” – surely this fencing and 
notification demarcates land ownership  ? 

 

                   

Corner fence opp Siskin Close            Fencing east side                
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              Amenity land/wild flower strip view       Amenity land view towards Snakes Wood 
              Towards Snakes Wood 
 
Documents state “94 properties contribute equally associated charges of the (existing) development 
including the Housing Association (28/94ths) to include administration charges.   
 
“HML are responsible for the upkeep and management of company lands including NATURE 
CORRIDORS and NATURALLY LANDSCAPED BUFFER ZONES surrounging the site and the ongoing 
Ecological requirements in accordance with the Natural England Licence and Amenity planting beds 
and grass areas, surface water drainage, attenuation ponds and outfalls and the compensation ares 
within the MANAGEMENT COMPANY LAND: sundry highway and footpaths and open spaces (LEAP + 
LAP), as applicable, and emptying of any bins in these areas, footpath, cycleway link attending 
fortnightly.” 

                   

              Amenity :-  
              maintained grass area / wild flower meadow and wooded wildlife corridor as existing 
 
7.0 Buyers information from Croudace Homes:-   

• 7.1 Residents in Linnett Way, Siskin Close and Brambling Way were told when 
asked that the land south of Southway would not be built on for 20 -25 years – we 
feel that we have been mis sold or properties in this respect. 



Public Consultation Comments on Initial Allocation Development for Neighbourhood Plan  :-  
Proposed site “South of Southway”, Burgess Hill, West Sussex October 2019 

22 0f 22 
 

• In summary, our concerns centre on six issues, as detailed below – which will form 
the basis of our formal objections following the Consultative process:- 

Highways – see clause 1 of this report 

Parking – see clause 2 of this report 

Footpaths – see clause 3 of this report 

Environmental issues – see clause 4 of this report 

Development Construction – see clause 5 of this report 

Potential Land Ownership Issue 
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Saved Local Plan Policies 
 

Saved Local Plan policies that are considered to be strategic and/or relate to Burgess 

Hill  

 
Policy G2: Sustainable Development 

Policy C1 Protection of the Countryside 

Policy B6 Open Space in built up areas 

Policy B10 Listed Buildings 

Policy B11 Other Buildings of Merit 

Policy B12 Conservation Areas 

Policy B16 Areas of Townscape Character 

Policy H1 Housing Allocations (see below) 

Policy H3 Housing Development in built up areas 

Policy E1 Allocated business sites 

Policy E2 Retention of business land  

Policy S1 Town centre shopping developments 

Policy S2 New retail developments 

Policy T4 New development 

Policy T5 Parking standards 

Policy R1 Sporting and Recreational Development in the built up area 

Policy R6 Informal open space 

Policy CS6 Retention of Community facilities 

 

Policy BH1 Open Air Market, Cyprus Road, Burgess Hill 

Policy BH2 The Oaks Centre, Junction Road, Burgess Hill 

Policy BH3 Station Yard and Car Park, Burgess Hill 

Policy BH5 Land at 86 Junction Road, Burgess Hill 

Policy BH6 Land North of Faulkners Way, Burgess Hill 

Policy BH7 Land at Folders Farm, Folders Lane, Burgess Hill 

Policy BH8 Gypsy Site 

Policy BH9 Land South of Maltings Park 

Policy BH10 Land to the North of Maltings Park 

Policy BH11 Land between York Road and the Pookebourne 

Policy BH12 Land at the Former Sewage Treatment Works 

Policy BH13 Martlets Shopping Centre 



Policy BH14 Victoria Road Link 

Policy BH15 Burgess Hill - Hassocks Cycle Track 

Policy BH16 Wivelsfield Station 

Policy BH17 Indoor Recreation: The Triangle Leisure Centre 

Policy BH18 Sidney West Site 

Policy BH19 Playing Fields 

Policy BH20 Equipped Play Area 

Policy BH21 Informal Public Open Space 

Policy BH22 Land at Hammonds Ridge 

Policy BH23 Land at West End Farm 

Policy BH24 Community Buildings 
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BURGESS HILL MASTERPLAN SPD TABLE 
 

 SPD DEVELOPMENT GUIDANCE 
 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

1 The area of land west of the town centre, bounded 
by London Road, Queen Elizabeth Avenue, Civic 
Way and Norman Road, should be more 
intensively developed. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC3 The Brow Quarter 

2 London Road should be considered as the new 
boundary for an expanded town centre in the 
longer term. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

3 The existing uses of the Police Station, Health 
Centre, Ambulance Station, Fire Station and St 
Wilfred’s Infant and Primary School should be 
redeveloped with new facilities informed by the 
projected expansion of Burgess Hill. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC3 The Brow Quarter and 
Policy TC1 The Civic and Cultural Quarter. 

4 The western edge of the existing retail core should 
be more intensively developed.  

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

5 The area of land to the north east of the town 
centre bounded by Church Walk, Cyprus Road 
and Crescent Road should be more intensively 
developed 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC1 The Civic and Cultural 
Quarter. 

6 The area of land around the station should be 
more intensively developed. 

This is now superseded by Policy TC5 The 
Station Quarter. 

7 Mark and celebrate the gateway to the town centre 
and Victoria Business Park at the intersection of 
London Road, Queen Elizabeth Avenue and 
Victoria Way 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

8 Promote Queen Elizabeth Avenue as a key 
connecting element between the Business Park 
and the town centre. It should be transformed into 
a boulevard, with wide footways, tree planting and 
new development. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. Is referenced in the 
Town Wide Strategy. 

9 Reconfigure the highway system within the town 
centre, involving the closure of Civic Way between 
The Brow and Station Road/ Queen Elizabeth 
Avenue, and its replacement as the distributor 
route to the west of the town centre by The Brow 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

10 Create a new station square on the west side of 
the station, in Wolstonbury Way, connected to a 
new station building at platform level. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

11 Improve bus routing to ensure easy and legible 
access to all key town centre facilities. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

12 Introduce improved pedestrian crossing facilities 
on key desire lines, 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC6 General improvements 
within the Town Centre. 

13 The public realm needs to be properly enclosed by 
continuous built form, with a common building line 
that provides active frontage and minimal blank 
walls to ensure good surveillance and security. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

14 The enhancement of public realm throughout the 
town centre to give smooth, flat and easily 
cleanable surfaces using appropriate quality 
materials. 
 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC6 General improvements 
within the Town Centre. 



15 Church Walk and Church Road public realm to be 
upgraded. The planting of street trees using 
appropriate species. The creation of a new town 
square.  

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC6 General improvements 
within the Town Centre and Policy TC4 The 
Retail Quarter. 

16 A new civic/community building should face onto 
this new square and be ideally located on the 
alignment of Queen Elizabeth.  

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and probably will not 
be pursued as an option - therefore no 
longer relevant in the SPD. 

17 The existing green space at Queens Crescent to 
be retained and enhanced. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC5 The Station Quarter. 

18 The creation of a new station square to create a 
high quality welcome and arrival space for the 
town. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC5 The Station Quarter. 

19 New residential development is encouraged in the 
town centre. 

This guidance is relevant to a number of 
policies - in particular TC1 The Civic and 
Cultural Quarter.  

20 The retention and expansion of commercial and 
industrial uses will be encouraged. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

21 The area of land between the business park and 
the town centre should be redeveloped as 
residential led mixed-use to include space for 
other employment and ancillary uses 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and therefore remains 
relevant in the SPD. 

22 A more family orientated leisure offer is required 
that consists of a broader range of restaurants, 
cafes and cultural/recreational facilities 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC2 The Leisure and 
Entertainment Quarter. 

23 A large multi-screen cinema is sought for a town 
centre location. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC2 The Leisure and 
Entertainment Quarter. 

24 A new Civic building is sought which provides 
accommodation for one stop facilities for public 
services, tourist information, council chambers, 
meeting rooms and office accommodation 

This guidance is relevant to a number of 
policies - in particular TC1 The Civic and 
Cultural Quarter.  

25 The new library should be 1100sq m with 700sq m 
on the ground floor. 

This guidance is relevant to a number of 
policies - in particular TC1 The Civic and 
Cultural Quarter.  

26 New shop units around the new town square 
should be medium to large floor plates stores. The 
retention of independent shops. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and emphasis is on 
retaining and attracting small independent 
shops in Policy TC4 The Retail Quarter.  
Larger shops may come forward in the 
Leisure and Entertainment Quarter (Policy 
TC2). 

27 Any redevelopment of the town centre will require 
the reprovision of existing parking and additional 
parking. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC6 General improvements 
within the Town Centre. 

28 New development should seek to provide high 
quality, contemporary design. 

Parts of this guidance are now included 
within Policy TC6 General improvements 
within the Town Centre. 

29 The potential reopening of Church Walk to some 
traffic should be considered to encourage more 
activity and vitality in this area. 

Not specifically included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan and probably will not 
be pursued as an option - therefore no 
longer relevant in the SPD. 
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Residential Parking Standards 
 

Small Scale Development 
 

Smaller developments of 20 dwellings or less should have parking standards as detailed in the 

tables below for all of Burgess Hill excluding the Town Centre (Table 1) and the Town Centre 

(Table 2). The standards apply an allocated space to each development type and size, and 

identify the additional unallocated spaces which should be provided on site to facilitate 

additional car ownership and visitor parking. In the event that parking spaces are not allocated 

to dwellings the number of spaces would normally reduce, to take account of non-car owning 

households.  

Please note these standards are intended to be the minimal criteria.  

 

Table 1: Parking Standards (excluding Town Centre) for small developments 
 

Housing type Bedrooms 
Non- allocated 

provision* 

Allocated Provision 

Designated 
Spaces 

Non-Designated 
Spaces* 

Owned Houses 

1 bed 1.2 1 

 
1 space per dwelling 

2 bed 1.5 

3 bed 1.7 2 

 1 space per 2 dwellings 4 bed 1.8 

Shared & 
Rented Houses 

1 bed 1.2 1 

 
1 space per dwelling 

2 bed 1.4 

3 bed 1.6 2 

 4 bed 1.6 

Owned Flats 

studio flat 0.0 1 

 

1 space per 3 dwellings 

1 bed 0.0 

2 bed 0.5 1 

3 bed 0.6 2 

Shared & 
Rented Flats 

studio flat 0.7 1 

 1 bed 0.7 
2 bed 0.9 1 
3 bed 0.6 2 

*includes visitor spaces  



Table 2: Parking Standards – Town Centre - for small developments 

 

Housing type Bedrooms 
Non- allocated 
Provision* 

Allocated Provision 

Designated 
Spaces 

Non-Designated 
Spaces* 

Owned 
Houses 

1 bed 1.2 
1 

1 space per 2 

dwellings 2 bed 1.0 

3 bed 1.4 
2 

1 space per 3 

dwellings 4 bed 1.6 

Shared & 
Rented 
Houses 

1 bed 0.8 
1 

1 space per 3 

dwellings 

2 bed 0.9 

3 bed 1.2 
2 

4 bed 2.2 

Owned Flats 

studio flat 1.1 
1 

1 space per 2 

dwellings 1 bed 1.1 

2 bed 0.9 1 1 space per 3 

dwellings 3 bed 0.9 2 

Shared & 
Rented Flats 

studio flat 0.0 
1 

1 space per 5 

dwellings 1 bed 0.5 

2 bed 0.5 
1 

1 space per 3 

dwellings 

3 bed 1.2 
2 

1 space per 2 

dwellings 

*includes visitor spaces 





*All unallocated parking includes for visitors spaces 

**Affected by limited census sample 
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Franklands Ward 
Code Name Description 
F1 The Ridings equipped play area & outdoor facilities 
F2 Burners Close equipped play area & open space 
F3 Folders Meadow equipped play area & open space 
F4 Batchelors Farm  
F5 Birchwood Grove school & open space 
F6 Oak Hall Park  
F7 Bough Beeches  
F8 Barnside Avenue  
F9 Sycamore Drive equipped play area 
F10 Greenlands Drive open space 
F11 The Warren open space 
F12 Burgess Hill School for Girls outdoor space 
F13 Junction of Ferndale Road and 

Marlborough Drive 
 

 
Leylands Ward 
Code Name Description 
L1 Leylands Allotments allotments 
L2 Sidney West  sports Facilities 
L3 Marle Place equipped play area 
L4 Forge Way equipped play area 
L5 The Spinney equipped play area 
L6 The Hawthorns equipped play area 
L7 Stonefield Way equipped play area & open space 
L8 Blackstone Way equipped play area 
L9 Burgess Hill Town FC enclosed ground 
L10 Leylands Park (Southdown 

Rovers) 
football pitches 

L11 Blackhouse Lane open space 
L12 Bridge Close open space 
L13 Dumbrills Close open space 
L14 Sheddingdean Business Park open spaces 
L15 Sheddingdean School outdoor space 
 
St Andrews Ward 
Code Name Description 
A1 Junction Road Allotments allotments 
A2 Eastdale Allotments allotments 
A3 Worlds End Recreation Ground equipped play area 
A4 Longhurst equipped play area 
A5 The Vineries  
A6 Land adj. Manor Road  
A7 Brookway  
A8 St Andrews Road equipped play area & open space 
A9 Quarry Close  
A10 Tilers Close  



A11 Swann Close  
A12 Cants Lane / Woodlands 

Crescent 
open space 

A13 The Nursery open space 
A14 Manor Field School open space 
A15 Ote Park equipped play area & open space 
A16 St Andrews Church church yard 
 
Dunstall Ward 
Code Name Description 
D1 West End Meadows open space & sports facilities 
D2 Wisden Avenue equipped play area & open space 
D3 Cissbury Road equipped play area 
D4 Temple Grove equipped play area 
D5 Bramble Gardens linear open space 
D6 Chaffinch Close equipped play area & outdoor facilities  
D7 The Oaks equipped play area 
D8 Foxglove Close equipped play area 
D9 Primrose Close equipped play area & outdoor facilities 
D10 Jane Murray Way equipped play area 
D11 Blackbird Close equipped play area 
D12 Woodpecker Crescent equipped play area 
D13 Starling Close equipped play area 
D14 Coulstock Road equipped play area 
D15 Sparrow Way equipped play area 
D16 Barley Drive equipped play area 
D17 Turners Way open space 
D18 Valentine Drive open space 
D19 Vallance Close open space 
D20 Withy Bush open space 
D21 The Saffrons open space 
D22 Tate Crescent open space 
D23 Wren Close open space 
D24 Jane Murray Way open space 
D25 Sussex Way equipped play area 
D26 The Triangle  leisure complex 
 
Victoria Ward 
Code Name Description 
V1 West Park Reserve  
V2 Povey Close Allotments allotments 
V3 Westhill Drive Bowling Green 
V4 Hammonds Ridge open space, equipped play area & 

outdoor facilities  
V5 Capenors equipped play area 
V6 Pepper Drive equipped play area 
V7 Beale Street equipped play area 
V8 Rastrick Close open space 



V9 Pangdean Close equipped play area 
V10 Warelands equipped play area 
V11 Fairfield Recreation Ground equipped play area & outdoor facilities 
V12 Royal George Road Recreation 

Ground 
outdoor space 

V13 Burgess Hill RFC rugby pitch 
V14 Land South of Southway  open space 
V15 Southway School outdoor space 
V16 Denham Road equipped play area & open space 
V17 Orchard Road open space 
V18 Orchard Way open space 
V19 West Park Crescent open space 
V20 The Weald open space 
V21 Gattons School outdoor space 
V22 St Edmunds Church church yard 
 
Meeds Ward 
Code Name Description 
M1 Chanctonbury Allotments allotments 
M2 St Johns Park all facilities 
M3 Oakmeeds College outdoor space 
M4 Queens Crescent equipped play area 
M5 Grovelands Close  open space 
M6 Potters Lane open space 
M7 Meadow Lane open space 
M8 Chanctonbury cul-de-sac open space 
M9 Holmesdale Wood  
M10 Gravett Court open space 
M11 St Johns Church church yard 
M12 Norman Road open space 
M13 War Memorial, Church Walk  
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Glossary 
 
Acronym Full Title Explanation 

 
 Asset of Community Value Communities can place buildings or land on an asset of 

community value held by the local authority.  This allows 
communities and parish councils to nominate buildings or 
land for listing as an asset of community value. An asset 
can be listed if its principal use (so it’s the use of the 
building not the architectural value) furthers (or has 
recently furthered) their community’s social well-being or 
social interests (which include cultural, sporting or 
recreational interests) and is likely to do so in the future. 
When a listed asset comes to be sold, a moratorium on the 
sale (of up to six months) may be invoked, providing local 
community groups with a better chance to raise finance, 
develop a business and to make a bid to buy the asset on 
the open market.  

BHTC Burgess Hill Town Council Burgess Hill Town Council is the parish authority for 
Burgess Hill.  Neighbourhood planning can be taken 
forward by two types of body - town and parish councils or 
'neighbourhood forums'. Burgess Hill Town Council is the 
authority taking forward the Burgess Hill Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

 Burgess Hill Town Wide 
Strategy 

Prepared by Burgess Hill Town Council which sets out the 
general principles, visions, and objectives for Burgess Hill 
over the plan period and addresses the need for strategic 
development in the town.   

 Community and Local 
Community 

A generic term to include all individuals (including the 
general public) and organisations external to the Town, 
District and County Councils.  

CIL Community Infrastructure 
Levy 

The Community Infrastructure Levy is a new levy that local 
authorities can choose to charge on new developments in 
their area. The money can be used to support development 
by funding infrastructure that the council, local community 
and neighbourhoods want. 

 Community Right to Build The Community Right to Build allows local communities to 
undertake small-scale, site-specific, community-led 
developments.  The new powers give communities the 
freedom to build new homes, shops, businesses or 
facilities where they want them, without going through the 
normal planning application process.  
To get the go-ahead, the proposals must: 

x have the agreement of more than 50% of local 
people that vote through a community referendum 

x meet some minimum requirements.  
 Development Plan A plan comprising the Development Plan Documents 

contained within the Local Development Framework. This 
includes neighbourhood plans and district/local plans.  

 Evidence Base The evidence that any development plan document is 
based on.  It is made up of the views of stakeholders, the 
public and research/background facts.  

 Examination An independent review of the Neighbourhood Plan carried 
out in public by an Independent Examiner 

 District Plan  The District Plan is produced by Mid Sussex District 
Council.  It provides the over-arching and strategic 
planning framework for the whole District.  The Mid Sussex 



District Plan has been withdrawn and a revised District 
Plan is currently being worked on (January 2015). 

 Flood Plain / Flood Risk 
Zones 
 

Areas identified by the Environment Agency.  High level 
flood zone (zone 3), low to medium (zone 2), or little/ no 
risk (zone 1). 

 Green Infrastructure Green Infrastructure is a connected network of multi-
functional greenspace that delivers a range of 
environmental, social and economic benefits especially to 
health and wellbeing and quality of life.  It can include 
parks, rights of way, nature reserves, woodland, 
allotments, play areas, rivers and waterways and gardens.  

 Infrastructure The services required to support a town/place such as 
roads, sewers, schools, hospitals. 

LNR Local Nature Reserve Designated by the local authority and managed for either 
nature conservation or to provide recreational opportunities 
to communities.  

 Localism Act 2011 The Act introduces a new right for local people to draw up 
‘Neighbourhood Development Plans’ for their local area. 

MSDC Mid Sussex District Council Mid Sussex District Council is the local authority for the 
District which includes Burgess Hill.  It is also the local 
planning authority. 

NPPF National Planning Policy 
Framework 2012 

The National Planning Policy Framework was published by 
the government in March 2012. It sets out the 
Government’s planning policies for England and how these 
are expected to be applied. 

NPPG National Planning Policy 
Guidance 2014  

On line planning guidance in support of the NPPF covering 
a number of issues including neighbourhood planning, 
housing need and assessments and local plans. 

 Neighbourhood 
Development Orders 

A Neighbourhood Development Order can grant planning 
permission for specified developments in a neighbourhood 
area. Once established there would be no need for anyone 
to apply to the council for planning permission if it is for the 
type of development covered by the order. A 
Neighbourhood Development Order must still be in line 
with national planning policy, with the strategic vision for 
the wider area set by the local planning authority, and any 
other legal requirements. 

NP or NDP Neighbourhood Plan A planning document for a defined area subject to 
examination in public and approval by referendum. It will be 
used on approval in the determination of applications. 

S.106 Section 106 Agreement A binding legal agreement between a Council and a 
developer/landowner when planning permission is granted 
regarding matters linked to a development.  Used to secure 
matters necessary for the proposal to be acceptable such 
as addressing the impact on schools, services, highways. 

SNCI Sites of Nature 
Conservation Importance 

Locally important sites of nature conservation adopted by 
local authorities for planning purposes and identified in the 
development plan.  

SA Sustainability Appraisal A process of appraising policies for their social, economic 
and environmental effects, which must be applied to all 
Development Plan Documents. 

SPD Supplementary Planning 
Document 

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) cover a wide 
range of issues and can be used to expand policies 
contained within policy documents. They must be 
consistent with national and regional planning policies, 
must undergo rigorous consultation. They are not subject 
to independent examination by the Planning Inspectorate. 



WSCC West Sussex County 
Council 

The County Council is an upper tier authority and covers 
the entire county including Mid Sussex.  The County 
Council is responsible for education, highways and other 
strategic infrastructure.   

 
 




