
 
 

LAND WEST OF BURGESS HILL 

(DPSC1) 

Hearing Statement – Matter 4 

September 2024 

 
 



Hearing Statement – Matter 4 

Land West of Burgess Hill (DPSC1) 
 

 

 

ii 

  
 

LAND WEST OF BURGESS HILL (DPSC1) 

 

HEARING STATEMENT – MATTER 4 

September 2024 
 

Prepared for 
Thakeham Homes Limited 

Thakeham House 

Summers Place 

Stane Street 

Billinghurst 

West Sussex 

RH14 9GN 

 
 

Prepared by 
Ridge and Partners LLP 

Beaumont House 

59 High Street 

Theale 

Reading 

RG7 5AL 

 

Tel: 0118 932 3088 

  

   
 



Hearing Statement – Matter 4 

Land West of Burgess Hill (DPSC1) 
 

 

 

3 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1. Ridge and Partners LLP (Ridge) act on behalf of Thakeham Homes Limited (Thakeham) in 

relation to the promotion of Land West of Burgess Hill, identified as DPSC1: Land to the 

West of Burgess Hill and North of Hurstpierpoint.  

1.1.2. This Hearing Statement refers to Matter 4, as set out in the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and 

Questions (“MIQs”). It supplements the submissions made during the Regulation 19 

Consultation (Doc ID1  1189800 and 1191735). 

 

 
1 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/district-plan-2021-2039-site-
allocations-evidence-library/  

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/district-plan-2021-2039-site-allocations-evidence-library/
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/district-plan-2021-2039-site-allocations-evidence-library/
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2 QUESTION 44 

2.1 Is the Plan consistent with Circular 01/2022 Strategic Road 

Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development and 

paragraphs 104 - 109 of the Framework?  

2.1.1 Thakeham/Ridge is of the opinion that the plan is consistent with Circular 01/2022 and NPPF 
paragraphs 104 – 109 if the modifications outlined in this statement (or similar) are included in 
the Plan: 

• Moves away from transport planning based on predicting future demand to provide 
capacity (‘predict and provide’) to planning that sets an outcome communities want to 
achieve and provides the transport solutions to deliver those outcomes (vision-led 
approaches DfT Circular 1/22 

• Seeks to identify which sites support local facilities and transport networks NPPF para. 
135 

• Prioritises pedestrian and cycle movements, and that well-considered parking, servicing 
and utilities infrastructure for all users is incorporated into development proposals NPPF 
para. 116 

• Seeks to protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking 
opportunities to provide better facilities for users NPPF para 104 

• Considered transport from the earliest stages of plan-making and development proposals. 
NPPF para 108 

• Identifies significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable, 
through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes 
NPPF para 109 

• Takes account of differences in urban and rural areas in both plan-making and decision-
making NPPF para. 109 

DPSC1 

2.1.2 Regarding DPSC1, the site identification, land assembly and proposed transport strategy have 
been developed via a vision-led approach (see Appendix A section 3 and Appendix B) and the 
transport proposals have been identified to create a high-quality place, connections to open 
space and to prioritise walking, cycling and public transport including (Appendix A section 6) 

2.2 How has the Council considered transport issues from the earliest 

stages of plan making and development proposals particularly 

given that opportunities to maximise sustainable transport 

solutions may vary between urban and rural areas? 

2.2.1 Thakeham has been working with MSDC and WSCC since the early stages of plan making 
(January 2022) to help develop a transport strategy to maximise sustainable transport 
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solutions for DPSC1, other allocations, committed/planned development and the existing 
community. 

2.2.2 District-wide SATURN modelling undertaken by Systra on behalf of MSDC and published in 
January 2022 and then updated in September 2022 (ID-T3). 

2.2.3 West Sussex Transport Plan 2022 to 20362 was adopted on 1st April 2022 and set out policies 
to help to move away from ‘predict and predict’ approach to a vision-led approach in Circular 
01/2022 and with a greater focus on opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public 
transport use, in line with NPPF (para 108). 

2.2.4 There has been workshops, meetings and data sharing demonstrating early planning to 
maximise sustainable transport solutions, including: 

• March 2022 – Scoping Report issued to WSCC (Doc ID  1189800) April 2022 - Transport 
evidence Workshop (13th April 2022) - prior to the publication of the final LTP, significant 
site promoters were called to a workshop to understand the emerging LTP, the latest 
transport evidence and to encourage develop a collaborative approach to required 
mitigation and transport provision, particularly with regards to local living and sustainable 
transport to achieve a net zero carbon emissions by 2050. 

• May 2022 - Preliminary Transport Review and Strategy (Doc ID  1189800) 

• December 2022 - MSDC Transport Study Scenario 4 Review and Questions 

• June 2023 – Data Collection (agreed with WSCC) 

• July 2023 - Data Sharing with Science & Technology Park 

• January 2024 - Preliminary Transport Strategy (Doc ID  1191735) 

• February 2024 - Mid Sussex District Local Plan Significant Site Promoter Workshop - An 
update of the transport evidence was presented. Confirmation was given to moving to a 
vision based strategy (rather than Predict & Provide) and need for a collaborative transport 
strategy between nearby significant site promoters and transport operators. 

• April 2024 - Transport Assessment Scoping Report (via Pre App with WSCC) 

• May 2024 - Preapplication Meeting with WSCC 

• May 2024 – Written Pre-Application response from WSCC (Appendix A Appendix D) 

• September 2024 - Preliminary Transport Strategy and Assessment (Appendix A) 

2.2.5 A distance-based approach to modeshift was applied in the Mid Sussex Transport Study in 
scenarios 5 and 6 (ID-T6 to T10).  This will mean urban locations, which have higher 
proportion of shorter distance trips, due to the availability of a range nearby land uses and 
facilities, will reflect greater opportunity to shift to sustainable travel options. This particularly 
applies to the Land West of Burgess Hill (DPSC1).  Rural locations, which have a greater 
proportion of longer distance trips to reach land uses and facilities, will reflect a lower level of 
sustainable travel use.  These assumptions were based upon DfT Sustainable Travel Towns 
Study and the National Travel Survey data and was applied in the Crawley Transport Study for 
the ‘Draft Crawley Local Plan 2021 – 2040’ (due to be adopted October 2024) and Horsham 

 
2 https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/17428/wstp.pdf  

https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/17428/wstp.pdf


Hearing Statement – Matter 4 

Land West of Burgess Hill (DPSC1) 
 

 

 

6 

Transport Study for the ‘Local Plan 2039 Transport Assessment’, which were both examined. 
Note: internalisation has also been accounted for where a range of land uses are provided on 
site.  

DPSC1 

2.2.6 Regarding DPSC1, Appendix A section 4 sets out the possible transport solutions, which will 
be refined at the future planning application stage.  
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3 QUESTION 45.  

3.1 Following the Regulation 19 consultation on the Plan which is the 

subject of the examination, National Highways determined that due 

to potential severe impacts on the Strategic Road Network (the 

M23 and the A23) the Council would either have to a) consider a 

different pattern of growth; b) commit to significant highway 

improvements to the M23 and A23; or c) commit to a more 

ambitious package of sustainable transport, travel demand 

management and behaviour change measures and interventions 

accompanied by a robust ‘monitor and manage’ strategy and 

approach. What has been the Council’s response to this?  

3.1.1 Mitigation to focus on reducing traffic and to work with the three significant sites on their 
mobility strategies is confirmed in the July 2024 memorandum of understanding3 with MSDC 
and NH (ID DC17).  

3.1.2 The Travel Plan requirements outlined in the submission draft at page 108 state: “Approved 
schemes will then be required to undertake and promptly report regular monitoring of travel 
movements in and out of site by all modes at all relevant access points, to enable 
enforcement of travel plan targets against agreed remedial actions. This is critical to 
successful implementation of a vision-led approach to spatial planning by ensuring suitable 
mechanisms are in place to respond, if necessary, as travel patterns change”.   

3.1.3 The ‘monitoring and remedial actions’ within Travel Plans can deliver appropriate interventions 
to ensure a monitor and manage approach.  

3.2 Are any consequential main modifications required to the spatial 

strategy, policies, and timing of delivery of development over the 

lifetime of the development plan? 

3.2.1 Appendix 5 of the Local Plan should include a mechanism for funding/implementation of any 
shared and/or integrated sustainable transport, travel demand management and behaviour 
change measures and interventions to ensure a greater likelihood of success in reducing car 
dependency and therefore minimising risk of severe impacts of the highway network 
(referred to as ‘Recommendation 1’ thereafter).  

3.2.2 A Monitor & Evaluation Plan (or use of Travel Plan ‘monitoring & remedial actions’) should be 
required by future planning applications in Mid Sussex to manage car trips through 
investment in sustainable travel and avoid severe impact on the highway and to meet 
National Highway option c). (referred to as ‘Recommendation 2’ thereafter). 

 

 
3 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/ll1lluiy/dc17-national-highways-mou.pdf 
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4 QUESTION 46.  

4.1 Is the transport evidence which supports the submission plan 

including any assumptions, such as home working rates, robust, 

justified, and is it consistent with national policy? 

4.1.1 District-wide SATURN modelling was undertaken by Systra on behalf of MSDC (ID-T1 to 
T10). This type of model considers the impact of site allocations on the district as a whole 
and is a standard way of evaluating transport impacts at the Local Plan stage, however 
Circular 01/2022 para 15 recognises: 

“that local planning and highway authorities need help when planning for sustainable 
transport and developing innovative policies to reduce car dependency. This includes moving 
away from transport planning based on predicting future demand to provide capacity (‘predict 
and provide’) to planning that sets an outcome communities want to achieve and provides the 
transport solutions to deliver those outcomes.”  

4.2 Home-working 

Mid Sussex Transport Study (MSTS)  

4.2.1 A 20% reduction for home working has been based upon Economic Growth Assessment 
extracts from the Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Focused Update for 
Mid Sussex (Lichfields March 2022.  

Response 

4.2.2 ONS4 states that “Throughout 2022 the percentage of working adults reporting having 
worked from home has varied between 25% and 40%, without a clear upward or downward 
trend, indicating that homeworking is resilient to pressures such as the end of restrictions and 
increases in the cost of living.” 

4.2.3 Between 22 May and 2 June 2024, working arrangements among UK workers were as 
follows (ONS): 

o Only worked from home: 14% (compares to 38% in June 2020) 

o Travelled to work and worked from home: 26% 

4.2.4 A 20% reduction appears reasonable and can be applied to both urban and rural 
developments. 

 
4 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/char
acteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023#:~:text=Throughout%202022%20the%20p
ercentage%20of,in%20the%20cost%20of%20living  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/characteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023#:~:text=Throughout%202022%20the%20percentage%20of,in%20the%20cost%20of%20living
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/characteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023#:~:text=Throughout%202022%20the%20percentage%20of,in%20the%20cost%20of%20living
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/characteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023#:~:text=Throughout%202022%20the%20percentage%20of,in%20the%20cost%20of%20living
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4.3 Internalisation 

MSTS 

4.3.1 To account for internalisation for Large Local Plan sites, primary schools have been allocated 
an 80% reduction on new primary school trip rates. Retail and Employment trips have also 
been allocated a 5% reduction in trip rates.  

Response 

4.3.2 This has been considered from first principles in Appendix A (section 5) and shows that 
internalisation at DPSC1 in the AM peak hour is 15% and is 8% in the PM peak hour.  The 
difference is generally related to education trips in the AM peak hour.  Table 1 shows that the 
residual vehicle trips are similar or lower from first principles than applied in the MSTS. 

4.3.3 This can be applied to both urban and rural developments, if the rural developments deliver a 
range of land uses and facilities. 

4.4 Modeshare 

MSTS 

4.4.1 Distance based mode shift has been applied based on a similar approach to that used in the 
Crawley and Horsham Local Plan evidence studies, which was derived from was derived from 
the DfT Sustainable Travel Towns Study and the National Travel Survey data.   

4.4.2 An additional 1-2% reduction to trip rates has been applied to large and medium size Local 
Plan sites to account for the changes in the future of employment distribution. Sites 
considered as an urban extension (non-rural) have been allocated an additional 1% trip rate 
reduction as it is expected that existing services will benefit these new Local Plan 
development trips. 

Response 

4.4.3 A distance-based approach to modeshift was applied in the Mid Sussex Transport Study in 
scenarios 5 and 6 (ID-T6 to T10).  This will mean: 

• urban locations, which have higher proportion of shorter distance trips, due to the 
availability of a range of nearby land uses and facilities, will reflect greater opportunity to 
shift to sustainable travel options.   

• rural locations, which have a greater proportion of longer distance trips to reach land uses 
and facilities, will reflect a lower level of sustainable travel use.   

4.4.4 For DPSC1, mode share has been considered from first principles and summarised in 
(Appendix A section 5).  This has identified slightly fewer residual car trips than tested in the 
TSTS and are summarised in the table below. 
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Table 1 – Comparison of MSTS and Ridge PTS Residual Vehicle Trip Generation  

Time Period Direction 

Car Driver Trips at Land West of 
Burgess Hill 

Ridge PTS MSTS 

AM 

Arr 133 143 

Dep 298 380 

2-W 432 523 

PM 

Arr 276 299 

Dep 151 157 

2-W 427 456 

 

4.4.5 Overall the MSDC assumptions are therefore considered robust. 
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5 QUESTION 47.  

5.1 Specifically, to what extent is the central tenet of the Plan, of 20-

minute neighbourhoods and local living, justified, and effective in 

the context of a predominantly rural district and a development 

strategy which is to identify sites in areas which are to improve the 

sustainability of existing settlements including those falling within 

lower tier categories?  

5.1.1 The Site Selection Methodology applied by MSDC assessed sites against a range of 
environmental, developability and accessibility criteria. The accessibility factors5 were 
considered, including availability of public transport, access to main service centre, and 
distance to primary school, health centre and convenience retail. 

5.1.2 Sites which include on-site facilities or can access such facilities within a 10-minute walk 
achieve a ‘very positive’ score against these criteria, with those greater than a 20-minute walk 
achieving a ‘negative’ score. MSDC used specialist mapping software “TravelTime” to 
determine the distance, most efficient route/method, and time taken. This is measured from 
the central co-ordinate of the site. The conclusions were included in the Site Selection: 
Conclusion’s paper (ID-SSP2)6 

20-Minute Neighbourhoods Guide (TCPA, March 2021) Section 4.3 provides advice on the 
application of the 20-minute neighbourhood idea to villages and rural areas which is either:  

“1. Rural Area with Market Town: the market town itself should become a complete and 
compact 20-minute neighbourhood. Although it is acknowledged that travel from nearby 
villages would occur, once in the market town, facilities that meet everyday needs can be 
found within walking distance. 

2. Rural Area with Small Villages: supports the creation of a network of villages that 
collectively provide what most people need for their daily.” 

5.1.3 MSDC has applied these criteria with allocations in rural settlements delivering a range of 
facilities for the new and existing residents daily needs and the urban/urban extension 
settlement delivering new facilities and/or high-quality connections to existing facilities, 
depending on scale and location. 

DPSC1 

5.1.4 DPSC1 is located immediately west of Burgess Hill, which is a category 1 settlement with a 
comprehensive range of employment, retail, health, education leisure services and facilities. 
These settlements will also benefit from good public transport provision and will act as a main 
service centre for the smaller settlements. 

5.1.5 There is significant opportunity to support the principles of a 20-minute neighbourhood at 
DPSC1.  This is demonstrated in (Appendix A section 2.3). 

 
5 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/je3pbxhl/site-selection-methodology.pdf  
6 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/hsybcu2u/appendix-3-site-assessment-proformass.pdf  

 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/je3pbxhl/site-selection-methodology.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/hsybcu2u/appendix-3-site-assessment-proformass.pdf
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6 QUESTION 48.  

6.1 What mechanisms would be required to achieve the proposed 

improvements set out within the individual allocations and would 

they be enough to prevent the transport impacts identified? Would 

the delivery of the sites be viable so as to be able to support the 

required mitigation requirements over the long term?  

6.1.1 ‘Recommendation 1’ and ‘Recommendation 2’ outlined in response to question 45 

would help prevent the transport impacts and improve viability. 

6.1.2 Monitoring would begin at the start of a development. If trips start to increase above forecast, 
the developer would be advised that the trend needs to reduce. Additional measures could be 
introduced, and the travel plan intensified to reverse a possible breach.   

6.1.3 An example is Alconbury Weald7 - a development of 5,000 dwellings was broken down into 
smaller phases, Phase 1 comprising approximately 800 houses. The subsequent phase(s) of 
the development will be planned based upon the travel habits established on site. 

6.2 Moreover, would these sites become genuinely sustainable, or 

given their locations, would they remain heavily reliant on the 

private car?  

6.2.1 DPSC1 has demonstrated to offer significant opportunity to create a community that is not 
reliant on the private car, as set out in Appendix A (section 2.3).    

 
7 https://democracy.cambridge.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=27137  

https://democracy.cambridge.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=27137
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7 QUESTION 49.  

7.1 National Highways is clear that RIS funding would not be available. 

What certainty is there that sufficient mitigation would be capable 

of being achieved either through the reduction of private car 

journeys or funded highway improvements?  

7.1.1 ‘Recommendation 1 and 2’ outlined in response to question 45 would improve certainty. 

7.1.2 There are also some relatively lower cost highway improvements to Hickstead junction, 
which have yet to be delivered, such as: 

• A planned improvement scheme has been designed by the Science & Technology Park 
(S&TP), as set out in Section 3 of the Statement of Common Ground 24th November 2020 
(document reference SA9.10) including: 

o A23-A2300 Hickstead junction east and west 

o A23-A2300 Hickstead junction southbound merge 

• Opportunity to extend the north bound off-slip lane south towards the footbridge.  This 
could be considered to accommodate any vehicles queuing in the mainline. 

7.2 How could the ‘monitor and manage’ approach be integrated into 

the Plan and how would it impact on its deliverability? 

7.2.1 The requirement for a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (or use of Travel Plan monitoring and 
remedial actions) for each development could be secured through S106 Agreement.  The 
intention of these plans is to enable development to progress through uncertainty and to 
enable transport infrastructure and services to be delivered at the right time and on uptodate 
monitoring.    
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8 QUESTION 50.  

8.1 Taken together, are the policies of the Plan including the site 

allocations and policies DPT1, DPT2, DPT3, DPI1, DPI2, DPI3, and 

DP18 justified, effective and consistent with national policy in 

relation to transport so as to avoid an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety?  

8.1.1 DP18 should be amended to prevent the ability not to deliver sustainable transport 
investment required to achieve the targets set in Monitoring and Evaluation Plan or Travel 
Plan in DP18 (referred to as ‘Recommendation 3’).  If this investment is removed for viability 
reasons, there would be greater risk of unacceptable impact on the highway. 

8.2 Would they ensure that the residual cumulative impacts on the 

road network would not be severe?  

8.2.1 These policies complemented with ‘Recommendation 1 and 2’ outlined in response to 
question 45 would minimise the risk of severe impacts:  

8.3 How would the Infrastructure Delivery Plan be effective in 

supporting the above policy requirements? 

8.3.1 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan should include ‘Recommendation 1 and 2’ outlined in 
response to question 45 to be effective. 
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APPENDIX A   

 

 

 


