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Introduction  

Purpose 

1. This Consultation Statement sets out how the Council has involved residents and 

key stakeholders in preparing the Submission Draft Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 

in accordance with Regulations 18 and 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 

2. This statement has been prepared pursuant to Regulation 22 and demonstrates 

that consultation on the preparation of the District Plan has been undertaken in 

accordance with the relevant regulations and the adopted Statement of Community 

Involvement (SCI). The SCI requires a bespoke Community Involvement Plan (CIP) to be 

prepared for each consultation. 

3. The CIP document sets out how the Council will consult and involve the public and 

statutory consultees during the preparation of the District Plan. Full details of the CIP  

can be viewed via the District Plan 2021-2039 Evidence Base webpage.  

4. The Council has prepared a separate Duty to Cooperate Statement of 

Compliance, which is published on the same webpage.  

Background 

5. This Consultation Statement describes how the Council has undertaken 

community participation and stakeholder involvement in the production of the District 

Plan, setting out how such efforts have shaped the plan, and the main issues raised in 

the representations received. 

6. The Council began preparing a revised plan for the district in 2020, as a review to 

the District Plan adopted in 2018. The new District Plan sets out the strategic vision, 

objectives and spatial strategy for the district, as well as the planning policies which will 

guide future development. The submission plan looks ahead to 2039 and identifies the 

main areas for sustainable development. It establishes policies and guidance to ensure 

local development is built in accordance with the principles set out in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

7. The District Plan 2021-2039 will largely replace the Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-

2031 (adopted 2018), with the exception of five strategic site allocations that are saved. 

8. The Submission Draft District Plan and supporting documents, including the 

sustainability appraisal, were published in accordance with Regulation 18 for a six-week 

consultation period from 7 November until 19 December 2022, and Regulation 19 for a 

six-week consultation period from 12 January to 23 February 2024. The Council has 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/district-plan-2021-2039-evidence-base/
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consulted specific and general consultation bodies and members of the public in 

accordance with the regulations and the Community Involvement Plan. 

Structure of Statement 

9. This Consultation Statement comprises 4 sections: 

¶ Section 1 is an introduction.  

¶ Section 2 sets out the timeline which has been followed in preparing the 

Submission Draft District Plan which is in accordance with the up-to-date 

Local Development Scheme (January 2024). 

¶ Section 3 summarises the main issues raised during the course of the 

consultation carried out under Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 and how the 

comments received have been considered by the Council.  

¶ Section 3 is supported by Appendix 1 and 2 (section 4), detailing how 

consultation was undertaken, the responses received at Regulation 18 and 

19 stages and includes how the comments have been taken into account by 

the Council. 

¶ Appendix 1 relates to the Regulation 18 consultation and explains: 

- who was invited to make representations and how (Regulation 22 (1)(c)(i) 

and (ii)), 

- how the consultation was undertaken 

- a summary of the main issues raised by those persons (Regulation 22 

(1)(c)(iii)) in Plan order and 

- how those issues have been addressed in the preparation of the Local 

Plan (Regulation 22 (1)(c)(iv)). 

¶ Appendix 2 relates to the Regulation 19 consultation and explains: 

- who was invited to make representations and how (Regulation 22 (1)(c)(i) 

and (ii)), 

- how the consultation was undertaken and  

- the number of representations made including a summary of the main 

issues (Regulation 22 (1)(c)(v) with a council response to the issues 

raised. 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/consultation-monitoring/
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Plan Production Timeline 

10. The timetable below outlines the main stages in the preparation of the Submission 

Draft District Plan up until the submission date of July 2024. 

Key District Plan Stages Undertaken 

i) Review and Update of the District Plan  

The Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031 was adopted in March 2018. It 

contained a commitment (policy DP4: Housing) to review the plan, starting in 

2021 with submission to the Secretary of State in 2023. Considerations for the 

process of reviewing an adopted plan can include:  

¶ Changing circumstances affecting the area, such as in housing, 

employment or other needs. 

¶ Relevant changes in national policy. 

¶ Whether the authority has a 5-year supply of deliverable homes. 

¶ Success of policies against indicators as set out in the Authority 

Monitoring Report. 

¶ Plan-making by other authorities, if this has a bearing on Mid Sussex 

(for example, if neighbouring local authorities are unable to meet their 

housing need and request allocations in Mid Sussex). 

The findings of the review process showed that 10 policies did not require any 

update, 16 required minor factual/clarity updates and 11 required a major 

update. To reflect those findings, the plan was updated based on updated 

evidence, applying the established site selection methodology, in liaison with 

neighbouring authorities and statutory consultees. 

 

ii) Draft District Plan Regulation 18 Consultation ï November 2022 

A decision was taken by Council on 2 November 2022 to consult on the Mid 

Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 Consultation draft (Regulation 18) along with 

associated evidence, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations 

Assessment. This consultation took place over six weeks from 7 November to 

19 December 2022 under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 

 

iii) Amendments to the District Plan ï January to November 2023 

During this period consideration was given to the representations received 

during the consultation on the Draft District Plan. These amendments included 

updates to policies and supporting text alongside ongoing work to refine the 

evidence base supporting the Plan. Further information is set out in Appendix 

1. 

 

iv) Pre-submission District Plan Regulation 19 consultation ï January 2024 
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Following approval by Council on 13 December 2023, the submission draft Mid 

Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 was subject to consultation for a six-week 

period between 12 January and 23 February 2024. Supporting documents 

were also published during this period, including the updated Sustainability 

Appraisal, the Habitats Regulations Assessment, a full evidence base, topic 

papers and statements of common ground with other planning authorities. This 

was the final stage of consultation, carried out under Regulation 19 of the 

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. In 

accordance with the NPPF, representations were invited specifically on the 

planôs legal compliance and soundness. 

 

v) Submission to the Secretary of State: July 2024 

The Council assessed the comments received during the Regulation 19 

consultation, prepared a Schedule of Proposed Modifications, and submitted 

the plan to the Secretary of State on 8th July 2024. 

  

vi) Examination: Summer-Autumn 2024 

The plan will be examined by an independent Planning Inspector.  

 

vii) Adopt: early 2025 

 

 

11. Following the Regulation 19 consultation on the submission draft District Plan, 

the Council has collated the responses, updated this Consultation Statement, 

and submitted the plan to the Secretary of State along with all representations 

and supporting documents. The examination of the plan is expected to take 

place during Summer and Autumn 2024. If the Planning Inspector concludes 

that the plan is sound, we aim to adopt the plan early 2025.  
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Summary of Process and Main Issues 

Scoping 

12. To understand the scope of the new District Plan, the Council examined the 

policies in the District Plan 2014 ï 2031 (adopted 2018). This exercise highlighted which 

policies needed updating and what, if any, new policies were required to ensure the plan 

is in accordance with the latest national policy and guidance. A Sustainability Appraisal 

Scoping Report was also prepared, and subject to consultation that exceeded the 

requirements of Regulation 4 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and 

Programmes Regulations 2004.  

13. The scoping exercise categorised the District Plan policies into one of three 

groups depending on whether they required a full update, a minor update, or no update. 

Full updates have been triggered by new evidence or changes in national policy, 

whereas minor updates are principally needed to provide clarity or consistency. Most 

existing policies required at least a minor update.  

14. Stakeholders were invited to comment on the categorisation as part of the 

consultation process to help refine the updated District Plan as it progressed through the 

formal stages of preparation. 

15. Findings at this stage informed the drafting of the District Plan 2021 ï 2039 for 

consultation under Regulation 18, overseen by a cross-party Members Working Group. 

This included an updated strategy to guide growth, and a range of updated and new 

policies to ensure the District Plan remains effective, in accordance with national policy, 

and that full weight can continue to be applied when determining planning applications. 

Regulation 18 (draft plan) stage 

16. The Council published the draft Mid Sussex District Plan (Regulation 18) 

document on 7 November 2022, under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) Regulations (England). The plan was subject to 6 weeks of consultation. 

The following section clarifies which bodies and persons were invited to make 

representations and how that was undertaken. 

Who we consulted 

17. Upon publication, a variety of methods were used to ensure the community, 

statutory bodies, organisations and other stakeholders were aware of the consultation. 

As the first formal opportunity to comment on the draft plan, the Regulation 18 

consultation was a key stage in the preparation of the Mid Sussex District Plan. 
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18. The regulations require the Council to consult óspecific consultation bodiesô such 

as Natural England and utilities companies, and ógeneral consultation bodiesô such as 

voluntary organisations, interest groups and residents or businesses in the area. A list of 

statutory consultees and organisations consulted at Regulation 18 stage is included at 

Appendix 1. The following bodies and persons were directly contacted: 

¶ 72 statutory consultees (83 contacts) 

¶ 54 members of Mid Sussex District Council (councillors)  

¶ 150 organisations (256 contacts) 

¶ 298 individuals 

 

19. Statutory consultees, organisations and individuals who had signed up to the 

Councilôs email alert service (around 800 subscribers) were informed directly by email. 

Letters were also sent to Members of Parliament, elected councillors, town and parish 

councils, and a covering letter accompanied the printed copies of the consultation 

documents that were available for inspection at local libraries and Help Points. The 

Council sought to reach other stakeholders through a variety of methods, as set out in 

paragraph 21.  

20. The consultation was carried out in accordance with the prescribed regulations, 

the Councilôs adopted Statement of Community Involvement, and accompanying 

Community Involvement Plan. 

How the consultation was conducted 

21. To ensure as many stakeholders as possible were involved and engaged in the 

process, the Council: 

¶ Issued press releases, email alerts and utilised social media. 

¶ Made documentation available at key locations including at the Councilôs 
office, the districtôs libraries and Help Points and on the Councilôs website. As 
well as the draft District Plan and consultation documents, such as the 
Sustainability Appraisal, the website also included an online response form, 
consultation portal and interactive policies map. 

¶ Sent letters or emails to specific consultation bodies (statutory consultees) and 
to other organisations listed in the Community Involvement Plan. 

¶ Emailed those subscribed to the Planning Policy email alert service. 

¶ Held two briefings for all Town and Parish Councils as well as individual 
briefings where requested. 

¶ Ran six staffed public exhibitions/drop-in sessions in locations around the 
district. 

¶ Prepared a Frequently Asked Questions pack which was made available on 
the webpage and at the staffed exhibitions/drop-in sessions.  

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/district-plan-review/
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22. Public exhibitions were held to support the consultation at seven locations across 

the district between 21 November and 6 December 2022. Settlements where significant 

housing growth was proposed were prioritised. The content of each session was the 

same to ensure that those unable to attend their local exhibition received the same 

information by attending an exhibition in another area.  

23. The sessions were advertised via the consultation webpage, social media and 

Town and Parish Councils. Exhibitions were well attended, as shown below: 

Exhibition Approximate Attendance 

Bolney (21st November) 100 

Hurstpierpoint (22nd November) 100 

Ansty (23rd November) 50 

Sayers Common (24th November) 50-70 

Crawley Down (28th November) 50-60 

Burgess Hill (30th November) 40 

Haywards Heath (6th December) 15 

 

24. Regulation 18 consultation went beyond the minimum requirements set out in the 

regulations and the Councilôs Statement of Community Involvement. 

25. More details can be found in Appendix 1. 

Summary of representations received 

26. During the Regulation 18 consultation on the Draft District Plan, the Council 

received a total of 2,881 comments from 1,365 respondents on the document and 

supporting evidence (including the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations 

Assessment). The main issues raised during the consultation are summarised below. 

Appendix 1 Schedule 2 provides a more detailed summary of representations and the 

Councilôs response, including where amendments have been made to the plan. All 

comments in full are available via the consultation portal on the Draft Mid Sussex District 

Plan 2021-2039 ï Regulation 18 page. 

Spatial Strategy 

27. 209 comments were received on the proposed strategy for the District Plan. 

¶ Support: 7  

¶ Object: 184  

¶ Neutral: 18  
 

https://midsussex.inconsult.uk/districtplanreg18/consultationHome
https://midsussex.inconsult.uk/districtplanreg18/consultationHome
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28. The most significant number of objections to the spatial strategy raised concerns 

about current infrastructure and its ability to accommodate further growth. 

29. Eight comments were received in relation to the 20-minute neighbourhood 

principle, setting out concerns that people would be restricted to using facilities and 

services within 20 minutes of their home. It is important to note that this is not the 

purpose of 20-minute neighbourhoods. It is a sustainable approach to creating places 

that have facilities and services which provides people with opportunities to meet their 

day to day needs locally and in a way that can be accessed by foot or on bicycle.  

Policies 

30. Over 800 comments were submitted in relation to the 58 draft policies. The table 

below summarises the number of comments received for each of the draft policies and 

whether these comments were generally supporting, objecting or neutral.  

Policy Status 
Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 

DPS1: Climate Change New Policy 30 5 21 4 

DPS2: Sustainable Design and Construction 
Major 
Update 

49 5 40 4 

DPS3: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 
Schemes 

Minor 
Update 

15 1 13 1 

DPS4: Flood Risk and Drainage 
Minor 
Update 

38 2 36 0 

DPS5: Water Infrastructure and Water 
Environment 

Minor 
Update 

21 2 16 3 

DPS6: Health and Wellbeing New Policy 25 4 19 2 

DPN1: Biodiversity, Geodiversity and Nature 
Recovery 

Major 
Update 

27 6 21 0 

DPN2: Biodiversity Net Gain New Policy 33 4 26 3 

DPN3: Green Infrastructure New Policy 23 3 18 2 

DPN4: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 
Minor 
Update 

82 3 79 0 

DPN5: Historic Parks and Gardens No Update 3 1 2 0 

DPN6: Pollution New Policy 7 1 6 0 

DPN7: Noise Impacts 
Minor 
Update 

4 0 4 0 

DPN8: Light Impacts and Dark Skies 
Minor 
Update 

5 0 5 0 

DPN9: Air Quality 
Minor 
Update 

6 0 6 0 

DPN10: Land Stability and Contaminated 
Land 

New Policy 
3 0 3 0 

DPC1: Protection and Enhancement of the 
Countryside 

Minor 
Update 

18 2 12 4 

DPC2: Preventing Coalescence No Update 21 1 17 3 

DPC3: New Homes in the Countryside 
Minor 
Update 

13 1 10 2 
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Policy Status 
Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 

DPC4: High Weald Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty 

Minor 
Update 

16 3 10 3 

DPC5: Setting of the South Downs National 
Park 

No Update 7 3 3 1 

DPC6: Ashdown Forest SPA and SAC 
Minor 
Update 

9 5 1 3 

DPB1: Character and Design 
Minor 
Update 

13 1 11 1 

DPB2: Listed Buildings and Other Heritage 
Assets 

Minor 
Update 

3 2 1 0 

DPB3: Conservation Areas No Update 3 0 3 0 

DPT1: Placemaking and Connectivity 
Major 
Update 

29 4 21 4 

DPT2: Rights of Way and Other Recreational 
Routes 

No Update 8 3 5 0 

DPT3: Active Travel New Policy 18 3 11 4 

DPT4: Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging 
Infrastructure 

New Policy 11 2 4 5 

DPT5: Off-Airport Car Parking New Policy 5 2 3 0 

DPE1: Sustainable Economic Development 
Major 
Update 

6 1 4 1 

DPE2: Existing Employment Sites 
Minor 
Update 

6 0 6 0 

DPE3: Employment Allocations New Policy 7 1 5 1 

DPE4: Town and Village Centre Development 
Major 
Update 

6 2 3 1 

DPE5: Within Town and Village Centre 
Boundaries 

Major 
Update 

2 0 1 1 

DPE6: Development within Primary Shopping 
Areas 

Major 
Update 

0 0 0 0 

DPE7: Smaller Village and Neighbourhood 
Centres 

Major 
Update 

3 0 2 1 

DPE8: Sustainable Rural Development and 
the Rural Economy 

Minor 
Update 

4 0 3 1 

DPE9: Sustainable Tourism and the Visitor 
Economy 

Minor 
Update 

7 1 6 0 

DPH2: Sustainable Development - Outside 
the Built-up Area 

New Policy 25 4 20 1 

DPH3: Sustainable Development - Inside the 
Built-up Area 

New Policy 
12 4 8 0 

DPH4: General Principles for Housing 
Allocations 

New Policy 
29 5 23 1 

DPH26: Older Persons' Housing and 
Specialist Accommodation 

New Policy 14 4 9 1 

DPH29: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople 

Major 
Update 

7 2 4 1 

DPH30: Self and Custom Build Housing New Policy 12 1 10 1 

DPH31: Housing Mix 
Major 
Update 

26 3 22 1 
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Policy Status 
Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 

DPH32: Affordable Housing 
Minor 
Update 

27 2 22 3 

DPH33: First Homes New Policy 14 3 10 1 

DPH34: Rural Exception Sites 
Minor 
Update 

8 2 4 2 

DPH35: Dwelling Space Standards No Update 5 2 3 0 

DPH36: Accessibility 
Minor 
Update 

9 1 8 0 

DPI1: Securing Infrastructure 
Major 
Update 

33 4 23 6 

DPI2: Planning Obligations New Policy 8 2 3 3 

DPI3: Major Infrastructure Projects New Policy 3 1 1 1 

DPI4: Communications Infrastructure 
Minor 
Update 

1 1 0 0 

DPI5: Open Space, Sport and Recreational 
Facilities 

Minor 
Update 

10 4 4 2 

DPI6: Community and Cultural Facilities and 
Local Services 

Minor 
Update 

7 3 2 2 

DPI7: Viability 
Minor 
Update 

6 2 3 1 

 

31. Of the policies, 30 were either new or were subject to major changes compared to 

the adopted (2018) District Plan policy. 18 of these policies received 10 or fewer 

objections, including two policies (DPE6: Development in Primary Shopping Areas and 

DPI4: Communications Infrastructure) which received no objections. 12 received over 10 

objections.  

32. The Sustainability chapter contained four updated and two new policies focusing 

on the delivery of sustainable growth. 40 objections were received in respect of two new 

policies: DPS1: Climate Change and DPS6: Health and Wellbeing. Whilst the principles 

of both policies were generally supported, many respondents suggested that the wording 

could be strengthened. Others raised concerns regarding the blanket application of the 

policiesô requirements.  

33. Policies DPT1: Placemaking and Connectivity and DPT3: Active Travel together 

received 32 objections. Objections were mainly related to the location of proposed 

development, insufficient infrastructure, and the need to amend wording to strengthen 

policy.  

34. It is worth noting that whilst Policy DPN4: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 

received a total of 82 comments, 64 of these were specifically seeking additional 

protection to Worth Forest in light of concerns regarding a potential holiday park 

development in that location. A local campaign group against a (then) proposed Center 

Parcs development encouraged its members to make representations. The proposal was 

subsequently withdrawn. 
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Housing 

Policy 
Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 
DPH1: Housing 395 180 208 7 

 

35. The 395 comments received in respect of Policy DPH1: Housing included 

representations on a range of matters not specifically directed at the policy but related to 

wider housing matters, including: 

¶ Sites not included in the Plan (Omission sites): 79 comments. 

¶ Housing requirement: 96 comments. 

¶ Exclusion of the significant site at Ansty: 180 comments in support, alongside an 

objection submitted by the site promoter. 

¶ The remainder relate to commitments, windfall, unmet need and overall supply. 

 

36. Sites not included in the plan (omission sites): A total of 79 comments were 

received in relation to omission sites. These are sites that were either already in the 

Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) (56 sites) 

and assessed through the site selection process but not taken forward as proposed 

allocations, or new sites (nine sites) that have been submitted to the Council through the 

consultation. The new sites have been included in an updated SHELAA and assessed 

through the site selection process using the same methodology used for other sites, and 

the conclusions of this work have informed the pre-submission (Regulation 19) version of 

the plan.  

37. Housing requirement: 96 comments were received objecting to the housing 

requirement figure, predominantly from promoters of sites not included in the draft District 

Plan. They argued that the proposed over-supply was not high enough, the draft District 

Plan did not address the unmet housing need from neighbouring authorities, or the 

updated spatial strategy had not been applied correctly. Other comments received in 

relation to the housing need figure were generally supportive in the use of the Standard 

Method, stating that it is compliant with the NPPF.  

38. Exclusion of a significant site at Ansty: 180 comments were received in support of 

the draft District Plan excluding a significant site at Ansty. The site promoter submitted a 

representation objecting to the draft District Plan.  
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Significant sites 

39. 615 comments were submitted in relation to the significant sites. The table below 

summarises the number of comments received against each of the draft policies and 

whether these comments were generally supporting, objecting or neutral. 

Housing Site 
No of 
Homes 

Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 

DPSC1: Land to the west of Burgess Hill 1,400 145 2 136 7 

DPSC2: Land to the south of Reeds Lane, Sayers 
Common 

2,000 417 7 402 8 

DPSC3: Land at Crabbet Park, Copthorne 2,300 53 4 43 6 

 

40. The number of comments and objections received to each of the proposed 

significant sites was notably varied. The most objections received were in respect of 

DPSC2: Land to the South of Reeds Lane (402 objections). DPSC1: Land to the West of 

Burgess Hill and DPSC3: Land at Crabbet Park received significantly fewer objections, 

136 and 43 respectively. 

Housing sites 

41. There were over 800 comments to the proposed housing allocations. The table 

below summarises the number of comments received against each of the proposed 

housing allocations and whether these comments were generally supporting, objecting or 

neutral.  

Housing Site 
No of 
Homes 

Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 

DPH5: Batchelors Farm, Keymer Road, Burgess 
Hill  

33 10 1 8 1 

DPH6: Land at Hillbrow, Janes Lane, Burgess Hill  25 10 0 9 1 

DPH7: Burgess Hill Station, Burgess Hill  300 94 0 94 0 

DPH8: Land off West Hoathly Road, East 
Grinstead  

45 6 1 4 1 

DPH9: Land at Hurstwood Lane, Haywards Heath 45 4 1 3 0 

DPH10: Land at Junction of Hurstwood Lane and 
Colwell Lane, Haywards Heath 

30 4 1 3 0 

DPH11: Land east of Borde Hill Lane Haywards 
Heath 

60 134 1 129 4 

DPH12: Orchards Shopping Centre, Haywards 
Heath 

100 6 0 5 1 

DPH13: Land to west of Turners Hill Road, 
Crawley Down 

350 59 0 57 2 

DPH14: Hurst Farm, Turners Hill Road, Crawley 
Down 

37 16 1 14 1 

DPH15: Land rear of 2 Hurst Road, Hassocks 25 6 2 3 1 

DPH16: Land west of Kemps, Hurstpierpoint  90 73 1 70 2 

DPH17: The Paddocks, Lewes Road, Ashurst 
Wood  

8-12 5 0 3 2 

DPH18: Land at Foxhole Farm, Bolney 200 271 2 268 1 
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Housing Site 
No of 
Homes 

Comments received 

Total Sup Obj Neu 

DPH19: Land at Chesapeke and Meadow View, 
Reeds Lane, Sayers Common 

33 17 3 14 0 

DPH20: Land at Coombe Farm, London Road, 
Sayers Common  

210 25 1 22 2 

DPH21: Land to the West of Kings Business 
Centre, Reeds Lane, Sayers Common 

100 15 1 14 0 

DPH22: Land at LVS Hassocks, London Road, 
Sayers Common. 

200 14 0 14 0 

DPH23: Ham Lane Farm House, Ham 
Lane, Scaynes Hill  

30 25 0 22 3 

DPH24: Challoners, Cuckfield Road, Ansty  37 31 0 30 1 

DPH25: Land to the west of Marwick Close, 
Bolney Road, Ansty 

45 25 1 22 2 

DPH27: Land at Byanda, Hassocks TBC 5 1 3 1 

DPH28: Land at Hyde Lodge, Handcross TBC 6 0 4 2 

 

42. The two significant sites (DPSC1: Land to the west of Burgess Hill and DPSC2: 

Land to the South of Reeds Lane), together with DPH7: Burgess Hill Station, DPH11 

Land East of Borde Hill Lane, DPH16 Land West of Kemps, and DPH18 Land at Foxhole 

received the vast majority of the responses (around 75% of comments received on all 

sites).  

43. By comparison, a lower level of response was received on the remaining 20 

housing sites. The following proposed sites received 10 objections or fewer: 

¶ DPH5: Batchelors Farm, Keymer Road, Burgess Hill 

¶ DPH6: Land at Hillbrow, Janes Lane, Burgess Hill 

¶ DPH8: Land off West Hoathly Road, East Grinstead 

¶ DPH10: Land at Junction off Hurstwood Lane and Colwell Lane, Haywards 

Heath 

¶ DPH12: Orchards Shopping Centre, Haywards Heath 

¶ DPH15: Land at rear of 2 Hurst Road, Hassocks 

¶ DPH17: The Paddocks, Lewes Road, Ashurst Wood 

¶ DPH27: Land at Byanda, Hassocks 

¶ DPH28: Land at Hyde Lodge, Handcross 

44. Officers continued to liaise with the site promoters and reviewed the comments 

received, including those from statutory consultees and infrastructure providers to ensure 

they remained the most suitable sites for allocation.  

45. Non-site-specific comments were also received in relation to potential impacts of 

the draft District Plan proposals on wider areas: 

¶ Sayers Common village: 101 comments 

¶ Burgess Hill: 16 comments 
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¶ Hurstpierpoint: 47 comments 

¶ Crawley Down: 4 comments 

46. Many of the issues raised required additional work ahead of the Regulation 19 

consultation. This included further assessment and evidence work, summarised in 

paragraph 55 and Appendix 1.  

Other comments 

47. Whilst the majority of comments received were related to the proposed sites or 

policies, a number of respondents also raised other issues: 

¶ Evidence base: 187 comments 

¶ Consultation arrangements: 48 comments 

48. Of the 187 evidence base comments, there were 108 regarding the assessment 

and site selection process for the proposed housing allocations. For example, site 

promoters of sites which were not progressed submitted additional evidence/justification 

for why their site should have been allocated. Updated evidence submitted by 

respondents was reviewed ahead of the Regulation 19 consultation.  

49. 16 comments were received regarding the transport study. Comments from 

statutory consultees (National Highways and local highway authorities) provided 

technical feedback and sought an ongoing dialogue to understand any potential cross-

boundary impacts and how these might be mitigated and highways work funded, and to 

encourage cross-boundary active and sustainable travel.  

50. 34 comments were received in relation to the infrastructure evidence base. The 

publication of the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) alongside the draft District Plan 

was generally supported. The IDP has since been updated and accompanies the pre-

submission District Plan, taking into account the comments provided by key infrastructure 

consultees and continued discussions between providers, the Council and site 

promoters.   

51. The remaining comments on the evidence base were spread between other 

evidence base documents. 

52. 48 comments specifically related to the consultation arrangements, in particular 

the length and timing of the consultation. However, these matters are prescribed within 

the regulations and the consultation on the draft District Plan was legally compliant in this 

respect.  

53. In accordance with the regulations, the Council consulted with óSpecific 

Consultation Bodies.ô Comments were received from some key respondents. 
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¶ Neighbouring authorities: The recurring themes of the representations from 

neighbouring authorities related to transport impacts and unmet housing 

needs.  

¶ West Sussex County Council: The county council suggested policy wording 

amendments for clarity but also changes to reflect the latest agreed 

positions. The county council as highway authority recognised that the 

transport modelling would be an iterative process, to be finalised nearer to 

submission of the plan, so until that evidence had matured, they maintained 

a holding objection.  

¶ Infrastructure providers: Nine infrastructure providers, including West Sussex 

County Council, provided comments. Amendments have been suggested to 

strengthen the plan. Of note: 

- NHS: Supported the draft District Plan in that it will enable NHS 

infrastructure alongside delivery of new homes.  

- South East Water: No objection in relation to water availability to serve 

proposed housing allocations.  

- Southern Water: No objection in relation to wastewater, though they 

suggested policy wording amendments to ensure protection and 

timely delivery of infrastructure.  

- WSCC (Education): No objection, but some suggestions for 

consistency, and a commitment to continue working with the Council 

on the provision of a school for children with special educational 

needs and disabilities.  

¶ Natural England: Suggested various policy wording amendments to 

strengthen proposed policies. Natural England requested that significant 

sites within the setting of a protected landscape should be informed by a 

Landscape and Visual Impaction Assessment (LVIA) or a landscape capacity 

study ahead of the Regulation 19 consultation. No objections to the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment, although minor additional work was required to 

ensure full support from Natural England as the plan progressed.  

¶ Historic England: Generally supportive of the Councilôs approach but 

requested some additional policy criteria for sites which have an impact on 

heritage assets.  

¶ Environment Agency: Recommended amendments to policy wording, in 

particular for DPS4: Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage, to strengthen 

policies and ensure they reflect recently updated guidance. No objection was 

raised against proposed housing allocations with Flood Zones 2 and 3 within 

the site boundary, but the EA supported the Councilôs approach to avoid 

development within those areas. They suggested that the Council should 

ensure that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) is up to date.  

¶ Town and Parish Councils: The responses from town and parish councils are 

predominantly objections or comments on the proposed site allocations 

within their respective town/parish. Concerns were also raised in relation to 

the status of neighbourhood plans.  
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How Regulation 18 consultation responses were taken into account 

54. In the period between the Regulation 18 and 19 versions of the District Plan, the 

Council undertook additional work which included: 

¶ Consideration of all consultation responses and updated/additional evidence 

to inform draft policies and site allocations. 

¶ Further engagement with site promoters and infrastructure providers to 

ensure that proposed sites are suitable for allocation and would be able to 

deliver the infrastructure required.  

¶ Further engagement with town and parish councils. 

¶ Statements of Common Ground prepared and agreed with neighbouring 

authorities and key stakeholders, with reference to the Duty to Cooperate 

and other matters.  

55. A series of meetings with the Town and Parish councils and Ward Councillors 

were held during September and October 2023. The purpose of these meetings was to 

discuss issues raised by the Town and Parish Council during the Regulation 18 Draft 

District Plan consultation and to seek views on proposed onsite and offsite infrastructure 

that would accompany the proposed sites, particularly focusing on local community 

infrastructure. The Town and Parish Councils and Ward Councillors were provided with 

an opportunity to shape the policy requirements for each site, and to input into the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

56. Appendix 1 includes the Councilôs response to representations received during the 

Regulation 18 consultation, outlining where changes were made to policies and 

additional evidence provided in advance of the Regulation 19 consultation.  

 

Regulation 19 (proposed submission) stage 

57. The Council published the submission draft Mid Sussex District Plan (Regulation 

19) document on 12 January 2024 for the final stage of pre-submission consultation 

under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 

(England). The plan was subject to 6 weeks of consultation. The following section 

clarifies which bodies and persons were invited to make representations and how that 

was undertaken. 

Who we consulted 

58. Upon publication, a variety of methods were used to ensure the community, 

statutory bodies, organisations and other stakeholders were aware of the consultation.  
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59. The regulations require the Council to consult óspecific consultation bodiesô such 

as Natural England and utilities companies, and ógeneral consultation bodiesô such as 

voluntary organisations, interest groups and residents or businesses in the area. A list of 

statutory consultees and organisations consulted at Regulation 19 stage is included at 

Appendix 2. The following bodies and persons were directly contacted: 

¶ 79 statutory consultees (111 contacts) 

¶ 48 members of Mid Sussex District Council (councillors)  

¶ 176 organisations (214 contacts) 

¶ 1,822 individuals 

 

60. Statutory consultees and organisations/people who had signed up to the Councilôs 

email alert service  were informed directly by email or letters, this included people who 

had responded to the Regulation 18 consultation. Emails were also sent to Members of 

Parliament, elected councillors, town and parish councils, and a covering letter 

accompanied the printed copies of the consultation documents that were available for 

inspection at local libraries and Help Points.  

61. The consultation was carried out in accordance with the prescribed regulations, 

the Councilôs adopted Statement of Community Involvement, and the Community 

Involvement Plan. 

How the consultation was conducted 

62. To ensure as many stakeholders as possible were involved and engaged in the 

process, the Council: 

¶ Issued press releases, email alerts and utilised social media. 

¶ Made documentation available at key locations including at the Councilôs 
office, the districtôs libraries and Help Points and on the Councilôs website. As 
well as the pre-submission District Plan and consultation documents, such as 
the Sustainability Appraisal, the website also included an online response 
form, consultation portal and interactive policies map. 

¶ Sent letters or emails to specific consultation bodies (statutory consultees) and 
to other organisations listed in the Community Involvement Plan. 

¶ Emailed those subscribed to the Planning Policy email alert service. 

¶ Prepared an updated Frequently Asked Questions pack which was made 
available on the webpage and at the staffed exhibitions/drop-in sessions.  

63. More details can be found in Appendix 2. 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/district-plan-review/
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Summary of representations received 

64. During the Regulation 19 consultation on the submission draft District Plan, the 

Council received a total of 1,359 comments from 1,335 respondents on the document 

and supporting evidence (including the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations 

Assessment)1. The main issues raised during the consultation are summarised below. 

Appendix 2 Schedule 2 provides a more detailed summary of representations and the 

Councilôs response. All comments in full are available via the consultation portal on the 

Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 ï Regulation 19 page. 

Spatial Strategy 

65. 125 comments were received on the vision and objectives and proposed strategy 

for the District Plan, with 120 of these raising objections. 

66. Respondents raised the following concerns: 

¶ Some policy provisions compromise the vision and objectives of the plan and 

therefore undermine the plan's soundness. 

¶ The plan only focuses on tackling lack of housing. Brownfield sites should be 

prioritised. 

¶ The Council has not used its own Strategic Objectives to inform its Site Selection 

Methodology approach. 

¶ The settlement hierarchy does not support the proposed spatial distribution and 

potential for growth at settlements. 

¶ The plan promotes 20 minute neighbourhoods but does not reflect this in its 
spatial strategy. 

¶ Evidence to support the plan's strategy is weak and poorly interpreted. 

¶ The site allocations do not align with the strategy. 

¶ Housing requirement should not have been calculated using the standard method, 
as there is justification for an alternative approach. 

¶ Insufficient evidence to show that the strategy of making settlements more 
sustainable through development is achievable. 

¶ Development should be focused at the existing large settlements and not destroy 
the countryside. 

¶ Development should be distributed more evenly around the district, including more 
allocations in the AONB. 

¶ The plan should do more to meet unmet needs from neighbouring LAs. 

¶ Lack of community engagement. Plan is developer-led. 

 

 

1 The difference between the number of representations received during the Regulation 18 and Regulation 
19 consultations can be explained by the difference in format of the consultation.  

https://midsussex.inconsult.uk/districtplanreg18/consultationHome
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¶ The plan does not make proper provision for people wishing to build their own 

home. 

Development Management Policies 

67. 701 comments were submitted in relation to the development management 

policies, with 127 in support and 574 raising objections on soundness grounds. Those 

relating to housing policies are discussed separately below.  

68. For non-housing policies, comparatively high numbers of representations 

commented on Policies DPS2 (Sustainable Design and Construction) and DPN2 

(Biodiversity Net Gain). Comments included the following: 

¶ Welcome inclusion of numerical value for water consumption rates for new build 
residential along with stating measures available to achieve this. 

¶ Support approach to water reduction rates. 

¶ Would like to see a requirement for onsite renewable energy applied. This 
remains aspirational in the plan. 

¶ A requirement for SuDS should be included in this policy. 

¶ Policy should be explicit to mandate roof-mounted PV on all new builds.  

¶ Inconsistent with national policy. 

¶ Proposed policy requires a different approach, not supported by Government ï 
Written Ministerial Statement December 2023. 

¶ Water Cycle study only supports 110 l/p/d not 85. 

¶ Requirements are too generic and should be more specific ï currently too 

subjective. 

Housing 

69. Housing policies in the plan (excluding site allocations) received 329 comments, of 

which 305 considered the plan to be unsound.  

70. The largest number of responses for this chapter of the plan related to Policy 

DPH1, which received 217 representations. Comments included: 

¶ Supporting text regarding unmet need should be expanded to include Coastal 
Sussex Housing Market Area which covers southern part of Mid Sussex district. 
(Brighton and Hove District Council) 

¶ Inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective. 

¶ Disagree that the identified need is the minimum number the authority should be 
planning, unmet need from neighbouring authorities should also be met. 

¶ Too little housing is allocated at brownfield/regeneration sites in urban areas. 

¶ Disagree that the oversupply can be both a buffer and a contribution towards the 
unmet needs of the Housing Market Area. 

¶ Alternative spatial strategies have not been adequately explored. 
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Significant sites 

71. 554 comments were submitted in relation to the significant sites. The majority of 

these related to Sayers Common, totalling 388 representations, 384 of which considered 

the Sayers Common allocations DPSC1-7 to be unsound. DPSC1 (Land to the West of 

Burgess Hill/North of Hurstpierpoint) received 123 comments, of which 120 considered 

the allocation unsound. DPSC2 (Land at Crabbet Park) received 43 comments, of which 

40 considered the plan unsound. The following comments were received for each of 

these sites: 

DPSC1: Land to the West of Burgess Hill/North of Hurstpierpoint 

¶ Impacts on highways and potential for mitigation need to be properly assessed 
and planned for (National Highways, Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common PC). 

¶ Sustainable transport strategy insufficient. 

¶ Erosion of gap; breaches ring road into rural hinterland. 

¶ Wording on ancient woodland, veteran trees and deciduous priority habitat needs 
to be robust (SWT, NE). 

¶ Impacts on biodiversity; fragmentation of habitats. How will habitats be protected/ 
managed. 

¶ Clarification of how development and associated infrastructure will be master 
planned. 

¶ Flood risk. 

DPSC2: Land at Crabbet Park, Copthorne 

¶ Impacts on infrastructure, particularly local and strategic highway network 
(National Highways, Tandridge DC, Turners Hill PC, Worth PC). 

¶ Overdevelopment, sustainable development not achievable. 

¶ Relationship to Crawley underplayed. Potential cross boundary infrastructure 
impact. Should review yield (increase) and require 40% affordable housing. 
(Crawley BC). 

¶ Setting of HW National Landscape; southeast corner should remain open space. 
(High Weald National Partnership). 

¶ Amend criterion 8 and 9 regarding setting on AONB and potential impacts on 
Ancient Woodland (Natural England). 

¶ Upgrades to wastewater network and sewage treatment infrastructure likely to be 
needed; housing and phasing plan to be agreed (Thames Water). 

¶ Criteria relating to other policies in plan does not need repeating. 

 

DPSC3-7: Sayers Common 

¶ Most comments received related to the collection of sites at Sayers Common i.e. 
objected to them collectively rather than individually. 

¶ Amended wording from promoter suggested. 

¶ Overdevelopment, loss of greenfield/green gap, coalescence. 

¶ Impacts on local and strategic road networks, evidence inadequate. 

¶ New criterion regarding ancient woodland needed. 

¶ Setting of SDNP and views from Wolstonbury Hill and Newtimber Hill; impacts on 
sky glow and tranquillity, urbanisation (SDNPA, National Trust). 

¶ Early engagement recommended regarding off-site sewage treatment works (EA). 
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¶ Delivery of infrastructure. 

¶ Significant surface water flooding. 

¶ Unsustainable. 

 

Housing sites 

72. There were 811 comments on the proposed housing allocations, excluding the 

significant sites. The site allocations with the most representations (over 50 per site) were 

as follows: 

DPA7: Land east of Bordel Hill Lane, Haywards Heath (117 comments) 

¶ Need to be satisfied that cumulative impact can be adequately mitigated. 
Transport assessment may be needed for sites in proximity to strategic road 
network junctions. (NH) 

¶ Adjacent to AONB; impact on landscape 

¶ Loss of greenfield site and agricultural land 

¶ Loss of mature trees and proximity to ancient woodland 

¶ Developer contributions should be directed to Haywards Heath (Haywards Heath 
TC) 

¶ Insufficient infrastructure (water, power, drainage, leisure, parking 

¶ Impact on heritage assets (Borde Hill Parkland, roman road) (Historic England) 

¶ Unsustainable location 

¶ Increase yield 
 

DPA9: Land to West of Turners Hill Road, Crawley Down (54 comments) 

¶ Need to be satisfied that cumulative impact can be adequately mitigated. 
Transport assessment may be needed for sites in proximity to strategic road 
network junctions. (National Highways) 

¶ Increase yield to 450. 

¶ Potential traffic impacts on local roads; rat-runs and increased congestion with 
unviable solutions. 

¶ Ancient woodland should be removed from allocation. 

¶ Loss of green gap, coalescence. Overdevelopment. 

¶ Insufficient infrastructure (doctors, educations, electricity, pubic transport); lack of 
strategic approach to infrastructure in north part of district. 

¶ Wastewater network limited capacity; not a constraint provided housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan in place at point of construction. Layout needs to 
consider easement. (Southern Water) 

¶ Surface water flooding; design considerations needed. Upgrades to wastewater 
network likely to be needed; early liaison. (Thames Water) 

¶ Preference for improved/new pitches to be delivered at Haven Centre. (Worth PC) 

¶ DPA9 and DPA10 should be brought forward together. 

DPA12: Land west of Kemps, Hurstpierpoint (143 comments) 
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¶ Need to be satisfied that cumulative impact can be adequately mitigated. 
Transport assessment may be needed for sites in proximity to strategic road 
network junctions. (National Highways) 

¶ Lack of transport capacity and safety issues 

¶ Iterative growth of settlements with erosion of strategic gaps undermining the 
distinctive character and identity of individual settlements 

¶ Loss of green accessible land 

¶ Contradict the adopted neighbourhood plan 

¶ Urbanisation of land adjacent and visible from the South Down National Park 

¶ Loss of biodiversity, trees, hedgerows, and wildlife 

¶ Further evidence is required on the impacts on the local infrastructure  

¶ Lack of plans to improve the infrastructure to support new development  

¶ Lack of capacity in existing infrastructure 

¶ Impacts on the heritage site in close proximity to the site 

¶ Lack of confidence that the proposed policies will be sufficient to alleviate current 
and future problem caused by development in particular in relation to flooding  

¶ Concerns that the flood risk to the site and/or offsite from development has not 
been adequately considered within the allocation. 

¶ Unsuitable access proposed 
 

DPA14: Land at Foxhole Farm, Bolney (341 comments) 

¶ Need to be satisfied that cumulative impact can be adequately mitigated. 
Transport assessment may be needed for sites in proximity to strategic road 
network junctions. (National Highways) 

¶ Consideration of proposed access arrangement on garage. 

¶ Setting of AONB and views from SDNP. 

¶ Flooding. 

¶ Lack of public transport. 

¶ Proposed infrastructure not needed in village. 

¶ Overdevelopment; should have smaller incremental development. 

¶ Insufficient infrastructure; health services, pressure on schools, poor reliability of 

electricity and digital infrastructure; loss of water supply. 

Other comments 

73. Whilst the majority of comments related to the proposed sites or policies, a 

number of respondents also raised other issues: 

Sustainability Appraisal (174 comments) 

¶ A number of comments are disputing site scoring within the report.  

¶ Overall support for the SA. 

¶ Question the timing for preparing the report. 

¶ The appraisal of the spatial options is based on the existing settlement hierarchy 
which is proposed to be carried forward from the adopted plan. It is important the 
Council recognise the importance of allowing development to support the provision 
of existing services, alongside the potential for development to contribute to the 
delivery of improved services provision. 
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¶ Support the choice of pursuing option 2 for the spatial strategy. 

¶ The sustainability appraisal assessment underplays the findings of the transport 
study supporting the plan. 

¶ The selected option is among the least favourable and scores negatively. 

¶ Spatial option 2 is preferrable with a mix of large and smaller sites. 

¶ The District Plan Review and SA highlight an apparent scarcity of land adjoining 
the Tier 1 settlements of East Grinstead and Haywards Heath, where land is 
available and suitable for development. 

¶ Prepared in accordance with relevant legislation and regulations. The 

Sustainability Appraisal and the Site Allocations Conclusions Paper submitted with 

the plan demonstrate that alternatives were considered and rejected for 

appropriate planning reasons. 

Duty to Cooperate (140 comments) 

74. A number of respondents, mainly site promoters, criticised the absence of 

background papers alongside the Regulation 19 consultation to demonstrate how the 

plan has been prepared in accordance with the duty to cooperate. They also outlined the 

inability of the Council to address unmet housing need.  

75. Prescribed bodies under the duty to cooperate, such as neighbouring local 

authorities, did not raise fundamental objections on duty to cooperate grounds, but 

confirmed ongoing and effective engagement and specified where there remain 

outstanding matters for agreement prior to the planôs submission. These are set out in 

the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement and Statements of Common Grounds.  

How Regulation 19 consultation responses were taken into account 

76. In the period between the Regulation 19 consultation and submission of the plan, 

the Council undertook additional work which included: 

¶ Consideration of all consultation responses and updated/additional evidence 

to inform draft policies and site allocations. 

¶ Further engagement with site promoters and infrastructure providers to 

ensure that proposed sites remain suitable for allocation and would be able 

to deliver the infrastructure required.  

¶ Statements of Common Ground prepared and agreed with neighbouring 

authorities and key stakeholders, with reference to the Duty to Cooperate 

and other matters.  

77. Appendix 2 includes the Councilôs response to representations received during the 

Regulation 19 consultation. Topic papers provide more detail on key matters. As a result 

of consultation responses received, the Council has proposed a small number of  

Modifications for the Inspectorôs consideration, should the Inspector feel they are 

necessary to ensure the Plan is ósoundô.  
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Appendix 1 

Schedule 1: Who was consulted and how they were invited to 
respond at Regulation 18 stage 

78. The Council directly contacted 72 statutory consultees, 54 MSDC elected 

members, 150 organisations and 298 individuals, notifying them of the Regulation 18 

consultation and inviting responses. Copies of letters and email notifications are included 

under ónotification materialsô below. The following statutory consultees and organisations 

were contacted directly: 

Statutory Consultees 

Adur District and Worthing Borough 
Councils 

Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common 
Parish Council 

Albourne Parish Council Lewes District Council 

Ansty and Staplefield Parish Council Lindfield Parish Council 

Ardingly Parish Council Lindfield Rural Parish Council 

Arun District Council Lower Beeding Parish Council 

Ashurstwood Village Council Mobile UK 

Avison Young National Highways 

Balcombe Parish Council Natural England 

Bolney Parish Council Network Rail 

Brighton and Hove City Council Newtimber Parish Council 

Burgess Hill Town Council NHS Sussex 

Burstow Parish Council Pyecombe Parish Council 

Chailey Parish Council RPS Planning 

Colgate Parish Council Shermanbury Parish Council 

Cowfold Parish Council Slaugham Parish Council 

Crawley Borough Council South Downs National Park Authority 

CTIL South East Water 

Cuckfield Parish Council Southern Gas Network (SGN) 

Danehill Parish Council Southern Water 

Ditchling Parish Council Sport England 

Dormansland Parish Council Surrey County Council 

East Grinstead Town Council Sussex Police 

East Sussex County Council Sutton and East Surrey Water 

EE Tandridge District Council 

Environment Agency Thames Water 

Felbridge Parish Council Three 

Fletching Parish Council Turners Hill Parish Council 

Forest Row Parish Council Twineham Parish Council 

Fulking Parish Council UK Power Networks 

Gatwick Airport Limited Upper Beeding Parish Council 

Hassocks Parish Council Wealden District Council 

Haywards Heath Town Council West Hoathly Parish Council 

Historic England West Sussex County Council 

Homes England Wivelsfield Parish Council 
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Horsham District Council Woodmancote Parish Council 

Horsted Keynes Parish Council Worth Parish Council 

 

Organisations 

Abri Group Landacre Developments 

Action in rural Sussex Lewis and Co Planning 

Antler Homes Lichfields 

Arup Group Light Box Architecture 

AS Planning Lindfield Parish Council 

Ashill Land Ltd LocatED  

Balcombe Estate  Martin Lacey Buckley Limited  

Barton Willmore MCA Architects 

Batcheller Monkhouse Mid Sussex Constituency Labour Party 

Bell Cornwell Mid Sussex District Council 

Bellway  Montagu Evans LLP 

Berkeley Group My Neighbourhood Plan 

Blackstone Chambers Ltd National Trust 

Bloomfields Ltd Nexus Planning 

Blue Cedar Homes  Nicholas King Homes 

Boakes Land Projects  Notcutts Limited  

Boyer Planning Ntr Planning 

Bree Prenton OSP Architects 

Carter Jonas Parker Dann 

Catesby Estates Pegasus Group 

CBRE Group Pimlico Capital Management Limited 

Chichester District Council Plan4Localism 

Chilmark Consulting Ltd Planning Potential 

Churchlands Planning Works Ltd  

CLA South East Planware Limited  

Clarion Housing Group PowerHaus Consultancy Ltd 

Clifford Dann PRC Group 

Coast to Capital Prospective Planning  

Construct Land & Homes 
Limited Rackham Planning 

Courtley Planning Consultants 
Ltd  Redrow Plc 

Crest Nicholson Reside Developments 

Croudace Homes  RH & RW CLUTTON PROPERTY LIMITED 

Denton Homes Robinson Escott Planning 

DevAssist  Rodway Planning 

Devine Homes Plc Rubix Estates 

DHA Planning Rydon Homes 

Dixon Searle Partnership Ltd  Rymack Properties Ltd 

DMH Stallard Savills 

Domus Shanly Homes 

Dowsett Mayhew Planning SHW 

ECE Planning Sigma Homes Group 
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Enplan UK Ltd  Signature Prime Property 

Entec International South East River Trust 

Esquire Developments Sphere 25 

Evison & Company Spruce Town Planning 

Fairfax Acquisitions Ltd Squires Planning 

Fluid Architecture St Modwen Homes 

Four Property Group Stantec 

Fulking Parish Council Stickland Wright 

Future Planning and 
Development  Strutt and Parker 

Gillings Planning Sunley Estates 

GL Hearn 
Sussex Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural 
England  

Gladman Sussex Chamber of Commerce 

 Sussex Wildlife Trust 

Gleeson Land Taylor Wimpey 

Glenbeigh Developments Ltd  Terence O'Rourke Ltd 

Habinteg Housing Association 
Ltd Tetlow King Planning 

Hallam Land Management Thakeham Homes 

Hastings Borough Council  The Planning Lab 

Highwood Group The Twentieth Century Society 

 The Woodland Trust 

HKCLT Theatres Trust 

Hume Planning Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design 

Iceni Projects Tiscali UK Limited 

IDE Planning Turley 

ilke homes Twineham Parish Council 

Index Property Information Urbanissta 

IQ Planning Consultants Vail Williams 

Jackson Planning Vanderbilt Homes  

Jarvis Homes Virgin Media 

Judith Ashton Associates Vistry Group 

Kember Loudon Williams Waitrose 

Ken Parke Planning Consultants 
Ltd Wates 

Kitewood Welbeck Land 

KLW group West Sussex County Council 

Land and Brand New Homes Woolf Bond Planning 

  
 

79. As set out in paragraphs 21-24, the Council publicised the consultation widely in 

the press and on social media and held exhibitions at locations around Mid Sussex.   

80. General information on how to respond to the consultation was provided on the 

consultation webpage. In line with the Governmentôs push to digitalise planning 

processes, the Council used an online consultation portal, Inovem. A fully navigable 
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version of the draft District Plan was provided on the consultation portal. Once registered, 

interested parties could write and submit their comments under each section as they 

were browsing the plan. Alternatively, respondents could respond via a questionnaire on 

the consultation portal, or via email or post. 

81. The following pages provide extracts of consultation materials and further 

information about the methods used to publicise the consultation and encourage 

responses.   

Consultation Portal 

82. The Council published guidance on using the consultation portal. 
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83. The consultation portal provided information about the documents, how to access 

them, how to respond, and the deadline for responses.  
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Questionnaire 

84. A questionnaire was also available on the consultation portal to provide comments 

on the plan and accompanying documents. The questionnaire could be completed 

multiple times for each topic people wanted to comment on.  

 

 



Notification materials 

Statement of representations Procedure 

 



Notification emails 

85. Those subscribed to the Planning Policy email alert as well as statutory consultees 

received the email below, providing them with a direct link to the consultation webpage. 

People who asked to be adding to the email alert during the consultation were also 

automatically sent the email.  

Mid Sussex Consultation Draft District Plan 2021-2039 (Regulation 18)  
November 2022  

  

We are writing to inform you that Mid Sussex District Council has published a draft Mid 
Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 for consultation for six weeks from the 7th of November, 
closing at 23:59 on the 19th of December 2022.   

The Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031 was adopted in March 2018. In accordance with 
legislation and national policy, Local Plans must be reviewed every five years and 
updated as necessary. The adopted District Plan commits the Council to reviewing the 
Plan with submission to the Secretary of State in 2023. The draft District Plan 2021-2039 
is published for Regulation 18 consultation which is the first formal stage in its 
preparation.   

The Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 aims at achieving the adopted vision and 
strategic objectives while implementing a revised strategy to guide growth during the plan 
period. It provides updated and new policies to ensure that the Plan remains effective 
and in accordance with National Policy. It also includes new housing allocations to meet 
identified housing needs. The drafting of the Plan is supported by a proportionate, up-to-
date and robust evidence base available alongside the consultation documents.  

All of the consultation documents can be viewed on the Regulation 18 Consultation 
webpage at https://midsussex.inconsult.uk/districtplanreg18/. Supporting evidence is 
accessible from this webpage.   

Comments are invited directly from the Regulation 18 Consultation webpage to ensure 
efficiency and increase accuracy in future reporting. Detailed guidance on how to submit 
comments is included. Alternatively, representations will be accepted via:   
Post to: Planning Policy, Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039, Mid Sussex District 
Council, Oaklands, Oaklands Road, Haywards Heath, West Sussex, RH16 1SS  
E-mail to: policyconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk   

For all enquiries, please email planningpolicy@midsussex.gov.uk or telephone (01444) 
477053.  

  

https://midsussex.inconsult.uk/districtplanreg18/
mailto:policyconsultation@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:planningpolicy@midsussex.gov.uk


Notification letters 

86. The following letters (adapted slightly for different recipients) were sent to relevant Members of Parliament, district councillors, 

town and parish councils, and the local libraries and Help Points where printed copies of the documents were available for inspection. 

 



Press release 
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Social media posts 

 

 

Public exhibitions 

87. Public exhibitions were held to support the consultation at seven locations across 

the district between 21 November and 6 December 2022. Settlements where significant 

housing growth was proposed were prioritised. The content of each session was the 

same, except for more detailed mapping being made available (although all maps could 

be shown at all sessions if required) to ensure that those unable to attend their local 

exhibition received the same information by attending an exhibition in another area.  

88. These sessions were advertised via the consultation webpage, the Councilôs 

social media, and also town and parish council social media. Exhibitions were  well 

attended, as shown below. 

89. Posters summarised the content of the draft District Plan and attendees had the 

opportunity to ask officers questions about the proposals. Maps showing the proposed 

housing sites were displayed and a summary leaflet and Frequently Asked Questions 

pack were available in hard copy for attendees to take away. This information was also 

available on the District Plan Review webpage.  
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Council social media advertisement 
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Town and parish council social media advertisements 
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Exhibition panels 

 



47  



48  



49 



50  


























































































































































































































































































































































































































