
ID ResponseRef Name Organisation On Behalf Of

602 602/1/MM2 James Baldwin East Grinstead Society

619 619/1/MM2 Martin Wiles

666 666/1/MM2 Julie Holden  East Grinstead Town Council

913 913/1/MM2 James Greene Surrey County Council

1315 1315/1/MM2 Anne Withecombe

1417 1417/1/MM2 Matthew Richardson 

1418 1418/1/MM2 Belinda Eddington

1433 1433/1/MM2 Bob King

1434 1434/1/MM2 William Byam-Cook

1442 1442/1/MM2 Melanie Baldwin

1475 1475/1/MM2 Rebecca Peterson 

1488 1488/1/MM2 Tim Johnston 

1524 1524/1/MM2 Jane Weller

1540 1540/1/MM2 Richard Harreiter

1604 1604/1/MM2 Henry Powell  

1648 1648/1/MM2 Joy Hill

1686 1686/1/MM2 David Stow

1723 1723/1/MM2 Joan Roberts

1728 1728/1/MM2 Colin Webb

1729 1729/1/MM2 Michael McCarthy 

1744 1744/1/MM2 Mike Gillies

1745 1745/1/MM2 Paul Bennett

1750 1750/1/MM2 Raymond Hutton 

1754 1754/1/MM2 John Benstead

1769 1769/1/MM2 Sarah Bornati-Jones

1780 1780/1/MM2 Pauline Hocking

1794 1794/1/MM2 Andrew Norris

1811 1811/1/MM2 John & Caitriona Capp

1836 1836/1/MM2 Lesley Davidson 

1877 1877/1/MM2 Andrew Jordan

1878 1878/1/MM2 Edward Charter

1897 1897/1/MM2 Melissa Ransom

1898 1898/1/MM2 Owen Davies

1907 1907/1/MM2 Frank Osborne

1950 1950/1/MM2 Richard Penny 

1953 1953/1/MM2 Elizabeth Jordan

1958 1958/1/MM2 Henry Lacey

2007 2007/1/MM2 Mike French

2027 2027/1/MM2 Tony Baulch

2047 2047/1/MM2 Stephen Cox

2094 2094/1/MM2 Victoria Graves

2109 2109/1/MM2 Emma Ryan 

2251 2251/1/MM2 Ann & Keith Turner

2295 2295/1/MM2 Heather Byrne

2296 2296/1/MM2 Simone Johnson

2353 2353/1/MM2 Anne Lane 

2383 2383/1/MM2 Paul Tucker Infrastructure First

2473 2473/1/MM2 Jacqueline and John Howe

2478 2478/1/MM2 Andrea Cameron 

2480 2480/1/MM2 Joseph Johnston

2481 2481/1/MM2 Bob Charles

2482 2482/1/MM2 Andrew Picton

2483 2483/1/MM2 Simon Topley

2484 2484/1/MM2 Ben Williams 

2485 2485/1/MM2 Elaine Boot

2486 2486/1/MM2 Alexis Munro

2487 2487/1/MM2 Matt Griffin

2488 2488/1/MM2 Barry Allen

2489 2489/1/MM2 Sally and Jack Harper Stunell

2490 2490/1/MM2 Zoe Fox

2491 2491/1/MM2 Jenny Whiteside

2509 2509/1/MM2 Mo Peters 
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2510 2510/1/MM2 David Peters

2512 2512/1/MM2 Michele Edwards 

2514 2514/1/MM2 Tim Weller

2515 2515/1/MM2 Chris hayden

2520 2520/1/MM2 Julie Nottingham

2521 2521/1/MM2 Judy and Norman Woodward

2522 2522/1/MM2 James  McClusky

2523 2523/1/MM2 Gill Hancock

2527 2527/1/MM2 Will Lightburn

2528 2528/1/MM2 Stephen Grant

2529 2529/1/MM2 Ina Milne

2530 2530/1/MM2 Graeme Stagg

2531 2531/1/MM2 Michal Abbott 

2532 2532/1/MM2 Cris Payne

2533 2533/1/MM2 H M Lincoln

2535 2535/1/MM2 Susan Hose

2536 2536/1/MM2 Michaela Bordessoule 

2537 2537/1/MM2 Andrew Nicol

2538 2538/1/MM2 Martyn Piddington

2539 2539/1/MM2 Keith Harding 

2540 2540/1/MM2 Henry Williams

2541 2541/1/MM2 Ruth King

2542 2542/1/MM2 Bryan McClusky

2545 2545/1/MM2 Damien Millns 

2549 2549/1/MM2 Oli Haydon Barton Willmore Welbeck Strategic Land II LLP

2550 2550/1/MM2 Christopher Russell

2551 2551/1/MM2 Richard Jenkinson 

2552 2552/1/MM2 Sarajane Ferris 

2558 2558/1/MM2 Alice Waddicor 

2559 2559/1/MM2 Malcolm Parker

2560 2560/1/MM2 Lisa Scott-Conte

2561 2561/1/MM2 Vanessa Vine

2562 2562/1/MM2 Mims Davies MP Member of Parliament for Mid Sussex

2564 2564/1/MM2 Denise Letchford
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      January 24 2022 

We have commented on both the original Draft Plan in November 2019 and 
subsequent variances the ensuing period to July 2020. Our comments related to 
both the general context of East Grinstead and three specific sites in the DPD, SA18, 
SA19, and SA20.  

Our overall position is one of extreme disappointment at the lack of recognition of the 
points made in both our submissions. We note that this reflects the Town Council’s 
position on its comments. We share their concerns that ‘the points supported by the 
local residents as to the provision of road and community infrastructure have not 
been included in the plan.’  In essence, we consider it is vital that the final Plan 
guarantees adequate developer contribution for the provision of necessary 
sustainable community infrastructure.   

We also wish to stress again our over-riding point of the long recognised issues 
around traffic congestion and an inadequate local road system. We repeat that SA35 
is of particular relevance. This effectively concedes that the developments now 
proposed in the DPD will cause unacceptable road congestion throughout the East 
Grinstead area without major road improvements. It identifies the land that should be 
safeguarded to support the delivery of transport schemes, particularly the A22/A264 
corridor upgrades at Felbridge, Imberhorne Lane and Lingfield Road. It goes on to 
suggest that there will be a need for further consultations between MSDC, WSCC 
and other relevant parties, presumably Surrey County Council and Tandridge District 
Council but particularly East Grinstead Town Council.  

Considering the long history of the congestion issue and its continuing impact on the 
issue of development in and around East Grinstead it is wishful thinking in the 
extreme to offer consultation as a key to unlock the issue without any evidence of 
any chance of success this time. Thus, until these consultations have taken place, a 
plan of action agreed and the remedial works commenced it would be imprudent to 
commence the housing developments envisaged in the DPD. The need for this is 
underpinned by the results of previous professional assessments such as road traffic 
surveys. 

James Baldwin 

Chairman, East Grinstead Society 
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Currently MSDC DPD believes that the 2 Felbridge  junctions would not be impacted by the 500+200 home 
developments, this is also laughable. You obviously don’t live in East Grinstead.  
This is not including  

 other smaller  developments that are being built by stealth or have been built recently that simply make the 
traffic problem worse for the town  

 additional through traffic as the overall population in the area grows elsewhere with the other 
developments in North Mid Sussex .  

Previous surveys ( documented in your consultation and by Infrastructure First who I am sure you know  ) have 
identified that these junctions are already at capacity, even over  capacity.   
You know that but choose to ignore it.  
On average each house will add minimum one car to these junctions or probably 2 cars.   
Congestion at Felbridge will lead to rat runs on other local roads unable to cope including residential roads leading 
to increased risk of accidents due to frustrated drivers speeding through.  
Worse :  

 these junctions are falling apart and badly pot holed.  
 Major utilities infrastructure passes already under and is frequently dug up thus creating even further 

highways congestion on a regular basis and further damaging the already badly pot holed road condition.  
 The disruption caused by adding infrastructure from the new developments as well as site traffic will equally 

massively impact these junctions even if it’s temporary.  
 The air quality at these junctions is poor, if not dangerous, as a cyclist I regularly pass through and often 

have had trouble breathing due to the high levels of exhaust fumes all the way along the section from the 
Star to the speed camera since one side or the other is often at a standstill.  

 
The new developments cannot be justified until a major infrastructure review is carried out 
Today this is not sustainable,  let alone with such new developments.   
Therefore, ignoring the warnings would be totally and wholly irresponsible, and simply putting off the  problem for 
the next generation.   
Please take the time to drive through Felbridge to East Grinstead one day and see for yourself.  
These developments will have a clear massively negative  impact on the local highways.  
 
I don’t accept the  main modifications document as a result.  
 
Please reject the new developments and improve  the existing highways infrastructure first.  
 
Thank you  
Kind Regards  
 
Martin WILES  
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Mid Sussex District Council – Planning 
Policy 

29th November 2021 

Site Allocations DPD: Main Modifications 
Consultation 

Following hearing sessions held in June 2021, the Planning 
Inspector appointed to examine the Council’s Site Allocations 
DPD has suggested modifications, which will now be subject to 
consultation.  

The role of the Sites DPD is to set out how the Council plans to 
meet the District’s outstanding housing and employment needs 
up to 2031. The Sites DPD recommends 22 housing and 7 
employment sites at locations across Mid Sussex, plus a Science 
and Technology Park. 

The independent Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 
held hearing sessions in June 2021 and heard evidence from all 
interested parties. Following this the Inspector is suggesting a 
small number of modifications to the Sites DPD to ensure it 
meets legal and soundness requirements. 

The proposed modifications are now subject to consultation 
which will run for 8-weeks from 29th November 2021 until 24th 
January 2022.  

The schedule of Main Modifications and accompanying 
documents are available online at 
www.midsussex.gov.uk/SitesDPD. The website also provides 
details on how to respond to the consultation. 

Note that comments must be focussed only on the suggested 
modifications, which are put forward without prejudice to the 
Inspector’s final conclusions. All representations will be taken into 
account by the Inspector who will aim to provide his final report 
for consideration by Council early in the new year.  
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You are receiving this email because you are a statutory 
consultee, provided comments to the consultation on the 
document above, or have signed up to receive Planning Policy 
updates from Mid Sussex District Council. If you would no longer 
like to receive these updates, please let us know at 
LDFnewsletter@midsussex.gov.uk 

 

   

 
 

This email and any attachments with it are intended for the addressee only. It may be confidential and may be the 
subject of legal and/or professional privilege. 
If you have received this email in error please notify the sender or postmaster@surreycc.gov.uk 
The content may be personal or contain personal opinions and cannot be taken as an expression of the County 
Council's position. 
Surrey County Council reserves the right to monitor all incoming and outgoing mail. Whilst every care has been 
taken to check this e-mail for viruses, it is your responsibility to carry out any checks upon receipt. 
Visit the Surrey County Council website  



 

  
Email:                planning.consultations@surreycc.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Policy 
Mid Sussex District Council 

 

Oaklands 
Oaklands Road 
Haywards Heath 

Environment, Transport & 
Infrastructure Directorate

RH16 1SS Spatial Planning Team 
 Surrey County Council
   

 
   
   
 Sent by email to: policyconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk 

 
 

  24 January 2022 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Mid Sussex District Council Site Allocations DPD: Main Modifications Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council on the Mid Sussex District Council Site 
Allocations DPD: Main Modifications Consultation. We have responded to previous MSDC 
consultations to express our concerns regarding the potential cross-boundary impacts of 
proposed new development in Surrey. This response recognises the signed Statement of 
Common Ground (SoCG) between our two authorities and subsequent changes made to the 
Site Allocations DPD, however further work is required between our two councils prior to new 
development being delivered. 
 
Surrey County Council (SCC) supports the proposed modifications to SA19 and SA20, and 
we welcome both the addition of SEND facilities, on the basis that these would be accessible 
to families on both sides of the county boundary, and the changes to highways and access 
issues recognising that the modified policies specify working collaboratively with and to the 
satisfaction of both Surrey and West Sussex County Council Highway Authorities. 
 
However, we would like to draw your attention to concerns raised with elected Members by 
local residents about the cumulative impact of growth in the area, particularly with regard to 
pressures on schools and the impact of motorised vehicular movement. The A22/A264 
corridor is already suffering traffic congestion, as acknowledged in the SoCG (June 2020), 
but the increase in motorised traffic arising from development in Mid Sussex and background 
growth is negatively affecting the character of the area, especially Felbridge. 
 
Furthermore, there have been limited active travel facilities delivered in the Felbridge area 
to date arising from the developments coming forward in this particular part of East 
Grinstead, raising a question over what sustainable transport enhancements can be 
delivered in a timely fashion that will address impacts.  We acknowledge that MSDC will have 
received representations on these concerns when the original Site Allocations DPD was 
consulted on, and as both SCC and MSDC agreed in the SoCG 
response dated 28th September 2020, we looked forward to working with MSDC to mitigate 
the impact of these developments on both the highway network and at Felbridge Primary 
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Get Outlook for iOS 
This email is for the intended recipient only and is confidential. If this email has been misdirected, please let the 
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In approving the Oaks development in 2011, the appeal inspector had this to say … 
 
“There is a recognised problem of traffic congestion in East Grinstead which has been the subject of studies 
over the years and is accepted as a major constraint on future growth in and around the town. Locally, peak-
hour congestion on the A22 leads to the use of Imberhorne Lane as a cut-through to the B2110 and as part of 
a rat-run through the Imberhorne Estate to the town centre. The lane has a 30mph speed limit which is 
regularly exceeded and it is used by commercial vehicles, including in connection with a waste recycling 
facility, as well as cars. The amount of traffic on the lane leads in turn to congestion on it and this, along with 
rat-running and traffic speeds can only be to the detriment of the safety of local residents and road users.” 
 
In 2017, Mid Sussex assessed potential housing sites as part of the District Plan examination. One of the 
assessed sites was Imberhorne Farm. At that time the site was REJECTED as unsuitable and the Council 
recommended that it shouldn’t be allocated due to excessive levels of traffic congestion. Their report said … 
  
“Severe traffic constraints within East Grinstead would limit the amount of strategic development within the 
town unless significant mitigation is proposed. The site’s major negatives relate to the severe transport 
constraints, which affect all sites in the East Grinstead area.” 
 
Mid Sussex commissioned a strategic transport model in early 2020 and used it as evidence to support the 
proposed housing in East Grinstead. The model clearly showed that the main junctions at Felbridge, 
Imberhorne and Turners Hill will ALREADY exceed their theoretical capacity. 
  
Theoretical capacity is deemed to be 100% but it is widely acknowledged that significant congestion starts 
above 90%. 
  
Even if NO additional houses are added to the 1,420 already in the pipeline, the 2020 model predicts that in 
the next 10 years the Turners Hill junction will reach 115% capacity, the Felbridge junction 108% and the 
Imberhorne junction 102%. These are the Council’s own figures. 
  
But these figures almost certainly understate the future levels of congestion. 
 
The 2020 strategic transport study report acknowledges that it undertook very little traffic surveying and it 
doesn’t say whether any surveying was undertaken at all in East Grinstead. District-wide traffic surveys are 
very expensive so the Council relied mainly on general growth assumptions to extrapolate data taken from 
surveys carried out in 2008! 
  
Of course, the model outputs are supposedly validated using data from automated traffic counters but 
something has clearly gone awry!  
  
The model based all its future projections on a baseline position assumed for 2017 and calculated that the 
Felbridge junction was only operating at 73% of its capacity and that an average of 3 cars were queuing at 
peak times. 
  
Regular road users would immediately recognise this assumption to be ridiculous.  
  
There is however, a detailed study of the Felbridge junction on Tandridge Council’s website. This was 
undertaken in 2018 and although only the executive summary has been made public, it clearly shows that 
the junction was operating at 106% capacity with an average of 48 cars queuing at peak times.  Since 2018, 
first hand experience shows that the position has worsened. 
 
I would also like to  highlight the first hand evidence provided by a different inspector in relation to the 2019 
planning appeal for 63 homes along the Crawley Down Road ... 
  
“From the local perspective the traffic queuing eastbound on Copthorne Road towards the traffic lights 
builds up at peak times and frequently reaches as far back as Rowplatt Lane, about 1 km from the junction, 
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and sometimes even further. This was observed during the site visit about 5.30 pm on 15 May and is 
corroborated by a video camera survey undertaken by the Council over the three-day period 17-19 July 2018” 
  

R King 
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There have been numerous studies in recent years all of which state the roads in the area are 
already over capacity and likely to get worse. 
I could put more facts and figures in this email but the main point is I do not believe that the area 
can cope in many ways with all this extra development but mostly due to the increase in traffic. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
Melanie Baldwin 
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From: Tim Johnston 
Sent: 24 January 2022 07:58
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: DPD Main Modifications Consultation

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Hi 
 
I believe you have received a response from Infrastructure First 
(https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmcusercontent.com%2Fe546a4b16f84ae054
9d247d64%2Ffiles%2F941f9d20-17ac-1268-7f35-
7f23ddc18de4%2FIFG_Representation_Main_Modifications_DPD_Consultation.pdf&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cpolicyc
onsultation%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C1977bdd0c7e24d2bfbe308d9df0f47cd%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e87
03%7C0%7C1%7C637786078990563711%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIi
LCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&amp;sdata=5CTuMYa5oEVwjrgTJlUYeGVQ2cbt7y2OcXiQaK9kcRk%3D
&amp;reserved=0) 
 
I would like to reiterate three of the points that they make that I feel are particularly relevant and add one of my 
own: 
 
Firstly 
The up to date residual need is now around 400 homes , however, the main modification version of the DPD still 
allocates schemes for a total of 1,704 homes. This represents an official oversupply of 907 as at April 2021 … and 
using up to date figures, an oversupply nearer to 1,300. The Council’s position stated during the public hearings that 
they do not accept the need for a buffer due to the robustness of their housing commitments 
 
Secondly 
Existing traffic issues do not seem to have been considered relevant The Competent Highway Authorities in West 
Sussex and Surrey and the District Planning Authorities in Mid Sussex and Tandridge ALL recognise and acknowledge 
the severe traffic problems in Felbridge and East Grinstead. In particular, that the Felbridge junction is already 
operating over capacity at peak times of the day. Drivers using the A22 corridor into East Grinstead face significant 
delays during much of the day due to congestion at the Felbridge, Imberhorne Lane and Lingfield Road junctions … 
and this is BEFORE the traffic from the 1,400+ homes already committed in and around East Grinstead start to have 
an impact on the network. Mid Sussex District Council insist that the serious traffic issues are not a reason to resist 
further large scale housing close to the main bottlenecks; arguing that the severe congestion is an existing situation. 
They simply say that the DPD allocations SA19/SA20 will have limited practical impact on the already congested 
network. 
 
Thirdly 
The councils have failed in previous commitments on traffic improvements:  (1) Synchronisation of signals at 
Felbridge and Imberhorne Lane junctions were developer funded, which has not happened; (2) Reconfiguration of 
the Felbridge junction A264 tried but withdrawn; (3) Atkins Stage 3 junction improvements: still no timetable for 
their implementation Given total failure to deliver existing road improvements, how can councils (or transport 
authorities) be relied on to deliver any improvements? Relying on future improvements as a condition of granting 
new development cannot be right as not only is there no guarantee of success, the chance of success seems low 
based on historic cases. The A264/A22 junction is just too complex with too little space for improvements. 
 
Fourthly 
Education has not been considered enough. At the time of writing, the website for one development 
(https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flandsouthofcrawleydownroad.com%2Fthe-
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site%2F&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cpolicyconsultation%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C1977bdd0c7e24d2bfbe308d9df0f47cd
%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C1%7C637786078990563711%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8e
yJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&amp;sdata=qjlrAIRuaR6Bon
UfGt4HXeELyTetSgOMLssTWBw%2FdLk%3D&amp;reserved=0) still lists Whittington College under local schools, 
when in fact it is an old people's home. There is clearly no appreciation for the local education situation in any of 
these developments. Crawley Down village primary school recently expanded (four years ago?) due to increased 
population from existing housing development, and ALREADY it is oversubscribed with village children travelling out 
of the village every day for school - adding to the traffic congestion and pollution. 
 
Tim Johnston 
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junctions. It is much easier to visit Crawley or better still, make a full morning or afternoon of it and go to Guildford 
or Kingston. We are fortunate enough to live in an estate between the A264 and the Crawley Down Rd where there 
is no vehicular public right of way. No matter, as soon as there is the slightest hold up at the A22/264 junction, 
vehicles start streaming through our single lane roads at ridiculous speeds. On one occasion, a 40ft articulated lorry 
became stuck with the estate because its satellite navigation unit said it was a route option. On another occasion, 
those residents manning the manual entrance gates at the A264, stopped over 240 vehicles from trying to use the 
estate roads as a rat-run in a two hour period. Some drivers tried to bribe residents to let them through; others 
were abusive and threatening and tried to force their way through. Eventually, the Police had to be called. When the 
houses were built on the old garden centre on Crawley Down Rd, the workmen consistently drove through our 
estate to buy their lunch and fuel at the A264 Shell garage. The residents of the estate are now funding the fitting of 
electric access control at a cost in excess of £30,000 because nothing is done by the highways agencies to mitigate 
the “rat-run” traffic – just to make it worse. The town councils desperately want us to stop internet shopping and 
support local shops. How can we when one cannot get to the town centre without sitting in a traffic jam or using a 
bus service which requires a long walk at one end. 
 
Has the Inspector/Councils bothered to see the state of the roads in the Crawley Down area? Hophurst Hill 
continually has deep and dangerous potholes caused by the overly large busses and Tipper Trucks using such a small 
road. If these developments go ahead, the speeding tipper trucks, of which there will be many hundreds, will heavily 
damage the Crawley Down Road/Hophurst Hill. If the Highways Agency/Council cannot maintain them now, what 
chance in the future?     
 
The Services 
It is almost impossible to get an appointment at the Crawley Down Surgery and the Felbridge School is at saturation 
point. Where are the children of the new home owners planning to enrol their children or seek medical care? The 
continued rise in energy costs will only increase if demand increases which will happen if more development 
continues. During hot summers, we are immediately told to reduce water usage or water rationing will be 
implemented. If the water companies cannot supply the current property levels, how can they hope to service the 
new builds? 
 
The Environment 
The River Fel, as it passes over Gulledge Lane, looks polluted enough. What will it be like when careless builders 
working for uninterested developers, accidently allow chemicals and oils to enter what is now just a stream while 
they build the houses? The oil run-off from new tarmacadam roads alone will be huge. The new home-owners will, 
no doubt, use weed killer on their gardens and shampoo to wash their cars – all of which will head to the lowest 
point – the River Fel or stream. Where does that water go? It enters Furnace Lake and Hedgecourt Lake where it will 
no doubt, poison the fish and other species. 
 
The History 
Felbridge or Feltbrugge as it was known in 1200c, has survived many  changes throughout time. The track 
Chapman’s Lane (known as Imberhorne Lane but now crosses the road of that name dates back to the Bronze and 
Iron Age 2300BC – 43AD) continuing along the ridge between Imberhorne Farm and  Gulledge Farm and on to 
Hophurst Farm along what was Kiln lane. Not only will these developments destroy much of that history but within 
the words “....along a ridge...”, there is a clue. The ridge is “high and dry” and was used as a cart track. The fields 
being planned for development are wet and totally unsuitable for their intended use. 
 
Please think again before destroying this beautiful area just to increase Council Tax income and developer’s profits. 
More and more people are moving away because of the traffic problem and nothing is done about it year after year 
after year. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Mr Richard Harreiter 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows threatened us 
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From: Colin Webb 
Sent: 24 January 2022 10:58
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: DPD Main Modifications Consultations 

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sir 
 
I am writing to express my extreme concerns regarding the proposed new housing development at Imberhorne 
Farm and Felbridge. I live on the Imberhorne estate in East Grinstead and am very concerned about the impact of 
this development on the surrounding area. 
 
1. The existing traffic bottleneck at the A22 junction with the A264 will surely get a lot worse. This will have a knock 
on effect on the existing traffic congestion at the Imberhorne Lane/A22 junction. These two areas of traffic 
congestion have become increasingly worse over recent years, causing severe delays for local residents and the 
businesses that operate out of the industrial parks off of Imberhorne Lane. What measures are going to be put in 
place to mitigate these problems? 
 
2. As a local resident I am very concerned about the knock on effect on local residential roads. We have a number of 
primary schools near us and again the amount of traffic has increased in recent years. Has the issue of road safety 
and school access been properly addressed? 
 
3. Our local GP surgery announced they were stopping taking new patients a few years ago. Surely an increase in 
population in the local area is going to have a negative impact on available medical services. 
 
4. I also consider that this development is likely to have a detrimental affect on local wildlife and habitats. 
 
5. Access to the local recycling site at Imberhorne Lane is likely to be effected by increased traffic, has this been 
considered? 
 
I believe that the cumulative effect of all these issues should put grave doubt on the viability of these proposed 
developments, particularly with regard to the effects on the local area and existing residents. 
 
Kind Regards 
 
Colin Webb 
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acceptance of the Local Plan. At least we thought that by having a local plan, MSDC would honour its commitments 
to it. The Local Plan that came forward sought to prevent the coalescence of settlements that would harm the 
separate identity and amenity of settlements. The maintenance of this undeveloped gap reinforces the fact that 
they are separate settlements. 

I am therefore objecting to the modifications proposed on the bases:-  

1.    That they do not take sufficient notice of the objections put forward at the hearings. 
2.    That no firm proposals have come forward to mitigate or modify the Felbridge junction. 
3.    Previous road congestion and transport plans have been overlooked in terms of extant validity 
and    environmental needs. 
4.    That the proposals do not take account of the MSDC Local Plan regarding a gap between settlements. 
5.    That the DPD Plan seeks to over allocate housing development against the established needs of the 
area as committed to in the Local Plan 

  

John Benstead 
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From: Andy Norris 
Sent: 24 January 2022 09:55
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: DPD Main Modifications Consultation.

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
DPD Main Modifications Consultation - East Grinstead. 
 
Dear Sir/Madam. 
I am extremely concerned regarding the responses of Mid Sussex planning on the findings and points raised by 
Infrastructure First Group regarding traffic issues and access to health and education. East Grinstead is quite unique 
in terms of its location and layout with very close proximity to Ashdown Forest and the AONB. 
 
Already I have noticed a large increase in 'rat run' traffic through my road as people cut off the main A22 and cut 
through the Imberhorne estate very often at high speed to try and get ahead of where they were in the queue! It is 
only a matter of time before someone gets hurt or killed! 
 
With the allocation still being built, and the problems already bad at peak times, it is time to find somewhere else to 
house these people, who are highly unlikely to be actually working in East Grinstead, thereby adding to the 
problems. 
 
Kind regards, Mr Andrew Norris. 
 
-- This e-mail and any attachment(s) are for authorised use by the intended recipient(s) only. It may contain 
proprietary material, confidential information and/or be subject to legal privilege. If you are not an intended 
recipient then please promptly delete this e-mail, as well as any associated attachment(s) and inform the sender. It 
should not be copied, disclosed to, retained or used by, any other party. Thank you. 
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have given ANY consideration to either capacity or safety impacts on parts of the network not covered by their 
Strategic Transport Study.  
 
3. Cumulative impact has not been assessed  
 
 Secondly the Council cannot legitimately dismiss the traffic problems as an existing situation. The National Planning 
Practice Guidance (NPPG) most up to date advice on Transport Evidence in Plan Making [Paragraph: 03 Reference 
ID: 54-003-20141010] makes clear that decision makers should “consider the cumulative impacts of existing and 
proposed development on transport networks.” There are over 8,500 homes committed in the district, many of which 
are already approved for development. This includes 1,400 in and around East Grinstead alone. None of these have 
been considered in combination with the allocations in the DPD when assessing the traffic impact. This cannot be 
correct. A ‘cumulative’ impact is one that increases by successive additions. It is the combined impact of all things 
added together. Mid Sussex District Council only assess the incremental traffic impact of the DPD site allocations and 
have therefore not followed the process required by the NPPG. This approach is therefore also in conflict with the 
2021 NPPF paragraph 111. It is not sufficient just to assess all the DPD site allocations together … if ‘cumulative’ is to 
mean anything at all, its proper interpretation dictates that the DPD allocations need to be assessed TOGETHER with 
development schemes already in the pipeline. This is the only way to assess the real impact of traffic joining the road 
network in the future and it is the method prescribed by the NPPG. The Council’s position has striking similarities with 
the appellant’s case in the Land at Kidnappers Lane Recovered Appeal [APP/B1605/W/14/3001717]. The Appeal 
Inspector rejected the appellant’s case that the existing situation can be disregarded and reaffirmed that it is the 
cumulative effect of all expected development which must be taken into account. The Secretary of State agreed with 
the Appeal Inspector and a legal challenge mounted by the developer was dismissed by the High Court (see 
Appendix 1 for the salient details). Despite failing to assess the cumulative impact, Mid Sussex District Council 
confidently say that there is no evidence to demonstrate there would be serious traffic issues in relation to SA19/20. 
The Council’s own matter statement (msdc-02f-miq-matter-6) describes how the traffic impact of the DPD allocations 
was assessed on its own and NOT in combination with other committed development. We were greatly encouraged 
by the Inspector’s question to the Council asking whether “the cumulative impact should be the determining factor in 
assessing traffic impact?”. The Council’s response reaffirmed the requirement to test a cumulative impact but then 
described a process in which it wasn’t tested!! 
 
By assigning the very significant quantum of committed development to the Reference Case and comparing the 
overall traffic impact against the DPD Allocations PLUS the Reference Case; the impact of the committed 
development was simply factored out of the equation. We were disappointed that the Inspector failed to pick up on 
this. Notwithstanding the failure to correctly assess the ‘cumulative’ impact, the Council’s Reference Case predicts 
that all the primary junctions in and around East Grinstead will be operating over capacity. The extent of this over 
capacity is understated … not only as the result of baseline junction capacities being under recorded but also due to 
the committed development tested in the Reference Case NOT being updated to reflect the published commitments 
to April 2021. There is no obvious justification for this 
 
4. Up to date traffic evidence has been ignored  
 
 The Council also, somewhat cynically, refuse to include the most up to date and reliable traffic data for the Felbridge 
junction in their evidence base. The results from the detailed traffic survey, which they jointly commissioned, were 
available prior to the regulation 18 consultation and showed that the junction was already significantly over capacity at 
that time. The Council say that the WSP investigation is still in draft form as no workable junction improvement 
options have been identified. However this cannot reasonably apply to the underlying traffic survey, which was based 
on observations at the time and therefore neither sensitive nor work in progress. Surrey Highways, who jointly 
commissioned the survey have recently released the detailed traffic data into the public domain. In responding to the 
many calls for the 2018 WSP traffic survey results to be included in the DPD evidence base, the Council simply say in 
Appendix 9 of the Regulation 22 Summary, that the WSP study is not relevant. A statement that was not reasoned. 
Once again, we were encouraged by another of the Inspector’s initial questions which asked the Council to explain 
“the principal conclusions of the WSP study”. In their response (msdc-02f-miq-matter-6), the Council failed to mention 
the study’s material findings on junction capacity. Instead they said that the WSP study is not required to address the 
impact of the DPD and therefore of no direct relevance and that no conclusions could be drawn from the study. This is 
clearly NOT true. Even the most casual observer could conclude that the WSP study found that the Felbridge junction 
was operating well over capacity as early as 2018. When asked to explain why their calibrated transport model was 
so wide of the mark when predicting the Felbridge junction baseline capacity, the Council simply say that the 
SATURN modelling used for the districtwide study had a different purpose to the detailed LINSIG modelling designed 
for individual junctions. While this must be correct, it must also bring into question the reliability of the model 
validation.   
 
The Council stopped short of addressing this question! We are therefore left to conclude that the Council simply found 
the WSP findings inconvenient … in that they undermined the findings of the Strategic Transport Study relied upon to 
support the DPD. As a consequence of the WSP traffic evidence being ignored, the District Council along with their 
Competent Highways Authority are liable to be challenged over not properly validating the transport model. We don’t 
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know whether the obvious flaws in the Strategic Transport Model disguised an otherwise severe impact on the road 
network in East Grinstead. But without a ‘severe impact’ the DPD is not required to deliver any highways mitigation … 
which in turn means that any developer funded road improvements are ‘nice to have’ and not an essential condition of 
SA19/20 going forward. The Strategic Transport Study does however acknowledge that significant mitigation of the 
A264/A22 would be required to significantly reduce the congestion at the Felbridge junction and that to be fully 
effective would require land outside the highway boundary. But if, as usually turns out to be the case, there are no 
practical or cost effective solutions identified or that there is simply insufficient funding to deliver a solution, then the 
roads will stay as they are and the traffic from SA19/20 will simply add to the unacceptable levels of congestion and 
rat-running. For both regulation 18 and 19 consultations, West Sussex Highways acknowledged that local junction 
improvements may not be deliverable and requested the District Council to update the DPD to reflect this. However, 
these requests were ignored without explanation.  
 
5. Committed highway schemes have not been implemented T 
 
he following committed highway improvements for the Felbridge and Imberhorne junctions are overdue with little 
prospect of delivery …  
 
• Synchronisation of signals at Felbridge and Imberhorne Lane junctions were developer funded and a condition of 
West Sussex Highways withdrawing their highways objection to the Oaks development in 2011 – Surrey Highways 
have confirmed that the synchronisation has not occurred due to technical difficulties and is likely to be unworkable as 
the result of flow interruptions due to bus stops, side roads etc.  
 
 • Reconfiguration of the Felbridge junction A264 approach arm for both lanes to turn right towards East Grinstead has 
been used as mitigation for several large schemes – Surrey Highways do not support this scheme and confirmed that 
it has been tried before but immediately withdrawn due to an unacceptable increase in collisions.  
 
 • In the last 10 years, several large schemes have made substantial contributions towards the cost of the Atkins 
Stage 3 junction improvements to help offset the impact of additional traffic. These highway interventions have been 
factored into the Council’s strategic transport models since 2013, but West Sussex Highways say that there is still no 
timetable for their implementation. 
 
To ensure that effective traffic mitigation is actually delivered, we respectfully ask the Inspector to consider making it a 
condition of approving SA19/20. 
 
Appendix 1 - High Court Ruling re: Residual Cumulative Impact 
 
In August 2014, the planning committee for Cheltenham Borough Council refused a planning application by 
Bovis Homes in respect of a residential development of 650 homes. This was against the advice of planning 
officers and the local highways authority didn’t raise any objections to the scheme. 
The decision notice lists unacceptable traffic congestion as one of the reasons for refusal. 
Bovis Homes appealed the decision and a public inquiry took place in September 2015. They argued that 
detailed transport studies showed that the local roads were already severely congested but that the additional 
traffic wouldn’t make things much worse … 
• “there would be limited practical difference in terms of traffic impact on the local road network 
whether or not the appeal scheme proceeds” 
• “The highways network around the site suffers some congestion but the NPPF test is whether the 
additional impact of a scheme would be severe” 
• Shurdington Road is already overloaded. Existing traffic on Shurdington Road would be displaced onto 
other routes by traffic from the development 
The Council employed consultants to review the transport work supporting the scheme and argued that … 
• “In limited time, the review identified faults in the transport analysis. More time would have uncovered 
more faults. A defensive response to criticism and a lack of transparency engenders suspicion that 
there is something to hide.” 
• “Traffic forecasting and modelling was undertaken using the Council’s SATURN based model. It is not 
inherently unreliable but it is a strategic model, outputs from which need to be adjusted to obtain the 
detail relevant to consideration of this development. There are concerns about its accuracy for this 
purpose.” 
The appeal inspector rejected the developer’s arguments and in January 2016 gave his reasons … 
• “ It is an often-expressed view that development should be expected to do no more than ‘wash its 
own face’ and not solve all existing unrelated problems. In relation to transport, that appears to be 
the view of the appellant, the local authority and the local highway authority.” 
• “The third bullet of NPPF paragraph 32 refers not to the additional impact of a scheme, as the 
appellant asserts but to residual “cumulative” effects, implying that it is the cumulative effect of all 
expected development which must be taken into account, rather than the individual contribution of 
each development in turn, which is likely to be (as in the present case) marginal. 
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• “Whilst I can agree therefore, that the development should not need to solve all existing unrelated 
transport problems, the existing or future “in any event” situation on the highway network, is not an  
Response to DPD Main Modifications Consultation Paul Tucker for Infrastructure First (ID 2383) 
Page 6 of 9 23 January 2022 
unrelated problem which evaluation of the proposed development should ignore. It is a related 
problem which is highly pertinent to the evaluation of the current appeal proposal.” 
Due to the strategic nature of the Bovis Homes scheme, the Secretary of State intervened … upholding the 
view of the appeal inspector and dismissing the appeal in May 2016. 
In his judgement he agreed with the Inspector’s analysis of highways issues … 
• Overall, he agrees with the Inspector that, taking account of the measures which are included in the 
s106 agreement, the residual cumulative effects of development proposed would increase demand for 
use of sections of the highway network which are already operating at over-capacity levels, 
contributing to a severe impact on a wider area of Cheltenham as traffic is displaced, contrary to both 
adopted and emerging policies. Paragraph 32 of the Framework states that development should only 
be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe. 
• The Secretary of State concludes that granting permission for the appeal scheme would be contrary to 
the development plan overall due to the severe residual cumulative transport impacts. 
Bovis Homes challenged the validity of the Secretary of State’s decision on a misinterpretation of ‘Residual 
Cumulative Impact’ and applied to High Court to overturn it. 
In September 2016, Mr Justice Holgate presided over a hearing to consider whether there was a case to 
answer. 
He was not persuaded that the Inspector and Secretary of State erred in law by taking into account of the 
existing highway situation when resolving the paragraph 32 NPPF questions. In particular, the Judge noted 
that it would be open to a decision taker to rationally conclude that a given development could wash its own 
face in highway impact terms, but due to existing over capacity, the residual cumulative impacts of the 
development could be severe. 
• “The conclusions of the Inspector and the Secretary of State adverse to the Bovis proposal rested on 
the third bullet point of NPPF paragraph 32, the second half of which is the relevant provision. It 
reads: ”Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe." 
• “He recorded in paragraph 221 the view of Bovis Homes and also the local authority and the County 
Council, that the development should be expected to do no more than "wash its own face" and not 
solve all existing unrelated problems. He contrasted that with the position of third parties pointing out 
that the existing situation into which the development would be placed is already not suitable in terms 
of highway capacity and that the future situation would be far worse, and therefore even less 
acceptable, as a location for the development of 650 dwellings.” 
• “Taking up the third bullet point of NPPF paragraph 32, the Inspector pointed out in paragraph 223 of 
his report that the Framework refers not simply to the additional impact of the scheme, as had been 
asserted by the appellants, but to residual "cumulative" effects, implying that it is the cumulative 
effect of all expected development which must be taken into account in context rather than just the  
Response to DPD Main Modifications Consultation Paul Tucker for Infrastructure First (ID 2383) 
Page 7 of 9 23 January 2022 
individual contribution of each development in turn which is likely to be, as in the present case, 
marginal.” 
• “In view of his earlier reasoning there was no need for the Inspector to rely in addition upon circular 
2/2013, but it did serve to emphasise that the existing levels of congestion were relevant, and not 
irrelevant as some parties had contended, to determining whether there would be severe residual 
cumulative impacts in breach of paragraph 32 of the NPPF if the proposed development were to go 
ahead.” 
• ”Furthermore, and in any event, it is also plain from paragraphs 14 and 32 of the Secretary of State's 
decision letter that he correctly applied the "severe residual cumulative impact" test in the NPPF and 
not any different test. It cannot be said that the decision-maker has misinterpreted paragraph 32 of 
the NPPF. Nor can it be said that in using his judgment regarding the application of that test, he has 
misapplied it in such a way as to be open to challenge on public law grounds” 
The High Court rejected the challenge and in doing so made an important ruling on the correct interpretation 
of the National Planning Policy’s meaning of residual cumulative impacts of development. 
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2016/2952.html 
 
MM16 – Updated Housing Trajectory 
The primary objective of the DPD is to meet the residual housing need identified by the District Plan 
Examination in 2018 and to allocate sufficient housing sites to address the residual need for the district 
between 2024 and 2031. 
The regulation 18 version of the DPD confirms the residual need to be 1,507 homes … 
“2.25 The revised housing supply figures set out in Table 2.3, illustrates that following consideration 
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for updated completion, commitments and windfall figures that the residual currently necessary to 
fully meet the district housing requirement is 1,507 dwellings as at April 2019.” 
The regulation 19 version of the DPD shows that the residual need had reduced by 227 … 
2.29 The revised housing supply figures set out in Table 2.3, illustrates that following consideration for 
updated completion, commitments and windfall figures that the residual currently necessary to fully 
meet the district housing requirement is 1,280 dwellings as at 1st April 2020. 
And the latest main modifications version of the DPD shows the residual need had fallen by a further 483 … 
2.29 The revised housing supply figures set out in Table 2.3, illustrates that following consideration for 
updated completion, commitments and windfall figures that the residual currently necessary to fully 
meet the district housing requirement is 797 dwellings as at 1st April 2021. 
So in the two years it has taken to progress the DPD to the Main Modification stage, the number of houses it 
set out to allocate has officially reduced by very nearly half, from 1,507 to 797 homes. 
Response to DPD Main Modifications Consultation Paul Tucker for Infrastructure First (ID 2383) 
Page 8 of 9 23 January 2022 
This excludes the new homes approved in the 10 months since April 2021. 
Of course there is no justification for ignoring these latest approvals in the latest version of the DPD as the 
Council will be fully aware of them. Using the information published on the Council’s website we have 
reviewed the planning approvals since April 2021 and excluded those already included in the published list of 
housing commitments (MSDC-06b). 
We have calculated the up to date residual need is now around 400 homes … which leaves us with the very 
probable conclusion that the uplifted trajectory will be fully met by 2024/25 without needing to allocate any 
further schemes in the DPD. 
 
However, the main modification version of the DPD still allocates schemes for a total of 1,704 homes. This 
represents an official oversupply of 907 as at April 2021 … and using up to date figures, an oversupply nearer 
to 1,300. 
Despite the Council’s position stated during the public hearings that they do not accept the need for a buffer 
due to the robustness of their housing commitments; some level of oversupply is clearly prudent. 
Tests of soundness require the Plan to be proportionate and justified. We don’t believe that a fourfold 
oversupply meets these tests … especially as there are very legitimate arguments which bring into question 
the sustainability of the 750 homes allocated at SA19/SA20. 
 
MM22 – SA20 SANG monitoring 
 
First of all it is worth reiterating that the residual housing need identified at the examination of the District 
Plan was made conditional on there being no further harm to the integrity of European Habitat Sites in 
Ashdown Forest. This was clearly stated in paragraph 65 of the Inspector’s final report dated 12th March 2018. 
The Council have not presented any evidence to demonstrate that allocations in the DPD would not result in 
further harm to the Ashdown Forest SPA. 
Main Modification MM22 adds wording relating to SANG provision and mitigation by adding a requirement for 
regular monitoring of the proposed SANG. However, The District Council are already committed to monitoring 
the effectiveness of their SANG mitigation under DP17 … and therefore MM22 is somewhat superfluous. 
Of course, committing to regular SANG monitoring doesn’t mean that it will happen. Despite a similar 
commitment to regular monitor the existing Ashplats Wood SANG, no monitoring had been undertaken since 
becoming operational in 2015. Although the latest Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) says that visitor 
surveys have now been undertaken following the examination hearings in June. 
One of the Council’s post-hearing actions was to demonstrate the effectiveness of their existing SANG 
mitigation; but their response (MSDC13) was far from compelling and presented no evidence to show that the 
Ashplats Wood SANG had been successful in reducing visitor pressure on the Ashdown Forest SPA. 
The Council clearly believe that SANG effectiveness is a forgone conclusion. 
Response to DPD Main Modifications Consultation Paul Tucker for Infrastructure First (ID 2383) 
Page 9 of 9 23 January 2022 
We submitted our own response (REP2383-010) highlighting the lack of evidence in the Council’s post-hearing 
written submission and we are disappointed that our concerns have been apparently dismissed. 
A further commitment to regularly monitor the proposed SANG as set out in the MM22 is clearly welcome; but 
what if monitoring shows that the SANG isn’t successful in reducing visitor pressure from new development? 
The Habitats legislation is clear that decision makers are required to apply the precautionary principle in 
evaluating adverse impacts on a protected site. In simple terms this means that it is ‘better to be safe than 
sorry’. This surely mandates that approval of sites SA19/20 should depend upon the results of the visitor 
surveys carried out in June. 
The Council have currently no evidence to demonstrate the success of their Ashdown Forest mitigation 
strategy and it would be premature to allocate SA19/20 prior to the forthcoming publication of the evidence 
provided by these visitor studies. 
Indeed the approval of large scale housing within the accepted zone of influence with no evidence to support 
the HRA claim that adverse impacts can be ruled out is potentially open to legal challenge. 
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Yours faithfully 
 
John & Caitriona Capp 
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At rush hour, traffic along the A264 frequently stretches beyond Rowplatt Lane when trying to get into East 
Grinstead. With a further 750 homes on top of the 1400 already approved, this is only likely to deteriorate further so 
I would respectfully ask the Inspector makes effective traffic congestion mitigation a condition of approving any 
further development.  
 
Regards 
 
Lesley Davidson 

   
 
The information transmitted is intended for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential, privileged or 
copyrighted material. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer. Any views 
or opinions expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Fidelity International. All e-mails may be 
monitored. FIL Investments International (Reg. No.1448245), FIL Investment Services (UK) Limited (Reg. No. 2016555), FIL 
Pensions Management (Reg. No. 2015142), Financial Administration Services Limited (Reg. No. 1629709) and FIL Wealth 
Management Limited (Registered. No. 06121251) are authorised and regulated in the UK by the Financial Conduct Authority. FIL 
Life Insurance Limited (Reg No. 3406905) is authorised in the UK by the Prudential Regulation Authority and regulated in the UK 
by the Financial Conduct Authority and the Prudential Regulation Authority. Registered offices at Beech Gate, Millfield Lane, Lower 
Kingswood, Tadworth, Surrey KT20 6RP. 
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From: ANDY JORDAN 
Sent: 19 January 2022 21:58
To: Policy Consultation
Cc: Andrew Jordan
Subject: Mid Sussex Planning Meeting 24th Jan 2022 - Development to the South of Crawley 

Down Road
Attachments: Planning Meeting 24th Jan 2022 Letter of Concern AJ.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
To whom it may concern 
Please find attached a letter that I would like to be included for consideration at the above Planning Meeting. 
Yours sincerely 
 
Andrew Jordan 
 
 





Please take responsibility for this catastrophic decision. Please consider the lack of any 
attention towards ‘infrastructure’ such as schools, and GP provision, but especially the major 
issue of traffic congestion. 
 
I will be grateful for your reply. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Mr Andrew Jordan 
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B2110 and as part of a rat-run through the Imberhorne Estate to the town centre. The lane has a 30mph 
speed limit which is regularly exceeded and it is used by commercial vehicles, including in connection with 
a waste recycling facility, as well as cars. The amount of traffic on the lane leads in turn to congestion on it 
and this, along with rat-running and traffic speeds can only be to the detriment of the safety of local 
residents and road users.” 
 
So, 10 years ago, it was recognised and accepted that traffic congestion was a serious problem in East 
Grinstead at these two junctions. How can it be credible to suggest that now, it is not an issue? That is 
blatantly not true. 
 
As part of the approval of the Oaks development, West Sussex Highways withdrew their objection prior to 
the appeal hearing, in return for extra funding from the developer to synchronise the traffic signals at both 
the Felbridge and Imberhorne Lane junctions. Infrastructure First has now had confirmation from Surrey 
Highways that this synchronisation of the two junctions was never implemented due to technical difficulties, despite 
being a condition of the Oaks development approval. That is simply not good enough and developers and councils 
need to be held to account. 
 
B/ In 2017, Mid Sussex assessed potential housing sites as part of the District Plan. One of the assessed 
sites was Imberhorne Farm. At that time the site was REJECTED as unsuitable and the Council 
recommended that it shouldn’t be allocated due to excessive levels of traffic congestion. Their report said 
… 
“Severe traffic constraints within East Grinstead would limit the amount of strategic development within the 
town unless significant mitigation is proposed. The site’s major negatives relate to the severe transport 
constraints, which affect all sites in the East Grinstead area.” 
 
So, 4 years ago, it was still recognised and accepted that traffic congestion was a serious problem at these 
two junctions. How can it be credible to suggest that now, it is just not an issue and been dismissed?  
 
C/ Infrastructure First also found the results of a  detailed study of the Felbridge junction on Tandridge 
Council’s website. This was undertaken in 2018 and although only the executive summary has been made 
public, it shows that the junction was operating at 106% capacity. 
  
D/ Infrastructure First also pointed to the first hand evidence provided by a different inspector in relation to 
the 2019 planning appeal for 63 homes along the Crawley Down Road ... 
 “From the local perspective the traffic queuing eastbound on Copthorne Road towards the traffic lights 
builds up at peak times and frequently reaches as far back as Rowplatt Lane, about 1 km from the junction, 
and sometimes even further. This was observed during the site visit about 5.30 pm on 15 May and is 
corroborated by a video camera survey undertaken by the Council over the three-day period 17-19 July 
2018”  
 
The fact that Mid Sussex jointly commissioned the 2018 junction study is damning. They knew full well that 
more reliable traffic data existed that would undermine the traffic evidence they used to support more 
houses at the recent examination. However, the Council not only refuse to publish the full details of the 
2018 traffic survey … but when challenged say that the more reliable study is not relevant! 
  
Since the traffic issues are such a vital element, if not the most vital aspect, it doesn't seem in any way 
rational why the Inspector failed to challenge the Council on the disparity.  
Mid Sussex has not committed to any road or junction improvements but instead are relying on more of us 
using the bus or travelling by bicycle. Get real, this just isn't going to happen in the numbers required to 
have no impact on vehicle traffic numbers.    
 
 
3/ Another effect of the increased traffic levels will be to push yet more traffic onto inadequate 
residential roads to avoid the queues and create even more 'rat-runs'. A further side effect of this will be 
to significantly reduce safety, particularly for children, as there are several primary schools on these 'rat-
runs'. 
  



3

4/ If land owned by Imberhorne School is taken to provide access roads to the new Imberhorne houses [which I 
believe would be the case], adequate corresponding replacement land for sports pitches and future school 
development must be set aside and ring-fenced for this sole purpose. 
 
5/ The proposed location of the new recreational space at the far western end of the development is totally 
inappropriate and will not be fully utilised. What existing residents will walk all the way through the proposed new 
estate to go to a small parkeland area? It will be near enough zero. 
 
   
In conclusion, I would urge you to review this new Imberhorne development and not approve it for the numerous 
reasons I have stated and repeated from the recent examination. Traffic congestion is the main issue and needs to 
be re-looked at having been ignored/dismissed at the examination. The local residents of East Grinstead deserve 
better from elected representatives. 
 
Yours 
 
Owen Davies 
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From: Frank Osborne 
Sent: 23 January 2022 21:38
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: DPD Main Modifications Consultation

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from  Learn why this is 
important at http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sirs 
As an East Grinstead resident I would like to express my dismay that the examiner chose to ignore the severe traffic 
problems in the town, notably the A22 - A264 junction at Felbribge, when reaching his decisions relating to housing 
development at Imberhorne. Such large scale development would undoubtedly exacerbate congestion on the 
already overloaded roads. Previously MSDC has recognised the situation but together with the Examiner has failed 
to address the issue. 
 
Rather than repeat the detailed objections of Mr Paul Tucker of "Infastructure First". I would like to add my name to 
his comprehensive list of omissions and failings of both the councils and the enquiry findings. One would hope that 
it is not too late for MSDC to face up to their responsibility in considering the plight of residents before proceeding 
to make an already intolerable situation a great deal worse. 
 
Frank Osborne 

 
 

 







DPD Main Modifications Consultation. 
 
There has been a level of housing development in and around East Grinstead for the 
past 20 or so years that is unsustainable. A succession of small and medium estates 
springing-up that will not, according to developers and planning authorities, have any 
detrimental effect on the local community. 
 
England is the most crowded country in  Europe and South-East England the worst 
affected. You can leave Manchester, some 250 miles north west of Felbridge, at 
around 7.30 on any weekday evening and drive without having to stop, including past 
Birmingham, until you reach the M25 at somewhere around half-past midnight, where 
as often as not you will grind to a halt. 
   
The population of East Grinstead has risen some tenfold in the last twenty years with 
no improvement to the local infrastructure or facilities; doctors' surgeries are full, 
finding a dentist is not easy, schools are overcrowded and school places are at a 
premium, shoppers have difficulty parking in the town. We now have traffic jams 
where there used to be hardly any traffic. And this is before one considers the 
problems created for the A22: East Grinstead has become a series of rat-runs for 
motorists trying to avoid traffic jams: cars - and some lorries! - diving down back 
roads to avoid queues, some driving like hooligans belting along to be first at the next 
junction - and sleeping policemen don't stop them. This at a time when local people 
are on foot. 
 
The A22 through Felbridge has been a known traffic black spot for more than half-a-
century. The A22 is a major national trunk road that runs from Purley, South London, 
to the South Coast, passing through two counties and areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty; it falls under the aegis of the Government, and Surrey and Sussex County 
Councils; also affected are local authorities and interest groups. No-one has yet come 
up with a viable plan to solve the increasingly crippling traffic problems created for 
the A22 by consistent development. There has been a lot of tinkering over the years in 
Felbridge which has only made matters worse, notably Wickes' shop, which no-one in 
Felbridge wanted. We were told that the re-jigged junction of the A22 and Imberhorne 
Lane to include Wickes' access would take care of the extra traffic; it has not. (When 
Felbridge residents complained during construction they were told, by a Wickes 
representative, that Felbridge residents would have to put up with it.) 
 
Merely driving from Felbridge into East Grinstead centre, a distance of approximately 
two miles, can take more than half-an-hour. 
 
Where the extensive existing infra-structure and buildings along the edges of the A22 
precludes widening the road is of a finite width and can accommodate two lanes only. 
This is particularly true of the stretch between the traffic lights at the Star Inn to the 
south of Forest Row.  
 
Warnings of congestion have been ignored. Proposals for widening the A22 have 
been submitted and have proved unworkable: no matter how much water you pour 
into a funnel, the maximum outfall will never increase, unless you widen the exit and 
in the world of Engineering two plus two will never equal anything other than four. In 
the worlds of advertising, publicity, politics and salesmanship, two plus two will 



equal anything you can convince people it will – an ethos in which developers and 
local planners are well-versed. 
 
The local population don't need traffic studies to tell them about the effects on 
congestion of over-population. Anybody who thinks that development in this area will 
not adversely affect traffic is a fool. 
 
The people who are responsible for this mess are, for the most-part, not local; those of 
us who live here are in no doubt that developers and planners know not of the mess 
they have created.  
 
It doesn't end there: 
 
Southern Water, who control the sewerage systems, are already beyond capacity and 
are having to dump raw sewage into our streams and rivers as well as into the English 
Channel. It should also be observed that discussions of foul sewers is usually couched 
in genteel euphemisms which distances the participants from the reality of what 
actually passes through them.  
 
It is not a subject for the faint-hearted. Raw sewage is a mixture of rejected food from 
the human gut along with any diseases – including, pertinently, Covid - that the 
contributors may carry; and it stinks. There's more: once upon a time, in living 
memory, washing-up was done at the sink with hot water, detergent and a cloth or 
brush, and a scourer with a certain amount of violence. This is now carried out in 
machines that instead dissolve chemicals in cold water and spray them onto one's 
washing up - and one's washing up comes out sparkly clean. No-one stops to think 
exactly what it is that these chemicals are, but they have to be corrosive and cannot be 
pleasant; I know of no-one who would pour any of them onto their garden. Nor even 
does it end there: washing machines slop your clothes around in chemicals dissolved 
cold water thus removing all the stains and leaving your clothes spotlessly clean. 
Similarly, who has stopped to examine what chemicals and in what concentrations are 
used in these machines? Lastly there is what could be classed as non-standard stuff; 
dead animals, disposable nappies, drugs, needles, snotty tissues and much more - 
anything, in fact, that is of no use or too disgusting to be disposed of in any other way. 
 
Some 25 - 30 years ago it was generally accepted that the new sewage treatment plant 
being constructed at Eastbourne was inadequate for the then current demand, leave 
alone any increases. Consider also that the growth in the human population is 
exponential. 
 
But no planning applications are going to be refused due to lack of sewage treatment 
capacity! 
 
The houses that are being proposed across East Grinstead will contain thousands of 
people and, since Southern Water is already beyond capacity, at peak times all their 
daily foul sewage in its raw state, complete with diseases, odours, chemicals and non-
standard stuff is going to be discharged into the countryside. 
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The Council’s selection process has also awarded the highest possible rating when assessing SA19 against its 4th 
sustainability objective – “To improve access to retail and community facilities”. Although the nearest convenience 
store is within a 15 minute walk from the proposed site, town centre shopping facilities, restaurants, library, theatre 
and superstore are nearly 4km (2.5 miles) distant and can only be accessed via the congested A264/A22 Felbridge 
junction and A22 corridor.  

 

If allocated, Mid Sussex Council will receive all the corresponding infrastructure contributions and subsequent 
council taxes and there is nothing in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan to provide any services in the Mid Sussex 
demise in Felbridge village, the vast majority of which lies within Surrey.  

 

Once again the Council have awarded the highest possible rating when assessing the site allocation against its 14th 
sustainability objective – “To encourage the regeneration and prosperity of the District’s existing Town Centres and 
support the viability and vitality of village and neighbourhood centres”. Taken in addition to the already approved 
120 houses, these further 200 homes will result in a village population increasing by more than 50% over such a 
short period. These new homes in the open countryside of Felbridge will cause substantial harm to the status and 
character of the village, erode its separate identity and result in a significant increase in private car journeys to 
access essential goods and services. 

 

Permissions for housing on this scale was similarly unfounded on account of Felbridge’s village status.  

 
Mike French 

 



















2

Kind regards,  
 
Emma  
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Yours faithfully, 

Keith & Ann Turner 
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From: Simone Johnson 
Sent: 23 January 2022 21:23
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: Housing development Imberhorne Farm East Grinstead 

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
To whom it may concern 
 
I am writing to raise grave concerns regarding the proposed development at Imberhorne Farm. I understand that 
there is a proposal for  hundreds of properties to be built on this land. 
 
I am seriously worried about this as Imberhorne Estate and the road junction between the A22 and A265 at 
Felbridge is already struggling to cope with the weight of traffic. I previously lived on Imberhorne Lane and 
witnessed the increase in traffic created by the development at the Oaks; the queues at Imberhorne Lane traffic 
lights increased greatly, as it backed up from Felbridge. Wherever possible I avoid those junctions during rush hour 
due to the sheer weight of traffic. In all honesty,  I think that if that many more properties were built the two 
junctions would be gridlocked; traffic already backs up along the A22, A264 and Imberhorne Lane. 
 
I am not the only person who tries to avoid those  junctions. I have now moved to just off Heathcote drive on the 
Imberhorne Estate and am very concerned about the fact that this road is used as a rat run. Particularly in rush hour 
there is a lot of traffic going down that road often driving dangerously. Both of my children cross Heathcote Drive 
each morning and I have to cross them over to ensure their safety. Building more houses in the locality is only going 
to put more strain upon ‘rat runs’ like Heathcote Drive and increase the risk of an accident. 
 
In conclusion, I fail to see how it makes sense to develop property in an area where there is already problems with 
traffic and traffic flow, at two nearby junctions. I am very concerned that this has either not been taken into account 
or has been ignored. Either way it will have a significant detrimental impact on the local roads. 
 
Regards 
 
Simone 
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From: Anne Lane 
Sent: 23 January 2022 18:33
To: Policy Consultation
Cc: David Lane
Subject: 200 homes in Felbridge 550 homes at Imberhorne Farm

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
I cannot begin to express my anger at the complete disregard for the infrastructure issues that this massive housing 
development raises. 
The roads around this area already barely function with current traffic volumes and the deliberate decision by the 
planning officer to ignore this HUGE issue beggars belief! To the lay-man it can only be interpreted as “palms 
crossed with silver” as what other reason could there possibly be?? 
The developers suggest that 0.8 million pounds would improve this access crisis….. 
A complete fairytale! And even if it were this minuscule amount of investment, they still wouldn’t spend that - it 
took 5 years for The Oaks development to put a safe crossing and road calming in place on Imberhorne Lane, which 
was promised during construction….. 
So, here we have it - an elected council who will allow and facilitate a development that will blight current and new 
residents lives, who will ignore previous planning officers opinions regarding the immediate, and significant 
problems with the current transport and road infrastructure, who will not answer for, or explain, their decisions and 
who choose money wielding conglomerates over the communities they represent. Go figure!!! 
There is one more, small window of opportunity to do the right thing. Step up, behave with integrity, consider the 
realities of the infrastructure and represent the interests and the fears of the people you represent. 
Mrs Anne Lane 

 
 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Before turning to specific modifications, Infrastructure First are hugely disappointed that the 
Examiner has not responded to legitimate concerns regarding the severe traffic situation in East 
Grinstead.  
 

1. Existing traffic issues deemed not relevant 
2. Impact on residential streets not considered  
3. Cumulative impact not assessed     
4. Up to date traffic evidence ignored  
5. Committed highway schemes not implemented 

 
 

1. Existing traffic issues not deemed to be relevant 
 
The Competent Highway Authorities in West Sussex and Surrey and the District Planning Authorities 
in Mid Sussex and Tandridge ALL recognise and acknowledge the severe traffic problems in Felbridge 
and East Grinstead. In particular, that the Felbridge junction is already operating over capacity at 
peak times of the day. 
 
Drivers using the A22 corridor into East Grinstead face significant delays during much of the day due 
to congestion at the Felbridge, Imberhorne Lane and Lingfield Road junctions … and this is BEFORE 
the traffic from the 1,400+ homes already committed in and around East Grinstead start to have an 
impact on the network. 
 
Mid Sussex District Council insist that the serious traffic issues are not a reason to resist further large 
scale housing close to the main bottlenecks; arguing that the severe congestion is an existing 
situation. They simply say that the DPD allocations SA19/SA20 will have limited practical impact on 
the already congested network. 
 
The Council’s position is untenable for two reasons … 
 
2. Impact on residential streets has not been considered  
 
Firstly the Council ignore the impact of drivers avoiding long queues at junctions by rerouting along 
residential streets unsuited to through traffic. These routes were not included within the remit of the 
Strategic Transport Study and therefore not considered. The Competent Highways Authority describes 
the inevitable increase in rat-running as the result of SA19/20 as ‘undesirable’. 
 
The Inspector presiding over the appeal for a scheme of 100 houses adjacent to SA20 
(APP/D3830/A/10/2142385) was more forthright, in saying that …    
 

“Locally, peak-hour congestion on the A22 leads to the use of Imberhorne Lane as a cut-
through to the B2110 and as part of a rat-run through the Imberhorne Estate to the town 
centre. The amount of traffic on the lane leads in turn to congestion on it and this, along with 
rat-running and traffic speeds can only be to the detriment of the safety of local residents 
and road users.” 

 
This was not a recent statement. It was made than 10 years ago when there were nearly 1,800 fewer 
houses and substantially less traffic on the roads in East Grinstead.  
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Since that time, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) has been updated to require planning 
authorities to consider whether impacts on highways safety are acceptable or not. There is no 
evidence to suggest that the Council have given ANY consideration to either capacity or safety 
impacts on parts of the network not covered by their Strategic Transport Study.   
 
3. Cumulative impact has not been assessed     
 
Secondly the Council cannot legitimately dismiss the traffic problems as an existing situation. The 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) most up to date advice on Transport Evidence in Plan 
Making [Paragraph: 03 Reference ID: 54-003-20141010] makes clear that decision makers should 
“consider the cumulative impacts of existing and proposed development on transport networks.” 
 
There are over 8,500 homes committed in the district, many of which are already approved for 
development. This includes 1,400 in and around East Grinstead alone. None of these have been  
considered in combination with the allocations in the DPD when assessing the traffic impact. 
 
This cannot be correct.  
 
A ‘cumulative’ impact is one that increases by successive additions. It is the combined impact of all 
things added together.  
 
Mid Sussex District Council only assess the incremental traffic impact of the DPD site allocations and 
have therefore not followed the process required by the NPPG. This approach is therefore also in 
conflict with the 2021 NPPF paragraph 111.   
 
It is not sufficient just to assess all the DPD site allocations together … if ‘cumulative’ is to mean 
anything at all, its proper interpretation dictates that the DPD allocations need to be assessed 
TOGETHER with development schemes already in the pipeline. This is the only way to assess the real 
impact of traffic joining the road network in the future and it is the method prescribed by the NPPG. 
 
The Council’s position has striking similarities with the appellant’s case in the Land at Kidnappers Lane 
Recovered Appeal [APP/B1605/W/14/3001717]. The Appeal Inspector rejected the appellant’s case that the 
existing situation can be disregarded and reaffirmed that it is the cumulative effect of all expected 
development which must be taken into account.  
 
The Secretary of State agreed with the Appeal Inspector and a legal challenge mounted by the developer was 
dismissed by the High Court (see Appendix 1 for the salient details).  
 
Despite failing to assess the cumulative impact, Mid Sussex District Council confidently say that there is no 
evidence to demonstrate there would be serious traffic issues in relation to SA19/20.  
 
The Council’s own matter statement (msdc-02f-miq-matter-6) describes how the traffic impact of the DPD 
allocations was assessed on its own and NOT in combination with other committed development. We were 
greatly encouraged by the Inspector’s question to the Council asking whether “the cumulative impact should 
be the determining factor in assessing traffic impact?”. The Council’s response reaffirmed the requirement to 
test a cumulative impact but then described a process in which it wasn’t tested!!  
 
By assigning the very significant quantum of committed development to the Reference Case and comparing 
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the overall traffic impact against the DPD Allocations PLUS the Reference Case; the impact of the committed 
development was simply factored out of the equation. 
 
We were disappointed that the Inspector failed to pick up on this. 
 
Notwithstanding the failure to correctly assess the ‘cumulative’ impact, the Council’s Reference Case predicts 
that all the primary junctions in and around East Grinstead will be operating over capacity. The extent of this 
over capacity is understated … not only as the result of baseline junction capacities being under recorded but 
also due to the committed development tested in the Reference Case NOT being updated to reflect the 
published commitments to April 2021. 
 
There is no obvious justification for this.   
 
 
4. Up to date traffic evidence has been ignored  
 
The Council also, somewhat cynically, refuse to include the most up to date and reliable traffic data for the 
Felbridge junction in their evidence base. The results from the detailed traffic survey, which they jointly 
commissioned, were available prior to the regulation 18 consultation and showed that the junction was already 
significantly over capacity at that time. 
 
The Council say that the WSP investigation is still in draft form as no workable junction improvement options 
have been identified. However this cannot reasonably apply to the underlying traffic survey, which was based 
on observations at the time and therefore neither sensitive nor work in progress. Surrey Highways, who jointly 
commissioned the survey have recently released the detailed traffic data into the public domain.       
 
In responding to the many calls for the 2018 WSP traffic survey results to be included in the DPD evidence 
base, the Council simply say in Appendix 9 of the Regulation 22 Summary, that the WSP study is not relevant.  
 
A statement that was not reasoned.  
 
Once again, we were encouraged by another of the Inspector’s initial questions which asked the Council to 
explain “the principal conclusions of the WSP study”. In their response (msdc-02f-miq-matter-6), the Council 
failed to mention the study’s material findings on junction capacity. Instead they said that the WSP study is 
not required to address the impact of the DPD and therefore of no direct relevance and that no conclusions 
could be drawn from the study.   
 
This is clearly NOT true.  
 
Even the most casual observer could conclude that the WSP study found that the Felbridge junction was 
operating well over capacity as early as 2018.      
 
When asked to explain why their calibrated transport model was so wide of the mark when predicting the 
Felbridge junction baseline capacity, the Council simply say that the SATURN modelling used for the district-
wide study had a different purpose to the detailed LINSIG modelling designed for individual junctions. While 
this must be correct, it must also bring into question the reliability of the model validation.  
 
The Council stopped short of addressing this question! 
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We are therefore left to conclude that the Council simply found the WSP findings inconvenient … in that they 
undermined the findings of the Strategic Transport Study relied upon to support the DPD.       
 
As a consequence of the WSP traffic evidence being ignored, the District Council along with their Competent 
Highways Authority are liable to be challenged over not properly validating the transport model. 
 
We don’t know whether the obvious flaws in the Strategic Transport Model disguised an otherwise severe 
impact on the road network in East Grinstead. But without a ‘severe impact’ the DPD is not required to deliver 
any highways mitigation … which in turn means that any developer funded road improvements are ‘nice to 
have’ and not an essential condition of SA19/20 going forward.       
 
The Strategic Transport Study does however acknowledge that significant mitigation of the A264/A22 would 
be required to significantly reduce the congestion at the Felbridge junction and that to be fully effective would 
require land outside the highway boundary.  
 
But if, as usually turns out to be the case, there are no practical or cost effective solutions identified or that 
there is simply insufficient funding to deliver a solution, then the roads will stay as they are and the traffic 
from SA19/20 will simply add to the unacceptable levels of congestion and rat-running.    
 
For both regulation 18 and 19 consultations, West Sussex Highways acknowledged that local junction 
improvements may not be deliverable and requested the District Council to update the DPD to reflect this.  
 
However, these requests were ignored without explanation. 
 
 
5. Committed highway schemes have not been implemented 
 
The following committed highway improvements for the Felbridge and Imberhorne junctions are overdue with 
little prospect of delivery … 
 

• Synchronisation of signals at Felbridge and Imberhorne Lane junctions were developer funded and a 
condition of West Sussex Highways withdrawing their highways objection to the Oaks development in 
2011 – Surrey Highways have confirmed that the synchronisation has not occurred due to technical 
difficulties and is likely to be unworkable as the result of flow interruptions due to bus stops, side 
roads etc.  

• Reconfiguration of the Felbridge junction A264 approach arm for both lanes to turn right towards East 
Grinstead has been used as mitigation for several large schemes – Surrey Highways do not support 
this scheme and confirmed that it has been tried before but immediately withdrawn due to an 
unacceptable increase in collisions.    

• In the last 10 years, several large schemes have made substantial contributions towards the cost of 
the Atkins Stage 3 junction improvements to help offset the impact of additional traffic. These  
highway interventions have been factored into the Council’s strategic transport models since 2013, but 
West Sussex Highways say that there is still no timetable for their implementation.  
 

To ensure that effective traffic mitigation is actually delivered, we respectfully ask the Inspector to consider 
making it a condition of approving SA19/20.   
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Appendix 1 - High Court Ruling re: Residual Cumulative Impact 
 
In August 2014, the planning committee for Cheltenham Borough Council refused a planning application by 
Bovis Homes in respect of a residential development of 650 homes. This was against the advice of planning 
officers and the local highways authority didn’t raise any objections to the scheme. 
 
The decision notice lists unacceptable traffic congestion as one of the reasons for refusal. 
 
Bovis Homes appealed the decision and a public inquiry took place in September 2015. They argued that 
detailed transport studies showed that the local roads were already severely congested but that the additional 
traffic wouldn’t make things much worse …   
 

• “there would be limited practical difference in terms of traffic impact on the local road network 
whether or not the appeal scheme proceeds”  

 
• “The highways network around the site suffers some congestion but the NPPF test is whether the 

additional impact of a scheme would be severe” 
 

• Shurdington Road is already overloaded. Existing traffic on Shurdington Road would be displaced onto 
other routes by traffic from the development 

 
The Council employed consultants to review the transport work supporting the scheme and argued that  … 
 

• “In limited time, the review identified faults in the transport analysis. More time would have uncovered 
more faults. A defensive response to criticism and a lack of transparency engenders suspicion that 
there is something to hide.” 
 

• “Traffic forecasting and modelling was undertaken using the Council’s SATURN based model. It is not 
inherently unreliable but it is a strategic model, outputs from which need to be adjusted to obtain the 
detail relevant to consideration of this development. There are concerns about its accuracy for this 
purpose.” 
 

The appeal inspector rejected the developer’s arguments and in January 2016 gave his reasons … 
 

• “ It is an often-expressed view that development should be expected to do no more than ‘wash its 
own face’ and not solve all existing unrelated problems. In relation to transport, that appears to be 
the view of the appellant, the local authority and the local highway authority.” 
 

• “The third bullet of NPPF paragraph 32 refers not to the additional impact of a scheme, as the 
appellant asserts but to residual “cumulative” effects, implying that it is the cumulative effect of all 
expected development which must be taken into account, rather than the individual contribution of 
each development in turn, which is likely to be (as in the present case) marginal.  
 

• “Whilst I can agree therefore, that the development should not need to solve all existing unrelated 
transport problems, the existing or future “in any event” situation on the highway network, is not an 
unrelated problem which evaluation of the proposed development should ignore. It is a related 
problem which is highly pertinent to the evaluation of the current appeal proposal.” 
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Due to the strategic nature of the Bovis Homes scheme, the Secretary of State intervened … upholding the 
view of the appeal inspector and dismissing the appeal in May 2016. 
 
In his judgement he agreed with the Inspector’s analysis of highways issues …  
 

• Overall, he agrees with the Inspector that, taking account of the measures which are included in the 
s106 agreement, the residual cumulative effects of development proposed would increase demand for 
use of sections of the highway network which are already operating at over-capacity levels, 
contributing to a severe impact on a wider area of Cheltenham as traffic is displaced, contrary to both 
adopted and emerging policies. Paragraph 32 of the Framework states that development should only 
be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development 
are severe.  
 

• The Secretary of State concludes that granting permission for the appeal scheme would be contrary to 
the development plan overall due to the severe residual cumulative transport impacts.  

 
 
Bovis Homes challenged the validity of the Secretary of State’s decision on a misinterpretation of ‘Residual 
Cumulative Impact’ and applied to High Court to overturn it.  
 
In September 2016, Mr Justice Holgate presided over a hearing to consider whether there was a case to 
answer.  
 
He was not persuaded that the Inspector and Secretary of State erred in law by taking into account of the 
existing highway situation when resolving the paragraph 32 NPPF questions. In particular, the Judge noted 
that it would be open to a decision taker to rationally conclude that a given development could wash its own 
face in highway impact terms, but due to existing over capacity, the residual cumulative impacts of the 
development could be severe. 
 

• “The conclusions of the Inspector and the Secretary of State adverse to the Bovis proposal rested on 
the third bullet point of NPPF paragraph 32, the second half of which is the relevant provision. It 
reads: ”Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe." 

 
• “He recorded in paragraph 221 the view of Bovis Homes and also the local authority and the County 

Council, that the development should be expected to do no more than "wash its own face" and not 
solve all existing unrelated problems. He contrasted that with the position of third parties pointing out 
that the existing situation into which the development would be placed is already not suitable in terms 
of highway capacity and that the future situation would be far worse, and therefore even less 
acceptable, as a location for the development of 650 dwellings.” 
 

• “Taking up the third bullet point of NPPF paragraph 32, the Inspector pointed out in paragraph 223 of 
his report that the Framework refers not simply to the additional impact of the scheme, as had been 
asserted by the appellants, but to residual "cumulative" effects, implying that it is the cumulative 
effect of all expected development which must be taken into account in context rather than just the 
individual contribution of each development in turn which is likely to be, as in the present case, 
marginal.” 
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• “In view of his earlier reasoning there was no need for the Inspector to rely in addition upon circular 

2/2013, but it did serve to emphasise that the existing levels of congestion were relevant, and not 
irrelevant as some parties had contended, to determining whether there would be severe residual 
cumulative impacts in breach of paragraph 32 of the NPPF if the proposed development were to go 
ahead.” 
 

• ”Furthermore, and in any event, it is also plain from paragraphs 14 and 32 of the Secretary of State's 
decision letter that he correctly applied the "severe residual cumulative impact" test in the NPPF and 
not any different test. It cannot be said that the decision-maker has misinterpreted paragraph 32 of 
the NPPF. Nor can it be said that in using his judgment regarding the application of that test, he has 
misapplied it in such a way as to be open to challenge on public law grounds” 
 

The High Court rejected the challenge and in doing so made an important ruling on the correct interpretation 
of the National Planning Policy’s meaning of residual cumulative impacts of development. 
 
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2016/2952.html 
    
 

MM16 – Updated Housing Trajectory 

The primary objective of the DPD is to meet the residual housing need identified by the District Plan 
Examination in 2018 and to allocate sufficient housing sites to address the residual need for the district 
between 2024 and 2031. 
 
The regulation 18 version of the DPD confirms the residual need to be 1,507 homes …  
 

“2.25 The revised housing supply figures set out in Table 2.3, illustrates that following consideration 
for updated completion, commitments and windfall figures that the residual currently necessary to 
fully meet the district housing requirement is 1,507 dwellings as at April 2019.” 

 
The regulation 19 version of the DPD shows that the residual need had reduced by 227 …  
 

2.29 The revised housing supply figures set out in Table 2.3, illustrates that following consideration for 
updated completion, commitments and windfall figures that the residual currently necessary to fully 
meet the district housing requirement is 1,280 dwellings as at 1st April 2020. 

 
And the latest main modifications version of the DPD shows the residual need had fallen by a further 483 …   
 

2.29 The revised housing supply figures set out in Table 2.3, illustrates that following consideration for 
updated completion, commitments and windfall figures that the residual currently necessary to fully 
meet the district housing requirement is 797 dwellings as at 1st April 2021. 

 
So in the two years it has taken to progress the DPD to the Main Modification stage, the number of houses it 
set out to allocate has officially reduced by very nearly half, from 1,507 to 797 homes. 
 
This excludes the new homes approved in the 10 months since April 2021. 
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Of course there is no justification for ignoring these latest approvals in the latest version of the DPD as the 
Council will be fully aware of them. Using the information published on the Council’s website we have 
reviewed the planning approvals since April 2021 and excluded those already included in the published list of 
housing commitments (MSDC-06b).  
 
We have calculated the up to date residual need is now around 400 homes … which leaves us with the very 
probable conclusion that the uplifted trajectory will be fully met by 2024/25 without needing to allocate any 
further schemes in the DPD.   
   
However, the main modification version of the DPD still allocates schemes for a total of 1,704 homes. This  
represents an official oversupply of 907 as at April 2021 … and using up to date figures, an oversupply nearer 
to 1,300.   
 
Despite the Council’s position stated during the public hearings that they do not accept the need for a buffer  
due to the robustness of their housing commitments; some level of oversupply is clearly prudent.  
 
Tests of soundness require the Plan to be proportionate and justified. We don’t believe that a fourfold 
oversupply meets these tests … especially as there are very legitimate arguments which bring into question 
the sustainability of the 750 homes allocated at SA19/SA20.    
 
 
MM22 – SA20 SANG monitoring 

First of all it is worth reiterating that the residual housing need identified at the examination of the District 
Plan was made conditional on there being no further harm to the integrity of European Habitat Sites in 
Ashdown Forest. This was clearly stated in paragraph 65 of the Inspector’s final report dated 12th March 2018.   
 
The Council have not presented any evidence to demonstrate that allocations in the DPD would not result in 
further harm to the Ashdown Forest SPA.  
 
Main Modification MM22 adds wording relating to SANG provision and mitigation by adding a requirement for 
regular monitoring of the proposed SANG. However, The District Council are already committed to monitoring 
the effectiveness of their SANG mitigation under DP17 … and therefore MM22 is somewhat superfluous.  
 
Of course, committing to regular SANG monitoring doesn’t mean that it will happen. Despite a similar 
commitment to regular monitor the existing Ashplats Wood SANG, no monitoring had been undertaken since 
becoming operational in 2015. Although the latest Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) says that visitor 
surveys have now been undertaken following the examination hearings in June. 
 
One of the Council’s post-hearing actions was to demonstrate the effectiveness of their existing SANG 
mitigation; but their response (MSDC13) was far from compelling and presented no evidence to show that the 
Ashplats Wood SANG had been successful in reducing visitor pressure on the Ashdown Forest SPA.   
 
The Council clearly believe that SANG effectiveness is a forgone conclusion. 
 
We submitted our own response (REP2383-010) highlighting the lack of evidence in the Council’s post-hearing 
written submission and we are disappointed that our concerns have been apparently dismissed.  
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A further commitment to regularly monitor the proposed SANG as set out in the MM22 is clearly welcome; but 
what if monitoring shows that the SANG isn’t successful in reducing visitor pressure from new development?  
 
The Habitats legislation is clear that decision makers are required to apply the precautionary principle in 
evaluating adverse impacts on a protected site. In simple terms this means that it is ‘better to be safe than 
sorry’. This surely mandates that approval of sites SA19/20 should depend upon the results of the visitor 
surveys carried out in June. 
 
The Council have currently no evidence to demonstrate the success of their Ashdown Forest mitigation 
strategy and it would be premature to allocate SA19/20 prior to the forthcoming publication of the evidence 
provided by these visitor studies. 
 
Indeed the approval of large scale housing within the accepted zone of influence with no evidence to support 
the HRA claim that adverse impacts can be ruled out is potentially open to legal challenge. 
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Dear Minister, 
 
I write to you on behalf of the Infrastructure First Campaign Group, supported by over 1,500 
residents in Felbridge and East Grinstead.       
 
We would be grateful for your clarification on the interpretation of cumulative in the context of 
the NPPF sustainable transport paragraph, and in particular its application in local plan making.  
 

³111. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there 
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on 
WKH�URDG�QHWZRUN�ZRXOG�EH�VHYHUH�´�� 

   
We are not asking for clarification on the definition of severe, as this is a subjective term. We are 
aware that the DCLG have already made clear in responding to an FOI1 WKDW�«�There are no plans 
WR�JLYH�IXUWKHU�JXLGDQFH�RQ�ZKDW�FRQVWLWXWHV�D�³VHYHUH´�LPSDFW. This allows decision makers to use 
their discretion in their interpretation of it.  
 
However, we do not believe that such discretion is appropriate to the interpretation of 
cumulative, which in simple terms means something that increases by successive additions « a 
combination of all things added together.   
 
As a starting point, we have reviewed what we understand to be the most pertinent and up to 
date guidance: 
 
:KDW�WKH�133*�VD\V�« 
The guidance for transport evidence in plan making and decision taking [Paragraph: 003 
Reference ID: 54-003-201410102] under the heading ³What key issues should be considered in 
developing the transport evidence base to support the Local Plan´� requires deFLVLRQ�PDNHUV�WR�« 
 

³consider the cumulative impacts of existing and proposed development on transport 
QHWZRUNV�´ 

 

                                           
1 
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/304126/response/743493/attach/2/Response%20some%20not
%20held.pdf?cookie_passthrough=1 
2 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/transport-evidence-bases-in-plan-making-and-decision-taking 

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/304126/response/743493/attach/2/Response%20some%20not%20held.pdf?cookie_passthrough=1
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/304126/response/743493/attach/2/Response%20some%20not%20held.pdf?cookie_passthrough=1
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/transport-evidence-bases-in-plan-making-and-decision-taking
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While this section offers no help as to how decision makers should determine a cumulative impact, 
it nevertheless acknowledges that they should consider both existing and proposed development in 
its determination. 
 
Furthermore, the NPPG refers decision makers to the DfT circular 02/2013: The Strategic Road 
Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development. 
 
:KDW�'I7�FLUFXODU���������VD\V�«�� 
In the section on the Assessment of Development Impact3, it states that «� 
 

³25. The overall forecast demand 7 should be compared to the ability of the existing 
network to accommodate traffic over a period up to ten years after the date of registration 
of a planning application or the end of the relevant Local Plan whichever is the greater. 
This is known as the review period.  
--------------------------- 

7 The overall forecast demand will be the existing flow plus traffic likely to be 
generated by development already committed, plus traffic likely to be generated by 
the development under consideration, less any reduction arising from any travel 
SODQ�RU�GHPDQG�PDQDJHPHQW�PHDVXUHV�WKDW�DUH�EHLQJ�SURSRVHG�´ 

 
Therefore, decision makers assessing the traffic impact of development plans should take account 
of traffic from proposed development in the plan together with traffic from committed 
development already in the pipeline.   
 
While we consider both the NPPF paragraph 111 and the supporting guidance to be clear in 
meaning, there is clearly room for confusion. 
 
:KDW�WKH�/3$�VD\V�« 
As part of the ongoing examination into the Mid Sussex DPD, the Inspector asked the LPA to 
answer WKH�IROORZLQJ�TXHVWLRQ�« 
 

³,V�LW�DFFHSWDEOH�JRRG�SUDFWLFH�IRU�WKH�KLJKZD\V�LPSDFW of a scheme to be considered less 
than severe if the existing traffic conditions in the area, which admittedly not the result of 
the proposed allocation, are acknowledged to be severe; in other words, should the 

                                           
3 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/237412/
dft-circular-strategic-road.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/237412/dft-circular-strategic-road.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/237412/dft-circular-strategic-road.pdf
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cumulative impact be the determining factor in assessing traffic impact in relation to the 
LPSDFW�RI�D�VSHFLILF�KRXVLQJ�DOORFDWLRQ"´� 

   
While the LPA did not specifically answer the question, it did describe how it met the cumulative 
impact requirement in paragraphs 3.10 to 3.15 of its response4.  
 
:H�KDYH�UHYLHZHG�WKH�/3$¶V�UHVSRQVH�DQG�LQ�VLPSOH�WHUPV, it assessed the impacts of its DPD on 
the road network by 3 separate determinations « 

1. A baseline future demand using existing traffic flows and including the expected traffic 
flows from committed development  [the Reference Case]  

2. A DPD future demand by adding the expected traffic flows from allocations under 
consideration to the Reference Case  [the Development Case] 

3. Whether any part of the road network suffered a deterioration in performance sufficient to 
be considered severe, by comparing the Development Case with the Reference Case   

 
In its response, the LPA confirmed to the Inspector that it had undertaken a cumulative 
assessment of the DPD¶V traffic impact « 
  

³The assessment of the Sites DPD development is cumulative as it assesses the proposed 
allocations in the plan on top of existing allocations and approved development with their 
associated committed highway and transport network changes.´   

 
:H�GRQ¶W�VHH�KRZ�WKH�/3$�FRXOG�KDYH�FRPH�Wo this conclusion.  
 
A cumulative DVVHVVPHQW�ZRXOG�KDYH�WDNHQ�DFFRXQW�RI�WKH�'3'�DOORFDWLRQV�µDORQJVLGH¶�FRPPLWWHG�
GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�QRW�µRQ�WRS�RI¶�LW��7KH�/3$¶V�approach to taking account of committed 
development was successful only in nullifying the attendant traffic demand. 
    
Furthermore its response acknowledges that the traffic demand from committed development has 
been assigned to the baseline; meaning that any deterioration in network performance could only 
be attributed to the marginal impact of the DPD traffic flows « 
 

                                           
4 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/6806/msdc-02f-miq-matter-6.pdf 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/6806/msdc-02f-miq-matter-6.pdf
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³3.12 7KH�µ5HIHUHQFH�&DVH�6FHQDULR¶�UHSUHVHQWV�WKH�URDG�QHWZRUN�DW�������DQG�LQFOXGHV�DQ\�
committed highway infrastructure, development in the district and background growth up 
to this date. This acts as the baseline when assessing the impacts of the Sites DPD 
GHYHORSPHQW�VFHQDULRV�´ 

 

Existing Traffic Flow Flow from Commitments DPD Flow 
   
Reference Case Demand   

 
 

 

 

Reference Case Demand   

 

 

 

 
If cumulative impact is to mean anything at all, we assume that it must mean traffic demand 
beyond the traffic generated by the DPD itself.  
 
In recovering the Kidnappers Lane Appeal in 20165 the Secretary of State HQGRUVHG�WKH�,QVSHFWRU¶V�
interpretation of cumulative impact with key points of the ruling covered by these parDJUDSKV�«�  
 

223. But the third bullet of NPPF paragraph 32 refers not to the additional impact of a 
VFKHPH��DV�WKH�DSSHOODQW�DVVHUWV�EXW�WR�UHVLGXDO�³FXPXODWLYH´�HIIHFWV��LPSO\LQJ�WKDW�LW�LV�WKH�
cumulative effect of all expected development which must be taken into account, rather 
than the individual contribution of each development in turn, which is likely to be marginal.  
 
224. National Planning Practice Guidance also refers to the cumulative impacts of multiple 
developments within a particular area when determining the need for a transport 
assessment of a proposal. It also advises that it is important to give appropriate 
consideration to the cumulative impacts arising from other committed development at the 
decision-taking stage. 

                                           
5 https://www.cheltenham.gov.uk/downloads/file/7923/h3i_-
_appb1605w143001717_land_at_kidnappers_lane_leckhampton_dated_552016 

https://www.cheltenham.gov.uk/downloads/file/7923/h3i_-_appb1605w143001717_land_at_kidnappers_lane_leckhampton_dated_552016
https://www.cheltenham.gov.uk/downloads/file/7923/h3i_-_appb1605w143001717_land_at_kidnappers_lane_leckhampton_dated_552016
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Therefore to avoid further confusion could the Minister please confirm that « 
 

1. We have identified the most up to date and pertinent guidance published by the 
Government, and if so, whether we have correctly interpreted its intention?   

 
2. In responding to the Inspector in paragraph 3.12 of its matter statement, the LPA has 

correctly assessed the cumulative traffic impact of its DPD and, if you consider this to be 
the case, how you have reached this conclusion? 

 
 

Paul Tucker 
On behalf of Infrastructure First 
infrastructurefirst.co.uk 

https://www.infrastructurefirst.co.uk/
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From: Joe Johnston 
Sent: 14 January 2022 11:41
To: Policy Consultation
Cc:  

Subject: AGAINST the 750 new homes proposal 

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I would like to place on record my concern and disapproval at the approved council planning for an additional 750 
homes to be built at Imberhorne Farm & Felbridge. 
 
There are already serious issues with volumes of traffic and a threat to public safety. This will only make it worse. 
 
I would strongly argue that the infrastructure in the area is already at its limit (Schools, GP surgeries, local amenities 
etc) as well as the aforementioned traffic problems. 
 
I implore you reconsider this decision. This is a fantastic area to live in and it has the correct balance of countryside 
and wildlife as well as urban living. 
 
It is generally a safe community and on a personal level a wonderful place to raise young children. 
 
Please use your power and influence to think of the future generations and their safety. Do the right thing. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Joseph Johnston 
Local Resident 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Can you please advise me of the developers email contact as I think they should understand the reality of living in 
East Grinstead and how dreadful this development would be. 

 

Mrs Kay Picton, Mr Andrew Picton, Miss A Picton Mr S Picton and Miss L Picton 
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From: Simon Topley 
Sent: 13 January 2022 09:42
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: Housing Development in and around Felbridge and Imberhorne Farm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: SITES DPD MM

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I am writing to express my concerns about the continued development in and around my local area. Particularly the 
750 new houses planned on the green space in and around Imberhorne Farm and the ‘Gullege’. 
 
I live in Wheelers Way Felbridge and have been a resident since March 2000. 
In that time there has been a significant number of new houses built but no investment in the local infrastructure. 
The A264 and A22 junction has become so busy that at peak times  the cars queue back beyond Rowplatt Lane. Any 
highway/roadworks that affect the A22 (of which some are currently underway towards East Grinstead) results in 
this area becoming almost impossible to negotiate. 
The Crawley Down Road then becomes a ‘rat run’ as people try to avoid the congestion. I often have to take ‘the 
long way round’ through Crawley Down and via Turners Hill to get to East Grinstead. Similarly, if heading north, to 
where  I work in Oxted, I may have to detour via Snowhill and the Newchapel Road. 
 
One development in Felbridge will have the access road coming out onto the Crawley Down Road. This will just 
exacerbate the traffic problems especially the junction of the Crawley Down Road and the A264. This junction is 
already a difficult one to exit onto. 
 
The roads are not the only issue. My children were in the catchment area for Felbridge school when we first moved 
here but now would be excluded. This is even though we are only  about half a mile from the school, as there are 
now so many more new houses/families present. 
 
My father in law recently moved to East Grinstead and was told that the doctors surgery closest to him would not be 
able to accept him. He was only able to get on the list because he had made an enquiry the previous year before his 
move went through. 
 
Lastly, the area around the ‘Gullege’ in Felbridge, where I believe 200 new houses are to be built, is a green space. 
The fields are home to many animals including deer. It used to be a regular sight that there would be deer in this 
area but in the last few years I have seen these less and less. I regularly walk this area and it is nice to be able to 
have this space easily accessible and to feel like you are in the countryside. 
Even if the footpath is still present, walking through a housing development and crossing the access road that will be 
built across the ‘Gullege’ is not going to feel the same as walking a country path.  I believe this will spoil the area for 
many including ramblers, dog walkers,  cyclists and horse riders as it is also a bridle way. 
 
I appreciate that there is a need for new housing but I strongly believe that there are sights elsewhere in West 
Sussex that are more suitable and that the building of these developments along the county border is not 
sustainable. 
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I believe that despite the lack of investment in infrastructure and the affect on the local environment, it suits some 
county councils to choose these inappropriate sites as it has less of an impact on the ‘main residents’ of their 
county. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Simon Topley 
 
 
Sent from Topley iPad 2 
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From: Barry Allen 
Sent: 12 January 2022 07:52
To: Policy Consultation
Cc:
Subject: Infrastructure First

Categories: Laura to move

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Hello, 
 
The roads on the Imberhorne estate in East Grinstead are being increasingly used as a rat run. Specifically 
Gardenwood Road and Heathcote Drive. 
 
Cars are being parked on the grass verges on those two roads and when finally the Highways  agency and the local 
Council decide to take action against these illegally parked vehicles, it will force these cars to park on the road in 
these areas creating further congestion with cars zigzagging through the estate. 
 
The small parade of shops on Heathcote Drive is also creating a choke point. With the  change of use of the shops, 
Extended opening hours, approval of Alcohol license , increased deliveries and collections from the shops by Large 
Lorries , illegal parking and parking across residential drive ways is causing further congestion. 
 
The Imberhorne residential estate is the home of 2 primary schools and a secondary school. Everyone wants to 
maintain a safe environment for pedestrians but especially school children walking too and from school. With the 
increased vehicle traffic this will increase the risk to these children. 
 
There rightly has been a focus on the Imberhorne rd junction with London Rd and the Felbridge traffic lights but 
there has hardly been a murmur on the effects of building 1000 houses on the doorstep to the Imberhorne estate. 
 
Before any further permission is given for the go ahead of any building, please could road markings be reintroduced 
on the roads, illegally parked vehicles being ticketed and removed and increase the number of safe pedestrian 
crossing points (zebra/pelican crossings). 
 
All I want is Infrastructure first before any new development and Accountability of officials when ill judged decisions 
are made. 
 
Regards, 
 
Barry Allen. 
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Sent from my iPhone 
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RESPONSE TO SUBMISSION SITES ALLOCATIONS DPD 
REGULATION 19 

This document has four parts:   Part A –  Personal Details 
 Part B   –  Representation 
 Part C  –  Expanded Arguments to Support Representation 
 Part D  –  Actions I am seeking 

PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS 

Name Sally Harper 

  
Address  

  
Email  

 

 

PART B – REPRESENTATION 

My comments relate to the lack of legal compliance and the unsoundness of the: 

 Site Allocations DPD  ✓ 

    
 Sustainability Appraisal  ✓ 

 

I consider the site Allocations DPD to be unsound in the following respects: 

    Failure to positively engage with landowners/developers 
offering large strategic sites such as Crabbet Park 

 Positively Prepared?  No  

    
    Failure to properly take account of reasonable alternatives, 

and failure to show sites SA19 & SA20 to be sustainable or 
deliverable 

 Justified? 
 
 

No  
  

 
 

    Failure to demonstrate strategic highway matters to be   
deliverable to resolve severe traffic constraints in East 
Grinstead  

 Effective? No  

    

    Sites SA19 & SA20 are not sustainable in accordance with 
policies in the framework  Consistent with National Policy? No  

     



Page 2 of 11  September 19, 2020 

 
 

Please note that due to the lack of effective publicity by MSDC, I was totally unaware of the Regulation 18 
consultation so was unable to comment on the Site Allocations DPD Draft Plan, despite wanting to do so.  I 
have only become aware of this consultation from the Infrastructure First group’s activities. 

I support the arguments made by the Infrastructure First Group and would 
like them to represent me at the Examination.         

      
Yes ✓  No   

      
       

 
 
 
I am OBJECTING to the Site Allocations DPD and Sustainability Appraisal, and in particular to following 
proposed allocations being included in the Site Allocations DPD …  
 

SA19 – Land South of Crawley Down Road 
SA20 – Land South and West of Imberhorne Upper School 

 
I consider them to be unsustainable and in conflict with National Planning Policy and the Local Development 
Plan [Mid Sussex District Plan & East Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan] for the following reasons: 

 
1) The Council has failed to consult properly with the wider public 
 
2) The Council has failed to adequately assess all potential sites 

 
Allocation of sites SA19 & SA20 would ... 

3) Lead to reduced opportunities for people to live and work within their communities 
 
4) Lead to unsustainable traffic congestion with local junctions already over capacity 
 
5) Be contrary to national planning policies & the Local Development Plan 
 
6) Not offer any new local amenities like shops 
 

Allocation of site SA19 would ... 

7) Represent an unacceptable extension to Felbridge village and result in coalescence with East 
Grinstead 

 
Allocation of site SA20 would ... 

8) Result in loss of valued agricultural land and habitat, harm the setting of heritage assets and result 
in coalescence with the village of Felbridge  
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 The proposed site also lies adjacent to a substantial area of ancient woodland which is already ‘hemmed in’ 
on two sides by residential and industrial development.  Further development would serve to isolate the 
woodland from the surrounding countryside resulting in unnecessary habitat fragmentation … 

o Ancient woodland is classified by National Planning Policy as an ‘unreplaceable habitat’ and NPPF 
paragraph 175 says “development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats 
(such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons” 

o Natural England states that “Ancient woodland and the wildlife it supports are particularly 
vulnerable to various impacts associated with nearby residential areas. These include recreational 
disturbance, fly tipping, light pollution, introduction of non-native plant species from garden waste, 
predation of wildlife by pet cats and pollution from dog faeces” 

o These harmful impacts can only be mitigated to a limited degree by the imposition of a buffer zone. 

 The farmlands at the proposed SA20 site location provide an important breeding habitat for ‘red list’ bird 
species such as the Skylark and Yellowhammer with loss of habitat being the main reason for the sharp 
population decline. 

o The developer’s own Ecological Survey acknowledges that the Skylark “requires more specialised 
ground nesting provisions” and that the ability of the SANGS to compensate for the loss of farmland 
habitat is limited due to recreational disturbance. 

o NPPF paragraph 175 says that “if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development 
cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning 
permission should be refused.” 

 

PART D – ACTIONS I AM SEEKING  

I request that the following action is taken with respect to the draft Site Allocations DPD and associated 
documents:  

1. The DPD should be withdrawn as it is not legally compliant - the consultation was not carried out in line 
with national policy or the MSDC Statement of Community Involvement. 

2. The WSP transport report should be published in full and its findings submitted for consultation. 

3. The proposed allocations at East Grinstead and Felbridge should be withdrawn as they cannot be 
delivered sustainably.  

4. MSDC should withdraw the DPD and carry out a proper evaluation of sustainable sites close to Crawley 
including Crabbet Park and Mayfield.  

5. In the event that the Inspector decides the DPD should progress to Examination then any allocations at 
East Grinstead or Felbridge should be made contingent on delivering the junction improvements 
identified in Atkins 3 and the WSP studies.   

6. I do not wish to take part in the Examination but I support the arguments made by the Infrastructure 
First Group and would like them to represent me at the Examination. 
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Even with the relocation of Imberhorne lower school (which will 
allow for more building) there will still be a shortage of school 
places, so where are the children from these developments 
going to go. Further a field I suspect leading to more 
congestion and pollution. 
Not sure if you have NHS doctors or private if NHS have you 
tried to get an appointment - fairly long wait in most 
circumstances? 

Where are the people buying these houses going to sign on for 
NHS? A new doctors surgery won’t help as they can’t get the 
doctors. 
The same applies for Dentists, the NHS ones are all full. 
Public transport is not a great deal better. The buses do run but 
with long intervals. 
Please tell me how you can justify these developments with 
total disregard for infrastructure? 

I have no objections to the building of houses, but why build on 
land that is used widely used by the public. (Walkers, cyclists, 
& equestrian etc)? Why not other sites that can sustain the 
development? Have you looked at the field to the South East of 
Imberhorne lane by the bridge? This field is not used by the 
public. We are constantly being told to exercise more but the 
building on Imberhorne Farm will take away the pleasure of 
walking in the countryside during and after the completion of 
the site.  
As an aside, the area of land put aside on Imberhorne farm is 
far bigger than the initial request needs, does this leave room 
for even more development on the land? 

Can you please tell me how the contractors are going to 
access the farm? 

I have heard of a possible road opposite Heathcote drive, this 
might be ok for the fields to the east of the Public footpath, but 
how are they going to access the bottom field to the west of the 
footpath, directly in front of Gulledge? They will have to use the 
public footpath or cross it, as there is no other way to access 
the field unless you use the Worth Way. Is this legal? 

Why does West Sussex want to merge East Grinstead, 
Crawley Down, Copthorne, Crawley & Horsham (Kilnwood 
Vale). It will be like a mini London with no infrastructure. 
Maybe you could bring these points to the council and relay 
their findings to me. 
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It would be nice to think the council might reverse its decision 
but I have a feeling my comments will fall on deaf ears, as it 
seems the only thing the council is interested in is money to the 
detriment of health and well-being of its constituents. 
Yours faithfully 

M. Peters 
 
 
Sent from Mo's iPad 
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From: Euan Peters 
Sent: 20 January 2022 12:41
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: Housing development Crawley Down Road/Imberhorne Farm

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
As a concerned resident of the Imberhorne Estate since 2004, I feel compelled to express my concerns over the 
above, specifically the traffic congestion that will occur in and around the area. 
Anyone who lives in and around East Grinstead knows the traffic chaos at peak times and when there is even the 
slightest obstruction to traffic flow (e.g. temporary traffic Lights at the junction between the Copthorne Road/A22 
recently where new houses are, ironically, being built). 
Even roadworks in Lingfield or Turners Hill affects the traffic in East Grinstead - this is a fact. The converse is true 
that if/when these houses are built there will be a knock-on effect on the traffic through Turners Hill and Lingfield. 
My main question is: previous studies have shown that traffic congestion is the main reason for refusing further 
housing development in East Grinstead, the latest bring in 2018 and the situation has deteriorated further since 
then. 
It would appear that all the evidence is being ignored - after all, taking the traffic out of the equation leaves the way 
clear to build more houses (let alone the lack of infrastructure which is another matter entirely which I will not go 
into here). 
There is a farcical idea apparently that public transport will magically improve and people will stop using their cars. 
How can this be when buses themselves are caught up in and adding to the traffic chaos? 
East Grinstead is already congested. Adding more housing will increase this. This in turn will lead to more road 
damage (temporary patching seems to be all the council can manage). Even if public transport is increased it will 
exacerbate the current situation. This increase in traffic will undoubtedly increase pollution which surely is contrary 
to the Clean Air Act 1993? 
Sporadic temporary roadworks add to the fun - in the past we have had the situation where the A22, A264, Lingfield 
Road and Turners Hill Road have all had road works at the same time. As I write this there are four sets of long-term 
roadworks within a two mile radius which are adding to congestion, proving the point. 
None of this takes into account the houses already being built on the Crawley Down Road, plus the new 
development at the junction of Turners Hill Road and Gardenwood. Are these included in the figures for house 
building in the area? I think not. 
It is a crying shame when you walk through Imberhorne Farm and onto the track to think that this will become a 
housing estate. Especially after the walking saved our sanity during lockdown. 
Please could you forward this to the Inspector. 
Yours Faithfully, 
David Peters 
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when visiting local businesses in Felbridge many of them have had very poor days of business as people 
avoid the area – just like I do. I often my self just ordering things on say amazon rather than nipping out to a 
local store as it takes far to long to get there and back. 

  
I Also have concerns about the impact on the environment, the are has just lost a lot of open land to a development 
south of Crawley Down road and the fields to the left and right of the gulledge bridal way are full of wild life. I 
support the need for a full environmental impact assessment for the adverse impacts of the proposed 200 home 
development on crawley down road and other surrounding developments. 
  
  
I feel so frustrated with having to write this, to me and everybody I speak to its clear that our areas infrastructure is 
struggling to keep up with schooling places, doctors appointments, road improvements I could  To hear that these 
houses are meant to be for Crawley I can only help but feel that they are insistent on building in this area to boost 
profits due to the prices the houses sell for in this area – they are even further from affordable in this area. So why 
do these developments keep coming?  
  
Local Residents Raised over £25,000  donating their own money to fight this planning application and so far it seems 
that this has had zero impact on proceedings – it’s a total injustice to the people that councils are meant to be 
serving. 
  
Thanks for reading! I’ve heard you have received a lot of objections.  
  
Tim Weller 
  

 
 





1

From: chris hayden 
Sent: 24 January 2022 09:44
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: DPD Main Modifications Consultation”.

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
I am a resident of Felbridge and would like to express my dismay that you are considering increasing the local  
population by building more houses but have no plans to ease the current horrendous traffic conditions. 
 
This in my opinion shows a lack of understanding of the traffic situation and congestion at peak traffic hours. 
 
The congestion  from the traffic lights is backing up in copthorne rd adding 10 minutes to any journey on a normal 
day and even longer on the very busy days. 
 
I strongly object to any further increase of the local car numbers without any thought to the current situation. 
 
You simply can not grant permission for developers to build houses for profit and leave us with more pollution and 
congestion. 
 
As I live here and will be affected by your decision I ask you to take my families health and travel conditions 
seriously. 
 
Regards 
 
Chris hayden 
 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 





1

From: Julie Nottingham 
Sent: 21 January 2022 18:51
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: Objection to proposed development at Imberhorne Farm and Felbridge

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
As a Felbridge resident, I strongly object to the proposed massive development at Felbridge and Imberhorne Farm, 
due to the traffic misery this will cause to the already gridlocked Felbridge and Imberhorne junctions,  and the 
negative impact this will have on our lives. 
 
I have lived in Felbridge since July 1986 and over the subsequent 35 years have seen the traffic in the area get worse 
and worse. I have to get through the junction by The Star to get to my home, and some days this is just utter misery. 
Felbridge is a renowned traffic black spot. The slightest hold-up or repair being carried out on the A22 causes the 
traffic approaching the junction to queue back along the A264 as far as the Doves Barn nursery. 
 
Crawley Down road backs up terribly as drivers use it to try and get ahead of the A264 queue, and at school times 
the road is impassable. With the primary school there, this is not safe for the children and village residents alike. A 
child was knocked down outside the school when my children were there in the early 1990’s, when the traffic was so 
much lighter. There’s another accident just waiting to happen. 
 
To avoid all this many drivers go round Turners Hill, causing extra congestion there, and Imberhorne lane gets used 
as a cut through. The traffic into East Grinstead is always very heavy and often queuing back to Felbridge, so again 
Imberhorne Lane is used as a rat-run through the Imberhorne Estate to get to town. The volume of traffic, plus 
commercial vehicles (2 industrial estates on Imberhorne Lane plus the council waste and recycling tip further up) 
along with the speed limit often being exceeded, is not safe for residents or drivers alike. 
 
This traffic congestion is already having a negative impact on all local residents’ lives. Personally speaking, the traffic 
congestion here affects me physically (aggravates my back problem sitting in traffic queues) and mentally due to the 
stress and misery. And financially….I run a business teaching fitness classes from the Felbridge Village hall, and the 
bad traffic has often impacted on my business in the past when clients have had to turn around because they 
couldn’t get through the traffic to get to the hall, or didn’t attempt the journey in the first place. This proposed 
development will only make matters worse. And I am not alone, everyone else I speak to here feels the same. One 
close friend in an adjoining road was so fed up with the traffic congestion here that she moved out of the area 
completely last month. 
 
All this congestion is only going to get considerably worse once the 1,420 houses already in the pipeline are built, 
without taking into consideration the above proposal! 
 
Surely the Council should commission urgent safety reviews of traffic congestion at both the Felbridge and 
Imberhorne junctions, which would be further impacted by this proposed massive development. And for these 
reviews to be true and accurate, they need to be carried out at peak times and school times. 
 
The Council should make unacceptable traffic congestion and road safety top priorities, and are the main constrain 
to large scale housing in Felbridge and East Grinstead. 
 
Regards, 
Julie Nottingham 
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From: Will Datsun
Sent: 24 January 2022 21:44
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: Main Modifications to DPD site Allocation. SA20
Attachments: CNF23.jpg; CNF32.jpg; CNF13bw.jpg; gulleger.jpg; 25-1898.png

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
MM22 
 
Dear Mr Fox 
 
We met briefly when you looked at Imberhorne Farm a few months ago but we did not get a chance to chat or for 
me to show you around Gullege, something I would love to do should you find yourself down this way soon. Photos 
of Gullege enclosed. There is a lot of local interest in Gullege, the Felbridge Historical Society have done extensive 
research and writing about it over the years and I often show people around the house and garden. 
 
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.felbridge.org.uk%2Findex.php%2Fpublic
ations%2Fhistory-
gullege%2F&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cpolicyconsultation%40midsussex.gov.uk%7Cfc06bbe8cdd94ca63e6a08d9df82a
ba9%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C637786574608940064%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3
d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&amp;sdata=pf70gwZW34
TOzFEOyrCwsgm68wtThZRPH%2FL6ZUPCNq4%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
Many famous people from musicians to actors have visited Gullege. 
Gullege has been used for scenes in films for example a period film 'To Kill a King' 
 
Mum and I live at Gullege, Mum and Dad bought it in 1975 so we have been here 47 years. We lost Dad last year. 
 
There has been no development nearby since the house was built circa 1550. We have not moved from here as we 
love the place so much, the history, the peace and quiet, surrounded by farmland and nature. The only people who 
want this development seem to be people with a financial interest in it (Wellbeck Land) and live nowhere near. 
 
The thought of having a huge housing estate right next door horrifies us, I am not exaggerating when I say it keeps 
us up at night, the thought of there being an army of machines, lorries, bricks, Tarmacadam descending in the 
adjacent field haunts us. I am sure the late Mr Emmett would never have wanted such a thing to happen. Nobody 
wants it, this area is enjoyed by so many just the way it is. I just can't get me head around some billionaire property 
developer turning up saying I want to build a mega estate on this greenbelt working farm, and Mid Sussex Council 
(none of whom live up here) seem to be about to grant their every wish and desire. Is it all down to pound signs in 
the eyes? 
 
As if having thousands of people, cars, motorbikes , with associated mobile phone masts and other urban furniture 
next door to us suddenly isn't bad enough, its the years and years of it being a building site, the tranquil countryside 
broken by revving diesel engines, reversing beepers, hammering, vibration, fumes, cranes, dust.  Apart from being a 
filming location we have a recording studio here, trying to record piano and voices or anything acoustic with all that 
next door would be very difficult not to mention just trying to enjoy peace and quiet in the garden. 
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I was hoping that when you were presented with this plan of a housing estate going on top of Imberhorne Farm you 
would have shot it down, countered it with if not a recommendation to reject the whole plan (there are many better 
places to build houses even if they are needed which according to my research they are not) then a 
recommendation to scale it down to a more proportionate size of perhaps 20 - 50 dwellings, for the time being at 
least. A precautionary approach, see how the population goes in the next 10 years, also aren't there over 
200,000 empty properties in the UK, 20,000 in London alone? 
 
I am not sure how much power you have in these matters, my cynical self feels like a lot of these consultations and 
are just window dressing, or akin to a kangaroo court and people with a lot of money can do what they like.. But if 
you are able to do anything to keep this housing away from Gullege we would naturally very much appreciate it. 
Even some kind of buffer zone around this unique historic landmark. So far recommendations for amendments to 
the plan have been astonishingly minimal. We feel you have not taken the true traffic situation, other current 
construction projects, nature and the general local feeling or other matters into consideration and also that the area 
marked for housing is within a few feet of Gullege. 
 
I have attached an old map,  you can see a quadrangle of barns at Gullege. The North East corner features an OS 
bench mark carved into the brick in the 1800s. (Shown by symbol on map). The Westmost part of the barns fell 
down we think in the 1960s. I have been renovating the rest of the barns and have reroofed most of them over the 
last 10 years. I am now ready to rebuild the missing West side, however the land on which that stood is currently 
owned my Marilyn Emmett, owner of Imberhorne Farm, and earmarked to be part of the development. If that 
happens, the chance will be lost for ever for this part of this historic structure to be put back, and the quadrangle to 
be complete once again. You can literally see bricks sticking out from the North barn where the rest was connected. 
Is there anything you can do with regards to stipulating that this small piece of land should be offered to us first 
rather than straight to the developer? Until recently we had no idea it was earmarked as part of the development, I 
think it was not originally hence I was not able to raise this concern sooner. 
I  am sure Mrs Emmett would be on board with the idea of that land being reunited but I suspect might be getting 
railroaded by the developer into allocating it as part of the total land area. If the number of permitted houses were 
to be reduced (even by a small 
percentage!) this would also help with being able to reunite this piece of land with Gullege. Reducing the houses at 
the western end of the estate would also make the nearest house further away. I would imagine anyone, (apart 
from the developer) would be happy with this modification. 
 
I am hoping at the very least if the Imberhorne development is allowed to go ahead, and even if you are not able to 
scale it back significantly , that you are able to conserve this space for us, at least we would have something to look 
forward to in all this mess and destruction even if Dad is no longer here to see the barns rebuild finished. The barns 
are used partly for agricultural (storage of hay 
etc) but also as workshops. 
 
I really hope you can help and I Would appreciate any advice you can give me on or off the record. 
 
Kind regards. 
Will Lightburn 
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From: Graeme Stagg 
Sent: 23 January 2022 20:57
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: Additional Housing Plans in Felbridge 

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
I am writing to make a personal plea against the MidSussex Plans to build large housing developments in Felbridge. 
 
I have lived in Felbridge since 1990 and during that time, there has always been major traffic congestion around the 
A22 and the A264. 
 
Unfortunately, it has steadIly become worse during the last 30 years, to a point where there is constant traffic 
delays and hold ups, especially around the A22 and A264 junction and then along the A22 through the Felbridge 
village traffic lights and onwards into East Grinstead. 
 
Consequently, the proposed additional large residential developments currently proposed by the MidSussex county 
council will only serve to cause severe  gridlock to all the roads in Felbridge. 
 
Additionally, the pressure on the local infrastructure of schools, doctors surgeries and amenities is in danger of 
collapsing with the substantial rise in the  local residential population from the new households . 
 
Therefore, I strongly urge the MidSussex county council to review their plans and reconsider the situation and the 
impact that these new developments will bring? 
 
As far as I am aware, there are no plans for improving either the Felbridge A22/A264 road network nor the provision 
of any additional amenities to prevent this matter from causing massive problems to my community. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Graeme Stagg 
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There ’should' be no access for HGV vechilces to access or exit from the development - therefore the increased 
traffic attempting to enter Crawley Down Road directly from A264 will be a massive issue and cause issues ahead 
of the Star Junction, NOT therefore solved by some promises around developments with the Star Junction, which is 
further along the A264. 
 
I along with many neighbours are objecting to the development until such times alternative access roads to the 
A264 are built and improvements made to prevent the creation of ‘rat runs’ leading to accidents in the surrounding 
residential roads. 
 
I thank you for your consideration and ask that my views are understood as being specific to the Rowplatt Lane issue 
and not lost under development of A22 access. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Andrew Nicol 
 

 

 
 











2

 
I believe the Council now say that there are NO severe transport constraints in East Grinstead and that NO traffic 
mitigation is necessary in order to accommodate further large scale housing in East Grinstead!!!  
 
How the Council can hold such an contrary view whilst conditions have only worsened is inexplicable, unless 
something untoward is going on. Furthermore the fact that the Council holds a view that 750 additional homes at 
Imberhorne Farm and Felbridge will NOT have a severe impact on our local roads is patently ridiculous and why did 
the Council’s own 2018 traffic study evidence have material omissions which would have undermined their Strategic 
Transport Study? 
 
In early 2020 Mid Sussex commissioned a strategic transport model and used it as evidence to 
support proposed housing in East Grinstead. The model clearly showed that the main junctions at Felbridge, 
Imberhorne and Turners Hill will ALREADY have exceeded their theoretical capacity. Theoretical capacity 
is deemed to be 100% but it is widely acknowledged that significant congestion starts above 90%.  
 
Even if NO additional houses are added to the 1,420 already in the pipeline, the 2020 model predicts that in the next 
10 years the Turners Hill junction will reach115% capacity, the Felbridge junction 108% and the Imberhorne junction 
102%. These are the Council’s own figures. But these figures almost certainly understate the future levels of 
congestion at these junctions.  
 
The 2020 strategic transport study report acknowledges that it undertook very little traffic surveying and it doesn’t 
say whether any surveying was undertaken at all in East Grinstead, so there was a reliance on general growth 
assumptions to extrapolate data taken from surveys carried out in 2008. The model based all its future projections 
on a baseline position assumed for 2017 and calculated that the Felbridge junction was only operating at 73% of 
its capacity and that an average of 3 cars were queuing at peak times. I regularly use this junction and never ever has 
there been only 3 vehicles waiting at peak. 
 
This projection was shown to be flawed as evidenced by a detailed study of the Felbridge junction undertaken in 
2018 by Tandridge Council which clearly showed that the junction was operating at 106% capacity with an average 
of 48 cars queuing at peak times. A 2019 planning appeal for 63 homes along the Crawley Down Road revealed 
evidence to the effect that traffic queuing eastbound on Copthorne Road towards the traffic lights built up at peak 
times and frequently reached as far back as Rowplatt Lane, about 1 km from the junction, and sometimes even 
further. This was observed during the site visit about 5.30 pm on 15 May and is corroborated by a video camera 
survey undertaken by the Council over the three-day period 17-19 July 2018. 
 
The fact that Mid Sussex jointly commissioned the 2018 junction study is damning. They knew full well that more 
reliable traffic data existed that would undermine the traffic evidence they used to support more houses. However, 
the Council not only refused to publish the full details of the 2018 traffic survey ... but when challenged said that the 
more reliable study is not relevant! This is non-sensical, irrational and deeply troubling. 
 
The national planning rules refer to road safety and congestion and say that ...“Development should only be 
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the 
residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe” 
 
Last year the Council commissioned a safety review of selected junctions that they decided were the most impacted 
by the site allocations.Strangely, the safety review did not include either of the congested junctions at  
Felbridge or Imberhorne... despite nearly half of the proposed housing being a short distance away and despite the 
high number of collisions recorded there. Official records show that the Felbridge junction saw a greater number of 
serious collisions than any of the junctions the Council reviewed!! 
 
The Council haven’t committed to any road or junction improvements, yet in this case the traffic impact of multiple 
housing sites should be required to be assessed together as one. However in its assessment the Council only take 
into account the relatively small number of houses they are currently proposing ... while ignoring the impact of 
housing sites that are in the pipeline. In other words the traffic from the many sites already approved but not 
completed is not assessed at all, even though it will soon be adding to the congestion.  
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The Council’s own figures confirm the impact of JUST the houses in the pipeline will make are local junctions 
significantly over capacity in the near future. This approach is irrational and flawed ... the impact of new site 
allocations assessed on their own will be much less and allows the Council to add more and more houses to 
the pipeline without the impact ever becoming severe. 
 
Perplexingly, the Council have not assessed the traffic impact of the latest housing on any of our local junctions as 
severe. Probably because West Sussex Highways have said “The A22/A264 Felbridge junction is already congested 
during peak hours. The Mid Sussex Transport Study indicates that although the DPD site allocations do not result in a 
severe impact, this is because the junction is already over-capacity in the reference case.” 
 
The reference case excludes the proposed houses but includes those in the pipeline up to April 2020. It is also 
worth noting that a significant number of houses have been added to the pipeline since April 2020 but these are not 
accounted for in the Council’s traffic modelling. The Council are approving new homes all the time and since the 
examination in June have approved many more. The official record of planning approvals indicates  
that the residual need could now be reduced by a further 400 or so houses.  
 
Therefore, if the Council revised its plan to reflect the current housing position rather than the situation that existed 
9 months ago, the residual need might well fall to below 400! This would only represent the minimum number of 
houses the Council aims to provide but nevertheless, means that the proposed site in East Grinstead could 
be withdrawn from the plan while still leaving more than double the number of homes it needs.  

There are too many anomalies, omissions and economies of truth in this development proposal to be put down to 
incompetence alone. I find the lack of transparency and absence of inconvenient data very troubling and suggest 
that, as the Council has failed to provide full transparency in support of their decision making process, then this 
development proposal process is fundamentally flawed and unsound and should be rejected as a consequence. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to your comments in due course. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Martyn Piddington 
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From: Keith Harding 
Sent: 24 January 2022 11:14
To: Policy Consultation; f.osborne@eastgrinstead.gov.uk
Subject: DPD Mainmodification Calculation

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
I am writing to object that although 550 houses are being planned for Imberhorne Lane, there does not appear to be 
any requirement for road improvements regarding the already busy Felbridge junction. 
I can also envisage that following the houses now being built by Linden Homes, Gardenwood Road will be 
increasingly busy as a rat run through to the A22. 
I an surprised and disappointed that our local council has approved this, without assessing the road infrastructure of 
our town which already is congested at peak and even non peak times.  I understand there is even a suggestion that 
a Bus lane would be added to the A22 London Road.  How is that going to improve anything?? 
A beautiful part of our town is being destroyed should this building of houses be allowed. 
Keith Harding  
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From: Alice Waddicor 
Sent: 24 January 2022 23:50
To: Policy Consultation
Subject: DPD Main Modifications Consultation

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 
 
Site reference SA20 and SA19 
 
FAO Mike Fox 
 
Dear Mr Fox 
 
I would like to object to the proposal for 750 new homes in East Grinstead on Imberhorne Farm. I am concerned 
about the loss of farmland, and the impact on local roads and communities where doctors, dentists and schools are 
already under strain. 
 
Many thanks 
 
Alice 
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