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INTRODUCTION

These Representations are submitted by Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish Council, in
response to the public consultation on the Main Modifications to the Draft Mid Sussex District Plan
2021 - 2039 (the ‘Draft Plan’).

The Draft Plan was the subject of statutory consultation in 2022 (Regulation 18), and early 2024
(Regulation 19). The Plan was submitted for independent Examination in July 2024.

Stage 1 Hearings into the Draft Plan took place in October 2024, and these were recommenced in
February/ March 2026. The appointed Inspector (Mr Jonathan Bore) for the latter issued a post
hearing letter setting out interim conclusions and action points arising from the Hearings?, which
was published by the District Council at the end of March 2026.

This letter set out, inter alia, that (i) the plan period would be extended by 1 year to 2040; (ii) the
overall housing target for the district over the plan period is in the range of 1200 to 1300 dwellings
per annum (dpa); (iii) the Council should seek, as far as possible, to identify sufficient additional
housing sites to meet a requirement towards the upper end of the range; (iv) the spatial strategy set
out in the Draft Plan is sound; (v) the principle of the large scale allocations (DPSC1, DPSC2 and
DPSC3) are sound.

In respect of the large scale allocation at Sayers Common (DPSCS3), and whilst concluding that the
principle is sound, the Inspector set out that:

“...the plan should take a more holistic approach to the masterplanning of all the Sayers Common
sites in terms of how they work together, linkages, social and community facilities and
infrastructure delivery, the treatment of movement and impacts within and outside the site, and
mitigation measures, including how impacts on the lanes and Hurstpierpoint High Street are to be
addressed. As regards the High Street, this will need to go beyond the scope of the Council’s
paper MS-13 which is largely concerned with junction capacity. The Council will look at the
wording in relation to the timing of the masterplan and there is also further work to do on viability.”

The District Council have now published a number of Main Modifications to the Draft Plan. This
includes setting an overall housing requirement for the plan period of 24,071 (an average of 1267
dpa), comprising a local housing need of 19,243 dwellings, 3753 dwellings towards the unmet need
arising from Crawley Borough (50% of total unmet need), 1075 dwellings towards the unmet needs
of the Coastal Housing Market Area, and a headroom figure of 766 dwellings. This is to be
achieved, in significant part, by the addition of 35 new sites allocated for residential led
development. A number of these fall within or adjoin the parish of Hurstpierpoint and Sayers
Common.

These submissions reflect the references and labelling used by the District Council in their
published documents. However, the Parish Council note that a number of site descriptions do not
reflect the postal address and/ or parish in which the site is located. For example, the site allocated
at MM92, is identified as West House Farm, Henfield Road, Sayers Common. The site is wholly
located with the Parish of Albourne, and is in close proximity to Albourne village, some distance
from Sayers Common. The Parish Council are concerned that such site descriptions do not
accurately reflect the settlement that the development would be likely to relate to, and most
significantly impact.

1 Local Plan Examination Document Reference: IDJB-12
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REPRESENTATIONS

These Representations are submitted by the Parish Council in response to the consultation on the
Main Modifications to the Emerging Mid Sussex District Plan.

These Representations do not seek to repeat submissions made at earlier stages of preparation of
the Plan or in submissions to the earlier Hearings. They acknowledge the conclusions of the
Inspector in his post Hearing letter of March 2026.

The Representations seek to respond to the amendments to the draft Plan and the inclusion of
additional site allocations.

In the interests of coherence and brevity, a number of the submissions relate to multiple
modifications in the Plan, and these are duly identified. This in particular relates to the Main
Modifications to the allocation of land in and around Sayers Common, and the allocation of three
adjoining parcels of land for residential development East of College Lane, Hurstpierpoint.

SAYERS COMMON
These Representations relate to the following Main Modifications:
- MM36 - DPSC GEN: Significant Site Requirements;
-« MMS37 - Vision and Objectives for Growth at Sayers Common;
« MM44 - DPSCS3: Land South of Reeds Lane, Sayers Common;
« MM92 - West House Farm, Henfield Road, Sayers Common,;
+ MMB93 - Land East of Avtrade, Reeds Lane, Sayers Common; and
- MM94 - Land at Kingsland Lodge, London Road, Sayers Common.

The Parish Council have made extensive and ongoing Representations in response to the
emerging allocation of land for extensive residential-led development in and around Sayers
Common in the draft Plan. This has included attending and participating in an ongoing liaison
group between representatives of the District Council, local Parish Councils and prospective
developers, including discussions in respect of the proposed Masterplan.

The Regulation 19 draft Plan included the allocation of five sites for residential development in
and around Sayers Common, including a large ‘significant site’ identified as site DPSC3 (Land
to the South of Reeds Lane).

These Main Modifications envisage the inclusion of a further 3 additional sites for residential
development in and around the settlement.

The Main Modifications are supported by a number of evidence and background documents,
including the developer prepared Sayers Common Holistic Movement Strategy (July 2026) and
the District Council prepared Sayers Common Infrastructure Delivery Plan (July 2026). The
District Council also previously prepared, in response to feedback from the Inspector, an
appraisal of the impact of traffic arising from development on Hurstpierpoint High Street
(MS-13).
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In the spirit of positive planning and collaboration, the Parish Council have sought to engage in
discussions on the emerging development at Sayers Common. Their position notes that the
District Council acknowledge that Sayers Common is currently unsustainable, but that it is
anticipated through development of the site allocations, the settlement will benefit from
improved sustainability, achieved through the provision of significant new infrastructure and
following the 20 minute neighbourhood principles.

The Parish Council consider that in following these principles, development should foster the
creation of a nucleated settlement and that this should be predicated on growth that respects
the existing layout of the settlement and delivers expansion that will positively contribute to the
existing settlement form, character and layout, and existing services and facilities. To achieve
this, the Parish Council consider that the allocation of land for development in and around
Sayers Common should be brought forward in parallel with a Masterplan, Infrastructure Delivery
Plan and associated Phasing Plan, and that these should all be an integral component of the
draft Plan allocations. It is considered that the allocations at Sayers Common should not be
endorsed ahead of such documents, given that they are fundamental components of achieving
suitable and successful growth at Sayers Common.

Policy DPSC GEN: Significant Site Requirements relates to inter alia land allocated for
development at Sayers Common to the south of Reeds Lane through policy DPSC3.

The policy states that the development should progress in accordance with an allocation wide
Masterplan, Design Code, Infrastructure Delivery Strategy and Phasing Plan that must be
submitted to and be approved by the Local Planning Authority (LPA). It notes that any
subsequent planning application should be determined in accordance with regard to these
documents.

MM36 states that the Masterplan should also incorporate a movement strategy which should
be submitted to and approved in advance of any planning application unless agreed otherwise
with the LPA.

The changes set out in MM36 are welcomed. However, it is considered that the Masterplan and
associated documents for the development of Sayers Common should be considered as part of
the site allocation through the Local Plan. The extent of change for the community of Sayers
Common is of such scale and significance, with delivery likely over an extensive time period,
that in order to maximise the prospects of successful evolution of the community for the benefit
of both the existing and future community, it is considered that it should be delivered through a
Masterplan and associated documents embedded in the Development Plan process.

In the alternative to a requirement for the Masterplan and associated documents to be
embedded within the emerging Local Plan, it is submitted that they should be required to be
prepared and approved as a formal development plan document. This could be in the form of a
‘supplementary plan’ as per Policy PM4 of the NPPF (August 2026). This notes that such plans
can be used to address specific issues that are not already covered in other development plan
documents, and to set out local-specific design standards to provide clear design expectations
that support the delivery of development.

It is submitted that requiring the Masterplan and associated documents to be approved as part
of the development plan will provide the requisite certainty, combined with control of its
preparation being managed by the LPA, with appropriate requisite community engagement.
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3.15.

3.16.

3.17.

3.18.

3.19.

3.20.

3.21.

3.22.

3.23.

3.24.

Furthermore, it is considered that the scope of the Masterplan and associated documents
should not be limited to the allocation at DPSCS3. There is a requirement for co-ordination and
collaboration between all of the sites allocated in and around the community. On this basis, it is
considered that the Masterplan should relate to all sites and be approved prior to the
determination of any of the 8 housing allocations in and around Sayers Common identified in
the draft Plan (including Main Modifications). It should not be prepared by a promoter of a
single site allocation.

Consultation of the Main Modifications has been accompanied by updates to the Local Plan
evidence base. This has included the Sayers Common Infrastructure Delivery Plan (July 2026)
(SCIDP).

The SCIDP states that it seeks to provide a more detailed assessment of infrastructure needs
arising from the proposed development at Sayers Common, including with respect to scale,
timing, delivery responsibilities and funding arrangements. It notes that infrastructure planning
and masterplanning are closely interrelated processes.

The key infrastructure and associated delivery schedule is set out in a Table within the SCIDP.

It notes that the majority of infrastructure is to be secured by contributions ‘pooled’ from the
sites allocated for residential development in and around Sayers Common and/or through on
site provision on site DPSC3 (eg the provision of a new primary and secondary school).

In relation to ‘Utility Infrastructure’, it is noted that a new wastewater treatment works will not
be delivered until toward the end of the Plan period, with earlier interim arrangements. It notes
that part of this interim strategy will be likely to need to be delivered, “in combination with
phasing of occupation” of the developments.

A similar approach is set out in respect of water supply and connection. It notes that
infrastructure improvements will be required early in the plan period, and that an interim
strategy will need to comprise early delivery of infrastructure “in combination with phasing of
occupation” of the developments.

The preparation of a dedicated Sayers Common Infrastructure Delivery Plan is welcomed. The
document highlights the longstanding concerns of the Parish Council, that delivery of key
infrastructure is unlikely to occur for many years, and well after a significant quantum of
development in and around Sayers Common has either begun or been delivered.

The lived experience of local residents of the parish is that there are existing problems and
failures of the water supply and waste water treatment systems in the area. The former includes
low pressure and supply outages, whilst the latter includes an inability of the Waste Water
Treatment Works at Goddards Green to manage existing waste water levels. There are frequent
occurrences of queues of waste tankers within the parish being used to remove waste water
from the local system and transported out of the area for processing elsewhere.

The Parish Council consider that the delivery of infrastructure should occur early in the
implementation of development at Sayers Common.

The Parish Council also consider that further clarity should be provided on the likely terms of
controls on phasing of occupation, in relation to infrastructure provision for all residential
development allocations in and around Sayers Common.
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3.26.
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3.28.

3.29.

3.30.

3.31.

3.32.

The “Transport’ section of the SCIDP Table identifies a range of improvements to be delivered
to highway infrastructure and public transport provision. It is noted that diversion of an existing
bus service (273) and delivery of a new bus service (100A) to Burgess Hill are not likely to come
on stream until circa 2035; improvements in cycle routes connecting Sayers Common to
Burgess Hill and Hassocks are not generally due to come online until 2031 at the earliest; whilst
traffic interventions into Hurstpierpoint High Street will be unlikely to occur until 2033 at the
earliest.

The updated evidence base in support of the Main Modifications includes a holistic movement
strategy for Sayers Common prepared by the scheme promoters of Land at DPSCS3. This seeks
to respond to the request of the Planning Inspector in his post Hearing letter (March 2026).

The document acknowledges that Sayers Common is presently an unsustainable small
settlement with few services of its own, that there is no trainline connection and that existing
bus services are very limited. It notes that whilst growth is planned for Sayers Common, no
settlement, existing or new, can achieve 100% self-containment and that if not properly
planned to encourage trips internally between new and existing settlements, it could result in
wider impacts and compound existing known movement issues.

The document acknowledges that in order to embed sustainable movement, it will be important
for all site allocations in Sayers Common (and not just DPSC3) to deliver active travel
connectivity. It is submitted that this need is increased as a result of the additional site
allocations in the Main Modifications.

It notes that to deliver wider connectivity, a range of measures will be needed, including a new
cycle route to Burgess Hill, acknowledging that this will be via, and reliant upon, land within
DPSC1, and the need to address existing congestion within Hurstpierpoint, in particular the
High Street. In respect of the latter, it considers this could be achieved by delivering
infrastructure to redefine local travel patterns, deliver improved cycle infrastructure, and
support a new bus connection.

The delay in the provision of improvements to public transport, is a particular concern given the
existing difficulties with local traffic movements, including through Hurstpierpoint High Street,
and toward Hassocks Railway Station. A failure to deliver the timely upgrade in public transport
is likely to undermine the step change in modal shift of transport movements that have been
identified as required, in order to minimise and mitigate the impact of the development at
Sayers Common, and to maximise the prospect of the community embracing sustainable travel
movements.

In consideration of the prospective significant quantum of development envisaged in and
around Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common, the Parish Council supported the production of a
Traffic and Transport Assessment by Obtrada Ltd. A copy of this is attached at Appendix 1.

This evidences that the local highway network is already the subject of significant traffic
volumes. It records that approximately 6,700 vehicles a day travel through Hurstpierpoint High
Street. It notes that this includes significant numbers of HGV’s despite the presence of a weight
restriction. This supports the lived experience of local residents of the problems in traffic using
the High Street. This has been acknowledged by the Inspector, in requesting further
assessment of the impact of the development on this area.
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3.37.
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3.39.

3.40.

3.41.

3.42.

The SCIDP notes the potential for pooled financial contributions to support County Council
measures to introduce traffic and parking controls within the High Street.

The congestion within Hurstpierpoint High Street has long-existed. It has been the subject of
extensive appraisal and implementation of measures to seek to address constraints, as far as is
practically possible, within the limitations of the extent of the public highway and wider public
realm. The most recent substantive works took place in 2015 and 2023.

The key constraint of the High Street, is that it is of historic form with numerous listed
buildings, and contains a number of ‘pinch-points’ where two-way flow of traffic is not
practically possible. These constraints are a result of road width, geometry and buildings, not
the layout of parking and unauthorised parked cars. The pinch points require vehicles to await
clearance of vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to be able to pass. The High Street
sets out priority signage, to control flows and minimise congestion within the High Street, as far
as is practically possible.

The Holistic Movement Strategy indicates that the development at Sayers Common would
provide funding for more controls within the High Street to restrict kerb parking and waiting that
leads to congestion.

This is not the cause of congestion. It is the volume of traffic seeking to travel east and
westbound in an historic highway that due to layout and building alignment is of inadequate
width for modern vehicles. The Obtrada assessment evidences the scale of this congestion.

All practical measures to mitigate congestion and ease traffic flow have been investigated and
implemented. It is not considered that additional funding to bring forward physical alterations
or controls within the High Street would be likely to have any beneficial material effect. The
existing arrangements reflect extensive prior assessment and implementation of the best
practical option.

Concerns are therefore raised that the holistic movement strategy does not provide practical
deliverable measures which are likely to address the acknowledged issues of traffic impact on
Hurstpierpoint High Street.

This reflects the shortfalls in the previously prepared District Council note on the impact of
traffic on Hurstpierpoint High Street (MS13), concerns of which were detailed by the Inspector
in his post Hearing letter.

Furthermore, in respect of the, as yet unidentified, measures that might be attempted to
increase the capacity and flow of traffic through Hurstpierpoint High Street, it is considered that
this could have negative impacts on the attractiveness of this important and historic area.
Increased traffic flow and speeds may result in the High Street becoming an unattractive place
to visit and diminish its vitality and viability. The High Street is an important local centre serving
the resident community.

It is submitted that the only practical option to prevent and mitigate worsening congestion in
the High Street, resulting from further development in the area envisaged in the emerging Local
Plan, would be the introduction of measures that reduce traffic flow from their existing levels.
This would be likely to require directing traffic to more strategic routes and/or modal shifts
away from the private car.
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3.45.

3.46.

3.47.

3.48.

3.49.

3.50.

3.51.

3.52.

3.53.

It is therefore considered that the holistic movement strategy document should detail clear
timescales on the delivery of practical measures to embed sustainable transport movements
and mitigate the impact of traffic from new development at the earliest stage. The absence of a
clear timeline or trigger point to delivery, relative to development is considered to be a
fundamental weakness of the document.

The Parish Council have consistently raised concerns at the southern limb of the allocation of
DPSCS3 in respect of its effect on the erosion of the spatial separation of Sayers Common and
Albourne, resulting in, or significantly contributing to, the coalescence of the two settlements.

The scheme promoter’s Landscape and Visual Appraisal confirms that this area is the most
visually sensitive part of the land allocation.2

Given the highlighted visual sensitivity of this part of the site and the effect on coalescence with
the adjoining settlement of Albourne, the Parish Council have consistently argued that this part
of the site should either be excluded from the allocation or be excluded from built form
development and reserved as a landscape buffer.

The Main Modifications to the Local Plan retain this part of the allocation, and allocate
additional land in close proximity to it for residential development. This includes land to the
west through MM92 (West House Farm, Henfield Road, Sayers Common) and to the southeast
via MM79 (Land North of Henfield Road, Albourne) and MM81 (Phase 1, Swallows Yard,
London Road, Albourne).

As part of this, the District Council have sought to identify a narrow strip of land north of MM81
and adjoining DPSCS3 as a landscape buffer. Land to the southeast of MM92 (West House Farm,
Henfield Road, Sayers Common) is also identified as to remain as public open space “to
maintain separation between the site and Albourne as well as preserving or enhancing the
setting of the Listed Buildings of West House Farm.”

Notwithstanding these two landscape buffers, it is considered that the combination of the
southern limb of the allocation of DPSC3 and the additional allocations in close proximity to it,
will result in the coalescence of Albourne with the expanded Sayers Common.

Objections are raised at this and it is considered that Albourne should remain a physically and
visually separated settlement from Sayers Common, in the interests of the character of both
communities.

As a result of this, it is considered that the southern limb of DPSC3 should remain undeveloped
and identified as part of a larger area of landscape buffer, connecting with the similar area
identified in MM92 (West House Farm, Henfield Road, Sayers Common) and continuing
extending further east to connect to the landscape buffer identified to the land north of MM81
(Phase 1, Swallows Yard, London Road, Albourne).

The identification of a suitable and robust landscape buffer to maintain the separate identity of
existing settlements is an important spatial objective and reflects a key Strategic Objective of
the draft Plan. It is also supported by Policy S2 of the NPPF.

It is submitted that this landscape buffer should be identified in the Local Plan as part of the
policy allocations and in the associated Policies Map.

2 Figure 8 of the Landscape and Visual Appraisal, Stantec - October 2023
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4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

LAND EAST OF COLLEGE LANE, HURSTPIERPOINT

These Representations relate to the following Main Modifications:
-« MM72 - Land East of College Lane, Hurstpierpoint;
«  MM73 - South of Hurst Wickham Barn, College Lane, Hurstpierpoint; and
«  MMY75 - Land South of Hurst Wickham Barn, College Lane, Hurstpierpoint.

The 3 allocations envisage the delivery of residential development for some 75No. dwellings
(MM72), 9No. dwellings (MM73), and 35No. dwellings (MM75), accessed from College Lane. The
sites are physically connected in a single block, bound by College Lane to the west, Belmont Lane
to the east, residential development accessed off Wickham Hill to the south, and residential
development to the north predominantly accessed off Hurst Wickham Close.

The land parcel allocated under Site MM72 was previously considered as part of the District
Council’s Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment. It was considered under
Site 19, and rejected at Stage 3. The reasoning for this rejection was on the basis that it was
considered that, “There is the potential for this site to contribute to the coalescence of settlements
which is in conflict with the strategic objectives of the plan.”

It is noted that Chapter 5 (Vision and Objectives) of the draft Plan sets out a range of strategic
objectives. In respect of the ‘Environment' (protecting and enhancing the natural built and historic
environment), Strategic Objective 3 seeks “To promote well-located and designed development that
reflects the district’s distinctive towns and villages, retains their separate identity and character, and
prevents coalescence.”

The land parcel allocated under Site MM72 was previously the subject of a planning application for
residential development of 81No. dwellings and change of use of 4.3 hectares of land to informal
open space with landscape planting (LPA reference 13/01250/FUL). A copy of the Layout Plan
relating to the application is attached at Appendix 2. This shows residential development located
toward the southern part of the site, land to the north reserved as a landscape park, and a ‘wildlife
corridor’, some 50-60m wide located along the eastern boundary of the site with Belmont Lane.

The application was called in for decision by the Secretary of State. The application was
determined at a time when the District Council were unable to demonstrate a five year housing land

supply.

In a Decision Letter dated 13th April 2014, the Secretary of State resolved to refuse planning
permission in accordance with the Inspector’s recommendation. A copy of this Decision Letter is
attached at Appendix 3.

In considering the character and appearance of the site and the scheme, the Inspector set out in
Paragraph 13.19 that:

“The application site is, of itself, fairly unremarkable... crucially though, it forms what | consider
to be an integral part of an area that provides very clear separation between Hurstpierpoint and
Hassocks, particularly when seen from College Lane and Belmont Lane. | am mindful, in this
regard, that the visual separation has already been lost along Wickham Hill, where ribbon
development extends along the northern side of the road between the two settlements. That
blurring of the boundaries means, when traveling along Wickham Hill, that there is little sense of
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4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

4.12.

4.13.

4.14.

leaving Hurstpierpoint and entering Hassocks (or vice versa). To my mind, that serves to enhance
the importance, in terms of the character, and thus the function, of the remaining open land
within the gap and its role in retaining the separate identity and amenity of the two settlements.”

In Paragraph 13.23, the Inspector set out that:

“In my opinion, the gap has served, and continues to serve a useful and much valued planning
purpose. | consider that the increase in built development here, at the edge of the settlement,
would result in a small but nonetheless significant diminution of this part of the local gap:
physically, it would reduce forever the amount of land available to form the separation function:
visually, it would introduce built form onto currently open and undeveloped land, reducing the
openness of this part of the gap. The development would undermine the purposes of the gap
and would change its character.”

In considering the planning balance, the Inspector set out in Paragraph 13.56:

“All in all, | am of the opinion that, whilst the site provides a valuable opportunity to contribute to
the district’s housing requirements, the scheme is unacceptable in terms of its impact on the
local gap. Given that the development proposed would take place within what is already a
particularly narrow part of the gap, that harm is serious enough to significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the scheme’s benefits and brings it in conflict with the Development Plan and the
framework taken as a whole.”

Since the determination of the appeal, the Development Plan has changed, including with the
adoption of the Mid Sussex District Local Plan (2018), and the ‘making’ of the Hurstpierpoint and
Sayers Common Neighbourhood Plan (2015). The latter contains Policy Hurst C3, in respect of local
gaps and preventing coalescence. It states that:

“Development will be permitted in the countryside provided that it does not individually or
cumulatively result in coalescence and loss of separate identity of neighbouring settlements, and
provided that it does not conflict with other countryside policies in this Plan. Local gaps between
the following settlements define those areas covered by this policy [and include] Hurstpierpoint
and Hassocks.”

The land east of College Lane lies within the designated gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.
At the time the application was determined in 2014, the Inspector noted it was a small gap of some
900m, that performed an important function in maintaining the separate identity of the two
settlements. Since then, residential development has been permitted and built on the western side
of the gap (to the east of the A273 London Road). This has reduced the gap, such that it is now
under 800m (when measured from the rear garden of houses in College Lane to Hassocks Gate).

Whilst no indicative layout for the development of any of the 3 allocations East of College Lane has
been seen, it is noted that the number of units on land MM72 is comparable to that of the 2014
planning application. That scheme envisaged limiting development to the southern part of the site
with the northern limb reserved for open space. Even were a similar layout to be proposed again,
the merit and contribution of this to maintaining openness would be significantly undermined by the
allocation of residential development in MM75 and MM73 (collectively for 44No. dwellings).

The consequence of the 3 allocations is that this important area, in its contribution to the local gap,
would be significantly eroded and lost. This would contribute to coalescence and cause the loss of
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4.15.

4.16.

4.17.

4.18.

4.19.

4.20.

4.21.

4.22.

settlement identity. This is in direct conflict with a key environmental strategic objective of the draft
Plan.

The development would directly conflict with the previous Secretary of State decision on the merit
of residential development of the site, at a time when there was a significant undersupply of
housing within the area. Even in that scenario, both the Inspector and Secretary of State concluded
that development of the site would be wholly unacceptable.

The site allocations lie immediately to the south of the designated Hurst Wickham Conservation
Area. This comprises land and properties either side of College Lane which comprise one of the
ancient lanes running north from Hassocks Road and which took its name after the
establishment of St John’s College, which now is known as Hurstpierpoint College. In 1873, it
consisted of Wickham Farm (of which Hurst Wickham Barn now survives) with a small number
of associated cottages. By 1896, following the opening of the railway station at nearby
Hassocks, the row of semi-detached villas at 22-32 College Lane at the southern end of the
hamlet was under construction and the first of the brick terraces to the north (Alice Terrace) had
been built. Other brick terraces followed as the hamlet developed and Hurst Wickham
continued to expand into the 20th Century, particularly to the north along College Lane.

The most recent Conservation Area Appraisal notes that despite the spread of development
from Hurstpierpoint to the southwest, Hurst Wickham remains largely surrounded by open
fields. It notes this open rural setting is very important to the character of the area as a small
hamlet. It notes that countryside views between the properties lining College Lane and from
their rear gardens help to place the settlement in its rural context, as does the approach to the
hamlet along College Lane with fields to one or both sides of the road. It notes the open fields
to the south of Hurst Wickham to the east of College Lane are particularly important in retaining
a feeling of separation from Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.

An extract of the Conservation Area Appraisal, including the plan delineating the extent of the
Conservation Area, are attached at Appendix 4.

Having regard to the heritage significance of the Conservation Area and the valuable
contribution that Land to the East of College Lane and south of the Conservation Area plays in
its contribution to the setting of this designated heritage asset, it is considered that the
residential development envisaged under the 3 allocations would have a significant detrimental
impact on the setting and character of the Conservation Area. It would undermine its rural
setting and erode the separate character of the Hurst Wickham Conservation Area from the
wider parts of Hurstpierpoint.

The proposed access point for the development allocation of MM72 (land east of College Lane), is
directly east of the property known as Wickham Farmhouse. This is a Grade Il Listed Building
(reference 302587) that was added to the National List on 11th May 1983.

The listing description notes that the property is a ‘restored C17 or earlier timber framed building
with red brick infilling, largely refaced with red brick and grey headers on ground floor and tile hung
above...” A Historic England plan identifying the property is attached at Appendix 5.

The property was historically within a rural setting. This is evidenced in the 1897 Map attached at
Appendix 6. The property as it exists today, is closely surronded on 3 sides (north, south and west)
by modern residential development. It’s only connection with its historically rural, undeveloped
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4.23.

4.24.

4.25.

4.26.

4.27.

4.28.

4.29.

4.30.

4.31.

4.32.

setting is the land east of College Lane. This is now proposed to be developed as part of MM72
and MM75.

Policy HE6 of the NPPF sets out that when considering the potential effect of a development
proposal on the significance of a designated heritage asset, substantial weight should be given to
the asset’s conservation; any harm should be weighed against public benefits. Harm arising from of
development on the significance of a heritage asset can include through effect on its setting.

It is submitted that the undeveloped land east of Wickham Farmhouse (and east College Lane),
positively contributes to the significance of the heritage asset. It represents the last connection of
undeveloped agricultural land to the Farmhouse, that it historically relates to.

The inevitable urbanisation that would result from development, and in particular the access into
MM72 (which the policy currently requires to be in close proximity to the farmhouse, by virtue of the
fragmented allocations of MM72, MM73 and MM75), would result in the permanent loss of the final
rural connection to the listed farmhouse. It would become wholly surrounded by modern
development. This would have a detrimental effect on the significance of the heritage asset.

For the above reasons, it is submitted that land east of College Lane should not be allocated for
residential development, and notwithstanding this, the primary access point should not be in close
proximity to the heritage asset.

In consideration of the prospective significant quantum of development envisaged in and
around Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common, the Parish Council supported the production of a
Traffic and Transport Assessment by Obtrada Ltd.

This evidences that the local highway network is already the subject of significant traffic
volumes. It records that approximately 6,700 vehicles a day travel through Hurstpierpoint High
Street. It notes that this includes significant numbers of HGV’s despite the presence of a weight
restriction. This supports the lived experience of local residents of the problems in traffic using
the High Street. This has been acknowledged by the Inspector, in requesting further
assessment of the impact of the development on this area.

The congestion within Hurstpierpoint High Street has long-existed. It has been the subject of
extensive appraisal and implementation of measures to seek to address constraints, as far as is
practically possible, within the limitations of the extent of the public highway and wider public
realm. The most recent substantive works took place in 2015 and 2023.

The key constraint of the High Street, is that it is of historic form with numerous listed
buildings, and contains a number of ‘pinch-points’ where two-way flow of traffic is not
practically possible. These constraints are a result of road width, geometry and buildings, not
the layout of parking and unauthorised parked cars. The pinch points require vehicles to await
clearance of vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to be able to pass. The High Street
sets out priority signage, to control flows and minimise congestion within the High Street, as far
as is practically possible.

All practical measures to mitigate congestion and ease traffic flow have been investigated and
implemented.

Concerns are raised that the proposed additional development on land east of College Lane,
will add to traffic volumes travelling both east and west through the High Street. Alternative
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4.33.

4.34.

4.35.

4.36.

4.37.

4.38.

4.39.

4.40.

4.41.

4.42.

routes would be via a restricted width roadway north along College Lane, and/ or east through
the congested Stonepound Crossroads.

It is not considered that there are practical measures that the development could deliver that
would materially reduce the increased traffic congestion arising from the development of the
sites.

Increased congestion would adversely impact the existing resident community, and harm the
vitality and viability of Hurstpierpoint High Street; an important local centre serving the resident
community.

It is therefore submitted that land east of College Lane should not be allocated for residential
development.

In the event that the Inspector does not concur with the conclusions on the demerits of the
allocation of land east of College Lane for residential development, it is respectfully submitted that
the 3 sites should nonetheless be considered as a single land allocation, with development of the
land parcels co-ordinated in order to deliver the most suitable form of residential development and
place-making.

At present, concerns are raised that the 3 separate allocations would result in multiple access
points and poorly connected developments. The importance of the College Lane frontage in
contributing to the avoidance of coalescence, and the effect on the setting of the Grade Il Wickham
Farmhouse, is such that it should be allocated to be delivered via a single access point only.
Furthermore, the land allocation should be integrated in respect of pedestrian and vehicular
movement.

It is also considered that the eastern boundary buffer clause in Policy MM72 should be amended to
require that a minimum 50-60m landscape buffer be retained (and enhanced) along the eastern
boundary of the site.

It is also considered that if land to the East of College Lane is to be allocated for development,
the policy should be amended to include a clause to require the provision of a link cycleway
route running from College Lane to Belmont Lane. The Parish Council have a longstanding
aspiration to deliver an enhanced cycle route running east-west through the village to
ultimately provide access to Hassocks train station. At present, this route runs south of the site
along the main road. There is an aspiration for this to be diverted northward, to avoid the main
road in the interests of amenity and highway safety of cyclists. The allocations could contribute
to the delivery of this which would be a legitimate planning aim and benefit of the allocations.

Concerns are also raised at the impact of development on water supply and waste water
infrastructure.

The lived experience of local residents of the parish is that there are existing problems and
failures of the water supply and waste water treatment systems in the area. The former includes
low pressure and supply outages, whilst the latter includes an inability of the Waste Water
Treatment Works at Goddards Green to manage existing waste water levels. There are frequent
occurrences of queues of waste tankers within the parish being used to remove waste water
from the local system and transported out of the area for processing elsewhere.

The Parish Council consider that any further development within the area should be aligned to
the delivery of additional water supply and waste water infrastructure capacity, prior to the

Page 12



5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

5.8.

5.9.

construction/ occupation of additional dwellings. It is considered that this requirement should
be embedded in any policy allocation of development of the sites.

LAND ADJOINING CUCKFIELD ROAD, HURSTPIERPOINT

These Representations relate to the Main Modification MM74: Land North of Willow Way and
Talbot Mead, Cuckfield Road, Hurstpierpoint.

The allocation envisages the delivery of some 150No. dwellings in two field parcels that are
located to the north of the existing built-up edge of Hurstpierpoint and are divided north—-south
by Cuckfield Road. The eastern boundary of the site adjoins Danworth Lane.

The land parcel was previously considered as part of the District Council Strategic Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment. It was considered under Site 1075 and rejected at
Stage 3. The reasoning for this rejection was on the basis that it was considered that, “There is
the potential for this site to contribute to the coalescence of settlements which is in conflict
with the Strategic Objectives of the Plan.”

It is noted that Chapter 5 (Vision and Objectives) of the draft Plan sets out a range of strategic
objectives. In respect of the ‘Environment’ (protecting and enhancing the natural, built and
historic environment), Strategic Objective 3 seeks “To promote well-located and designed
development that reflects the district’s distinctive towns and villages and retains their separate
identity and character, and prevents coalescence.”

The Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in 2015. The Plan
contains Policy Hurst C3 in respect of local gaps and preventing coalescence. It states that:

“Development will be permitted in the countryside provided that it does not individually or
cumulatively result in coalescence and loss of separate identity of neighbouring settlements,
and provided that it does not conflict with other countryside policies in this Plan. Local gaps
between the following settlements define those areas covered by this policy [and include]
Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.”

The Proposals Map that accompanies the Plan details that the eastern land parcel allocated
through policy MM74 (east of Cuckfield Road) falls within the designated local gap between the
settlements of Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.

The land allocated through the MM74 is wholly rural in character. It is visually separated from
the existing built-up edge of Hurstpierpoint by a robust tree and woodland edge that follows
the route of a watercourse which travels broadly east-west. The land allocated falls gently in a
north to south direction.

There is a Public Right of Way immediately to the north of the site allocation that runs in a
broadly east-west direction connecting Danworth Lane in the east, crossing Cuckfield Road
and continuing to connect to Langton Lane in the west.

The development of the site would represent a significant urbanising incursion of built form
beyond the existing well-defined northern edge of the settlement of Hurstpierpoint. The
development would be visually divorced from the wider settlement and appear as an isolated
form of development in an otherwise rural setting.
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5.10.

5.12.

5.13.

5.14.

5.15.

5.16.

5.17.

5.18.

5.19.

5.20.

The development of the site, together with other land allocated for residential development
within the area, including and in particular MM60: Land East and West of Malthouse Lane,
would significantly erode the existing gap between the two settlements of Hurstpierpoint and
Burgess Hill.

At present, this gap is some 1.5km when measured from Jane Murray Way in a southwesterly
direction to the rear garden of properties in Hurstbeech Close (north of Chalkers Lane).

The development of land at Policy MM74 and MMG60 would collectively result in a
foreshortening of this gap to some 700m.

The significant erosion of the gap would undermine the separate settlement identity of
Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill. This is in direct conflict with a key Environmental Strategic
Obijective of the draft Plan.

For these reasons, it is considered that the site should not be allocated for residential
development.

In consideration of the prospective significant quantum of development envisaged in and
around Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common, the Parish Council supported the production of a
Traffic and Transport Assessment by Obtrada Ltd.

This evidences that the local highway network is already the subject of significant traffic
volumes. It records that approximately 6,700 vehicles a day travel through Hurstpierpoint High
Street. It notes that this includes significant numbers of HGV’s despite the presence of a weight
restriction. This supports the lived experience of local residents of the problems in traffic using
the High Street. This has been acknowledged by the Inspector, in requesting further
assessment of the impact of the development on this area.

The congestion within Hurstpierpoint High Street has long-existed. It has been the subject of
extensive appraisal and implementation of measures to seek to address constraints, as far as is
practically possible, within the limitations of the extent of the public highway and wider public
realm. The most recent substantive works took place in 2015 and 2023.

The key constraint of the High Street, is that it is of historic form with numerous listed
buildings, and contains a number of ‘pinch-points’ where two-way flow of traffic is not
practically possible. These constraints are a result of road width, geometry and buildings, not
the layout of parking and unauthorised parked cars. The pinch points require vehicles to await
clearance of vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to be able to pass. The High Street
sets out priority signage, to control flows and minimise congestion within the High Street, as far
as is practically possible.

All practical measures to mitigate congestion and ease traffic flow have been investigated and
implemented.

Concerns are raised that the proposed additional development on land adjoining Cuckfield
Road, will add to traffic volumes travelling both east and west through the High Street, and as a
result of traffic heading south from Cuckfield Road, crossing the roundabout at the western end
of the High Street in order to access the southbound A23.
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5.21.

5.22.

5.23.

5.24.

5.25.

5.26.

5.27.

5.28.

5.29.

6.1.

6.2.

It is not considered that there are practical measures that the development could deliver that
would materially reduce the increased traffic congestion within and in the vicinity of the High
Street, arising from the development of the site.

Increased congestion, would adversely impact the existing resident community, and harm the
vitality and viability of Hurstpierpoint High Street; an important local centre serving the resident
community.

It is therefore submitted that land adjoining Cuckfield Road should not be allocated for
residential development.

In the event that the Inspector does not concur with these conclusions, it is respectfully
submitted that consideration should be given to the practical ability to deliver the requirement
of Clause 5 of the policy, comprising a new footway along Cuckfield Road, Danworth Lane, and
Chalkers Lane, to deliver a safe, suitable all-weather pedestrian access from the site to connect
southwards.

Concerns are raised that the existing width of the public highway and boundary trees and
hedges would render the delivery of this difficult in particular along Cuckfield Road. In the
alternative, it would require significant removal of vegetation which is an important feature of
the landscape edge to this part of the settlement.

The absence of a safe, suitable form of pedestrian access would be likely to result in occupiers
of the site being heavily reliant on the private car to access services and facilities in
Hurstpierpoint. This is inherently unsustainable and likely to further exacerbate congestion in
and around Hurstpierpoint High Street and College Lane through the Hurst Wickham
Conservation Area.

Concerns are also raised at the impact of development on water supply and waste water
infrastructure.

The lived experience of local residents of the parish is that there are existing problems and
failures of the water supply and waste water treatment systems in the area. The former includes
low pressure and supply outages, whilst the latter includes an inability of the Waste Water
Treatment Works at Goddards Green to manage existing waste water levels. There are frequent
occurrences of queues of waste tankers within the parish being used to remove waste water
from the local system and transported out of the area for processing elsewhere.

The Parish Council consider that any further development within the area should be aligned to
the delivery of additional water supply and waste water infrastructure capacity, prior to the
construction/ occupation of additional dwellings. It is considered that this requirement should
be embedded in the policy allocation of MM74.

LAND NORTH-EAST OF HURSTPIERPOINT

These Representations relate to the Main Modification MM76: Land North-East of
Hurstpierpoint.

The allocation envisages the delivery of some 150No. dwellings across two field parcels that
are located to the east of Iden Hurst (and associated cul-de-sac developments). The area
identified for residential development principally comprises the southern parts of 2 field parcels
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6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

6.10.

6.11.

6.12.

broadly divided north—south. The allocation also includes contiguous land to the north and east
that is identified as natural green space. These are contained within the same field parcels as
the residential development, and two further field parcels to the east.

The site is bordered by modern residential development to the west, is undeveloped to the
north, beyond which is Hurstpierpoint College, a short way to the east is residential
development that fronts College Lane, whilst to the south is undeveloped land, much of which
is public open space and known as Hurst Meadows. The latter was delivered as part of the
residential development that is located to the west of Iden Hurst.

The land parcel was previously considered as part of the District Council’'s Strategic Housing
and Economic Land Availability Assessment. It was considered under Site 575 and rejected at
Stage 3. The reasoning for this rejection was on the basis that it was considered that, “There is
the potential for this site to contribute to the coalescence of settlements which is in conflict
with the Strategic Objectives of the Plan.”

It is noted that Chapter 5 (Vision and Objectives) of the draft Plan sets out a range of Strategic
Obijectives. In respect of the ‘Environment’ (Protecting and Enhancing the Natural, Built and
Historic Environment), Strategic Objective 3 seeks “To promote well-located and designed
development that reflects the district’s distinctive towns and villages and retains their separate
identity and character, and prevents coalescence.”

The Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in 2015. The Plan
contains Policy Hurst C3 in respect of local gaps and preventing coalescence. It states that:

“Development will be permitted in the countryside provided that it does not individually or
cumulatively result in coalescence and loss of separate identity of neighbouring settlements,
and provided that it does not conflict with other countryside policies in this Plan. Local gaps
between the following settlements define those areas covered by this policy [and include]
Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.”

The Proposals Map that accompanies the Plan details that the site is wholly contained within
the designated local gap between the settlements of Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.

It also identifies the extent of the amenity space known as Hurst Meadows, which connects to
the southeastern limb of the land allocated through Policy MM76 (the area identified as being
beyond land suitable for residential development under this policy).

The land allocated through MM76 is rural in character and comprised of agricultural land under
arable production.

It is physically separated from the built-up edge of Hurstpierpoint by the field boundary edge to
the modern Iden Hurst development.

The delivery of that development, which itself represented an incursion beyond the well-defined
settlement edge of Hurstpierpoint at that time, was delivered in conjunction with the provision
of significant areas of land to the southeast as amenity land. This not only benefitted the
resident and future occupiers of the development, but also contributed to the protection of the
setting of Hurst Wickham, including its Conservation Area.

The proposed allocation represents a further significant eastward incursion of built form beyond
the edge of the core of Hurstpierpoint. This increases built form in close proximity to the
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6.13.

6.14.

6.15.

6.16.

6.17.

6.18.

6.19.

6.20.

6.21.

6.22.

6.23.

designated heritage asset of Hurstpierpoint College (Historic England Listing Reference
302590).

Policy HE6 of the NPPF sets out that when considering the potential effect of a development
proposal on the significance of a designated heritage asset, substantial weight should be given to
the asset’s conservation; any harm should be weighed against public benefits. Harm arising from of
development on the significance of a heritage asset can include through effect on its setting.

It is submitted that the erosion of the rural undeveloped setting of Hurstpierpoint College, would
have a harmful effect on the significance of the heritage asset.

The proposed development of the allocation would also significantly enclose the presently open
character of Hurst Meadows, which is already bound by development to the east, south, and
west. It would visually divorce this area from countryside to the north.

Concerns are raised at the further erosion of undeveloped land in the gap, compounding that
which has occurred from the recent development to the west.

The further erosion of the gap undermines the separate settlement identity of Hurstpierpoint
and Burgess Hill. This is in direct conflict with a key Environmental Strategic Objective of the
draft Plan.

For these reasons, it is considered that the site should not be allocated for residential
development.

In consideration of the prospective significant quantum of development envisaged in and
around Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common, the Parish Council supported the production of a
Traffic and Transport Assessment by Obtrada Ltd.

This evidences that the local highway network is already the subject of significant traffic
volumes. It records that approximately 6,700 vehicles a day travel through Hurstpierpoint High
Street. It notes that this includes significant numbers of HGV’s despite the presence of a weight
restriction. This supports the lived experience of local residents of the problems in traffic using
the High Street. This has been acknowledged by the Inspector, in requesting further
assessment of the impact of the development on this area.

The congestion within Hurstpierpoint High Street has long-existed. It has been the subject of
extensive appraisal and implementation of measures to seek to address constraints, as far as is
practically possible, within the limitations of the extent of the public highway and wider public
realm. The most recent substantive works took place in 2015 and 2023.

The key constraint of the High Street, is that it is of historic form with numerous listed
buildings, and contains a number of ‘pinch-points’ where two-way flow of traffic is not
practically possible. These constraints are a result of road width, geometry and buildings, not
the layout of parking and unauthorised parked cars. The pinch points require vehicles to await
clearance of vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to be able to pass. The High Street
sets out priority signage, to control flows and minimise congestion within the High Street, as far
as is practically possible.

All practical measures to mitigate congestion and ease traffic flow have been investigated and
implemented.
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6.25.

6.26.

6.27.

6.28.

6.29.

6.30.

6.31.

6.32.

7.1,

7.2.

Concerns are raised that the proposed additional development on land at MM76, will add to
traffic volumes travelling both east and west through the High Street, and as a result of traffic
heading south along Cuckfield Road, crossing the roundabout at the western end of the High
Street in order to access the southbound A23.

It is not considered that there are practical measures that the development could deliver that
would materially reduce the increased traffic congestion within and in the vicinity of the High
Street, arising from the development of the site.

Increased congestion, would adversely impact the existing resident community, and harm the
vitality and viability of Hurstpierpoint High Street; an important local centre serving the resident
community.

It is therefore submitted that land land at MM76 should not be allocated for residential
development.

In the event that the Inspector does not concur with these conclusions, it is respectfully
submitted that the area identified to the north and east, as to be delivered as natural green
space as an extension to Hurst Meadows, is of critical importance to be secured in order to
maintain the residual extent of openness and avoid further iterative incursions and erosion of
openness.

Furthermore, it is considered that the undeveloped area, identified for retention as open space
within MM76, should be extended northward in order to protect the setting of Hurstpierpoint
College.

Concerns are also raised at the impact of development on water supply and waste water
infrastructure.

The lived experience of local residents of the parish is that there are existing problems and
failures of the water supply and waste water treatment systems in the area. The former includes
low pressure and supply outages, whilst the latter includes an inability of the Waste Water
Treatment Works at Goddards Green to manage existing waste water levels. There are frequent
occurrences of queues of waste tankers within the parish being used to remove waste water
from the local system and transported out of the area for processing elsewhere.

The Parish Council consider that any further development within the area should be aligned to
the delivery of additional water supply and waste water infrastructure capacity, prior to the
construction/ occupation of additional dwellings. It is considered that this requirement should
be embedded in the policy allocation of MM76.

LAND WEST AND EAST OF MALTHOUSE LANE, BURGESS HILL

These Representations relate to the Main Modification MM60: Land West and East of
Malthouse Lane, Burgess Hill.

The allocation is significantly located within land that falls within the parish of Hurstpierpoint
and Sayers Common. The Parish boundary is defined along its northern edge by the route of
the Jane Murray Way (A273) before then turning south at a point a short way to the west of
Scotches Farm and Hammonds Mill Farm.
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7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

7.7.

7.8.

7.9.

7.10.

7.11.

7.12.

The allocation envisages the delivery of some 750No. dwellings in two grouped land parcels
areas that are disconnected, except for a private drive that is also part of a Public Right of Way
(route HSC 57HU).

The eastern land parcel has a northern boundary running close to the Jane Murray Way (A273)
and a southern boundary delineated by the route of a local watercourse (Herrings Stream). It
comprises a series of typically small land parcels, the majority of which are used for equestrian
purposes.

The western land parcel is defined to the east by Malthouse Lane and to the west by Danworth
Lane. The southern boundary is defined by the course of the Herrings Stream, and to the north
by field boundaries. The site generally comprises small field parcels.

The site was previously considered as part of the District Council’s Strategic Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment. The eastern land parcel was considered under Site
710, and rejected at Stage 2C. The eastern parcel, together with the western parcel was
considered under Site 1105 and rejected at Stage 3. The reasoning for this rejection was on the
basis that the “... quantum of development is likely to exacerbate existing issues at the A23/A
2300 junction, as impacts are already arising through the allocation of DPSC1 and at this stage
the Council does not have sufficient evidence to have confidence this site is deliverable in
combination with DPSC1.”

The Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in 2015. The Plan
contains Policy Hurst C3 in respect of local gaps and preventing coalescence. It states that:

“Development will be permitted in the countryside provided that it does not individually or
cumulatively result in coalescence and loss of separate identity of neighbouring settlements,
and provided that it does not conflict with other countryside policies in this Plan. Local gaps
between the following settlements define those areas covered by this policy [and include]
Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.”

The Proposals Map that accompanies the Plan details that the entirety of the site allocation
within Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish, falls within the designated local gap between
the settlements of Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.

The land allocated through MMGO is rural in character. The northern edge of the eastern land
parcel is in part influenced by the edge of the built-up area boundary of Burgess Hill, although
the land typically falls in a north to south direction, such that the land parcel has a greater
connectivity with undeveloped land to the south.

The western land parcel is wholly rural in character. It is separated from the built-up edge of
Burgess Hill by predominantly undeveloped land, including land that is identified as public
amenity space.

There are a number of Public Rights of Way that adjoin the land allocation and/or cross it.
These afford extensive views of the land, and beyond to the south, toward the South Downs
National Park.

The development of the two land parcels would represent a significant urbanising incursion of
built form beyond the existing well defined southern edge of Burgess Hill which is delineated by
the route of the Jane Murray Way.
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7.23.
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The settlement edge of the town is defined by landscaping, open space and rural land uses,
and reflects a layout delivered as part of the former expansion of the western edge of Burgess
Hill. It was intended, and has succeeded, in providing a clear visual containment to the edge of
this part of the town.

The topography of both land parcels, falling from a north to south direction, reinforces the rural
landscape character of the land parcels and provides visual connectivity to land to the south,
which rises gently beyond the Herrings Stream.

The local topographic high point is delineated by land that is a short way to the south of the
Jane Murray Way (and south of the B&Q store). The development of the eastern land parcel
would result in a built form on an east-west ridgeline, that would have significant impact on its
wider setting.

The development would be extensively visible in wide ranging views, in particular from the
south. At present the undeveloped ridge, provides natural visual containment to the built up
edge of this part of Burgess Hill. Its development would represent a significant urban incursion,
altering the rural setting of the site in views from the south.

The land parcels have little connectivity to Burgess Hill, in particular for the western land
parcel.

The development of the sites would constitute urban form within a rural countryside setting that
is physically and visually separated from the built up area of Burgess Hill. It does not represent
a logical urban extension to the town.

Within and around the land allocation there are numerous viewpoints of the designated heritage
asset of Hurstpierpoint College.

The proposed allocation would significantly increase the perception of built form in proximity to
the designated heritage asset of Hurstpierpoint College (Historic England Listing Reference
302590).

This is exacerbated by the erosion of undeveloped land arising from the allocation of land for
residential development to both the northeast, north, west and south of the designated heritage
asset. Individually and cumulatively, this represents a substantial erosion of the rural
countryside setting of the asset.

Policy HE6 of the NPPF sets out that when considering the potential effect of a development
proposal on the significance of a designated heritage asset, substantial weight should be given to
the asset’s conservation; any harm should be weighed against public benefits. Harm arising from of
development on the significance of a heritage asset can include through effect on its setting.

It is submitted that the erosion of the rural undeveloped setting of Hurstpierpoint College, would
have a harmful effect on the significance of the heritage asset.

The allocation, together with the proposed development of Land East of Burgess Hill through
Policy DPSC1 of the draft Plan, and Land East and West of Cuckfield Road through MM74,
would represent a significant erosion of the separation of Hurstpierpoint from Burgess Hill.

At present, this gap is some 1.5km when measured from Jane Murray Way in a southwesterly
direction (across the proposed land allocation) to the rear garden of properties in Hurstbeech
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7.30.

7.31.
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7.33.

7.34.

7.35.

7.36.

Close (north of Chalkers Lane). The development of MM60 (together with MM74) would
collectively result in a foreshortening of this gap to some 700m.

The significant erosion of the gap would undermine the separate settlement identity of
Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill. This is in direct conflict with a key Environmental Strategic
Obijective of the draft Plan.

For these reasons, it is considered that the site should not be allocated for residential
development.

The parish is proposed to be the subject of significant development over the lifetime of the
Plan. This is as a result of land allocation to the east of Burgess Hill and at Sayers Common
already allocated in the Regulation 19 Plan, compounded by further significant development
identified in the Main Modifications.

The character of the parish will irreparably change and the form of the existing settlements will
be lost. The outward expansion, in particular of Burgess Hill, will fundamentally undermine the
rural setting of the existing resident communities of the parish.

The cumulative effect of such extensive and rapid change over the Plan period raises
significant concerns about the capacity of the area to absorb development, particularly when
the delivery of requisite mitigation, may not be delivered in an appropriate and timely fashion.

It is respectfully submitted that the substantial change within the parish means that the Local
Plan should consider the long-term land-use of areas immediately adjoining the allocations.
The need to deliver and retain appropriate buffers to the developments to mitigate and retain
the residual areas of undeveloped local gap should be expressly included as policy allocations
within the Local Plan. It is important that they are delivered as part of the development and
endure well beyond the Plan period.

The landscape buffer settlement edge to Burgess Hill that was carefully planned and delivered
will now be lost by the development. It is of fundamental importance that a new landscape
buffer is delivered around the edge of the extended settlement to provide long-term mitigation
and protection to the community of Hurstpierpoint.

It is considered that land south of the Herrings Stream should be identified as undeveloped
land to serve as a long-term buffer between the settlements and to protect the setting of the
designated heritage asset of Hurstpierpoint College.

It is therefore considered that additional land should be identified through the Main
Modifications as substantial landscape buffers to be retained in the long-term.

It is considered that given the character and alignment of Danworth Lane and Malthouse Lane
(becoming College Lane) to the south, these routes be identified as unsuitable for an increase
in traffic movements associated with the development. As such, the policy should set out a
requirement for these routes to be modified such that they are prioritised for active travel routes
using non-car modes of transport only.

Furthermore, and notwithstanding the above, concerns are also raised at the prospect of the
development increasing traffic in and around Hurstpierpoint centre.
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7.37.

7.38.

7.39.

7.40.

7.41.

7.42.

7.43.

7.44.

7.45.

7.46.

In consideration of the prospective significant quantum of development envisaged in and
around Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common, the Parish Council supported the production of a
Traffic and Transport Assessment by Obtrada Ltd.

This evidences that the local highway network is already the subject of significant traffic
volumes. It records that approximately 6,700 vehicles a day travel through Hurstpierpoint High
Street. It notes that this includes significant numbers of HGV’s despite the presence of a weight
restriction. This supports the lived experience of local residents of the problems in traffic using
the High Street. This has been acknowledged by the Inspector, in requesting further
assessment of the impact of the development on this area.

The congestion within Hurstpierpoint High Street has long-existed. It has been the subject of
extensive appraisal and implementation of measures to seek to address constraints, as far as is
practically possible, within the limitations of the extent of the public highway and wider public
realm. The most recent substantive works took place in 2015 and 2023.

The key constraint of the High Street, is that it is of historic form with numerous listed
buildings, and contains a number of ‘pinch-points’ where two-way flow of traffic is not
practically possible. These constraints are a result of road width, geometry and buildings, not
the layout of parking and unauthorised parked cars. The pinch points require vehicles to await
clearance of vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to be able to pass. The High Street
sets out priority signage, to control flows and minimise congestion within the High Street, as far
as is practically possible.

All practical measures to mitigate congestion and ease traffic flow have been investigated and
implemented.

Given the above, it is submitted that any allocation of land at MM60, should include a clause
that requires the implementation of measures that would deter traffic from the development
heading southbound (along Danworth Lane/ Cuckfield Road or Malthouse Lane/ College Lane)
to, and through, Hurstpierpoint, and in particular the village centre.

Increased congestion, would adversely impact the existing resident community, and harm the
vitality and viability of Hurstpierpoint High Street; an important local centre serving the resident
community.

Concerns are also raised at the impact of development on water supply and waste water
infrastructure.

The lived experience of local residents of the parish is that there are existing problems and
failures of the water supply and waste water treatment systems in the area. The former includes
low pressure and supply outages, whilst the latter includes an inability of the Waste Water
Treatment Works at Goddards Green to manage existing waste water levels. There are frequent
occurrences of queues of waste tankers within the parish being used to remove waste water
from the local system and transported out of the area for processing elsewhere.

The Parish Council consider that any further development within the area should be aligned to
the delivery of additional water supply and waste water infrastructure capacity, prior to the
construction/ occupation of additional dwellings. It is considered that this requirement should
be embedded in the policy allocation of MM760.
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Traffic and Transport Assessment -
15 August 2026 - Obtrada Ltd



Traffic and Transport Assessment:

Hurstpierpoint, Sayers Common, Albourne and Twineham
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Report Status and Authorship

This report is based on traffic survey data collected by Obtrada Ltd during May 2026. The
analysis, interpretation and conclusions presented in this report are those of the
commissioning parish councils and community groups.

The traffic survey generated a substantial volume of data. For clarity, this report includes
only the principal findings and summary information relevant to the assessment. The
complete data set and supporting information are available on request from the Parish Clerk,
Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common Parish Council.

This document was updated on 15th August 2026 to reflect changes arising from additional
information submitted for the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 by consultees and the
Main Modifications required by the Planning Inspector.
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1. Executive Summary

1.1. The study was commissioned in response to the concerns raised at the Examination
Hearings of the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021 — 2039 Review regarding existing
traffic conditions and the potential impact of significant additional development.

1.2. The Inspector's comments indicated a requirement for the District Council and the
local Highway Authority (WSCC) to make a broader assessment of traffic impacts
beyond a junction capacity analysis, which is insufficient and out of date.

1.3. In the absence of any further information or study from the District Council or
WSCC, local parish councils and community groups in Twineham, Albourne, Sayers
Common and Hurstpierpoint, commissioned Obtrada Ltd to undertake an
independent traffic survey across key routes and to record data over a seven day
period in 9 locations:

Bolney Chapel Road, Twineham
Hickstead Lane, Twineham

Twineham Lane, Twineham

Henfield Road, Albourne

B2118, Sayers Common (North)

Reeds Lane, Sayers Common

B2118, Sayers Common (Coombe Farm).

High Street, Hurstpierpoint

© © N o gk~ w N =

Hassocks Road, Hurstpierpoint

1.4. Conclusions included:

1.4.1. Speeding occurs across the network and is most pronounced where road
geometry permits higher speeds, with 81% of traffic speeding at Coombe
Farm in Sayers Common.

1.4.2. Local roads already experience substantial traffic volumes. Approximately
6,700 vehicles/day (weekday average) and nearly 46,000 vehicles travel
through Hurstpierpoint High Street over 7 days, with mean speeds below
18mph continuously from 8am to 7pm, rather than only at peak times. These
low speeds reflect the effect of congestion, rather than an adherence to
speed limits.

1.4.3. Over 58,000 vehicles/week travel on the B2118, near the A23 junction.



1.4.4.

1.4.5.

Significant volumes of heavy vehicles over 3.5 tonnes, including buses, use
the Hurstpierpoint High Street. These already cause congestion and any
material increase in frequency of buses along the High Street will compound
this.

The existing evidence base demonstrates the need for wider network
assessment beyond junction capacity modelling to include queue length
surveys.

1.5. The following recommendations are made:

1.5.1.

1.5.2.

1.5.3.

1.5.4.

1.5.5.

1.5.6.

1.5.7.

Comprehensive modelling of cumulative development impacts should be
undertaken before any additional site allocations are considered or confirmed,
or planning applications determined.

Assessment should extend beyond development access junctions to include
affected rural lanes and village centres.

Queue length surveys should be carried out at known problematic areas.
These should include, but not limited to, the Hurstpierpoint High Street and
the A23 - B2118 and A23 - B2117 junctions.

Environmental and quality-of-life impacts should be quantified through
additional monitoring and community surveys.

Mitigation measures should be identified, costed and demonstrated to be
deliverable before further site allocations proceed.

Mitigation measures should include speed and weight restrictions, as
appropriate, in areas close to the proposed sites, to help vulnerable road
users and make active travel choices more attractive.

Site allocations currently under consideration should be supported by robust
evidence demonstrating that the local highway network can accommodate
additional traffic safely, efficiently and without unacceptable impacts on
residents' quality of life.



2,

Introduction

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

The proposed site allocations in and around Sayers Common, Albourne and
Hurstpierpoint within the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021 — 2039 Review have raised
concerns regarding existing traffic conditions and the potential impact of significant
additional development.

A major concern was the lack of an up-to-date comprehensive assessment of
current traffic movements in these areas and the likely impact of the proposed
allocations DPSC3-7, also known as ‘Sayers Village’'.

In response, local parish councils and community groups commissioned Obtrada Ltd
to undertake an independent traffic survey in May 2026 across key routes within
Hurstpierpoint, Sayers Common, Albourne and Twineham.

Following the Hearings, additional allocations were reviewed in the MS-TP4:
Housing — Post Hearings Update. At the time of the traffic data collection in May
2026, these sites had not been confirmed as main modifications. These would add
to the impacts already identified.

This report summarises the findings of that survey, identifies emerging issues, and
considers the implications for future development and mitigation measures.


https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/oowpb5xg/mstp04-housing-update.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/oowpb5xg/mstp04-housing-update.pdf

3. Background and Methodology

3.1. During the District Plan Review Examination hearings, representations were made
regarding the traffic data sets which had been used to support the initial planning;
the problems experienced by local residents even at current levels; and the impact
of additional movements generated by approximately 2,400 additional houses in
Albourne and Sayers Common, as well as at DPSC1 (Land West of Burgess Hill,
North of Hurstpierpoint). The Schedule of Main Modifications (Document DP2a
published 27" July 2026) includes additional sites in the area, and changes to
numbers in previously considered sites. These will contribute to a higher housing
target in the District Plan giving a total of 5,936 (including all of the 750 homes in
MM®60) across the area of Hurstpierpoint, Sayers Common and Albourne, and has
increased those concerns.

3.2. Up to the time of the Examination in February/March 2026, work on traffic
movements consisted of a series of studies focussed on A23 junctions close to the
development sites.

3.3. During the Hearing a report was requested from MSDC MS-13: Impact on
Hurstpierpoint High Street, in response to the Traffic Survey Report submitted by
Hurstpierpoint Society as part of their Regulation 19 submission (Appendix 2). The
data in this was shown to be out of date and focussing on junctions, not traffic
movement in the High Street.

3.4. In his post hearing letter, the inspector made specific reference to car parking at
Burgess Hill in relation to DPSC1, and asked, with regard to DPSC3, for a more
holistic approach....(covering) “the treatment of impacts within and outside the site,
and mitigation measures, including how impacts on the lanes and Hurstpierpoint
High Street are to be addressed. As regards the High Street, this will need to go
beyond.... junction capacity.” In the hearing session, Planning Inspector, Jonathan
Bore also asked for the work to take account of the impact of traffic on the quality of
life of residents.

3.5. The Inspector's comments indicate a requirement for a broader assessment of traffic
impacts beyond junction capacity analysis, which are insufficient and out of date.
Local parish councils (Albourne, Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common and Twineham)
and community groups (the Hurstpierpoint Society and WILD) worked together to
commission and fund a data collection exercise on local roads. Nine traffic loops
were placed at the following locations:

1 | Bolney Chapel Road, Twineham Reeds Lane, Sayers Common

Hickstead Lane. Twineham B2118 Sayers Common (Coombe Farm)

Twineham Lane, Twineham High Street, Hurstpierpoint

© | 0| N| O

Henfield Road. Albourne Hassocks Road, Hurstpierpoint

a | |l WOW|DN

B2118 Sayers Common (North)



https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/zd1pcgs1/ms-13-impact-on-hurstpierpoint-high-street.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/zd1pcgs1/ms-13-impact-on-hurstpierpoint-high-street.pdf

3.6. The study took place between 14th and 20" May 2026 to provide a full week of data,
avoiding school and bank holidays. The data set includes traffic volumes by day and
hour, identification of peak flow times, and speed.

3.7. It also measured the categorisation of vehicles into light, medium and heavy, as well
as cycles and motor bikes (Appendix 1).

Limitations

The general limitations of the assessment are that:

4.1. No cycle routes or footpaths are considered but the traffic composition over 7 days
(Appendix 1) records the split of the traffic.

4.2. The traffic data used in this report classifies vehicles into broad functional
categories. It does not differentiate between cars and small vans, or between buses
and other medium-sized goods vehicles. References to these vehicle groups are
therefore based on the available classification data rather than individual vehicle
identification.

4.3. Obtrada Ltd did not record queuing information but the Hurstpierpoint Society Report
(Appendix 2) has limited information recorded in Hurstpierpoint High Street.

4.4. The District Plan Evidence Base includes a merge diverge report T11 Merge Diverge
Assessment Report (12 MB, PDF) highlighting potential problems with junctions A23
-B2118 (p101) and A23 - B2117 (p110). It was beyond the scope of this report to
look at queue lengths here however, a queue length survey would provide
information on how quickly traffic accumulates in these local locations.

4.5. A number of data sources have been used in compiling this report. Whilst every
effort has been made to ensure the reliability of the information used, this report also
relies upon information supplied by third parties; it is not possible to guarantee the
accuracy of the information that has been provided by others.

4.6. This report does not consider strategic road Network Resilience. The local road
network does not operate independently of the A23. When incidents occur on the
strategic road network, traffic diverts onto the B2116, B2118 and associated rural
lanes.

4.7. This report is based on information available at the time of preparation. There is
potential for further information to become available, which may create a need to
modify the conclusions and recommendations in this report.


https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/c0lfp1fs/t11-msdc-lp-merge-diverge-assessment-report.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/c0lfp1fs/t11-msdc-lp-merge-diverge-assessment-report.pdf

5. Planning Policy Context

5.1. National guidelines to identify traffic movement problems and proposed mitigations
are in the National Planning Policy Framework, (NPPF) (September 2023) *, as
set out below.

*(This is the version used in the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021 — 2039)

5.2. With regards to sustainable travel NPPF states:

104 Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan-
making and development proposals, so that:

a) the potential impacts of development on transport networks can be
addressed;

b) opportunities from existing or proposed transport infrastructure, and
changing transport technology and usage, are realised — for example in
relation to the scale, location or density of development that can be
accommodated;

¢) opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use are
identified and pursued;

d) the environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure can be
identified, assessed and taken into account — including appropriate
opportunities for avoiding and mitigating any adverse effects, and for net
environmental gains; and

e) patterns of movement, streets, parking and other transport considerations
are integral to the design of schemes, and contribute to making high quality
places.

105 The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of
these objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations
which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and
offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce
congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public health.
However, opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary
between urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both
plan-making and decision-making.



5.3. With regards to considering Development proposals:

110. In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific
applications for development, it should be ensured that:

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be
or have been — taken up, given the type of development and its location;

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users;

¢) the design of streets, parking areas, other transport elements and the
content of associated standards reflects current national guidance,
including the National Design Guide and the National Model Design Code
46; and

d) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in
terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost
effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.

111. 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.



6. Highway Analysis of current traffic levels in Twineham, Albourne, Sayers
Common and Hurstpierpoint.

NB A key to abbreviations used is shown in Appendix 1 with further tables
showing traffic composition and average movements by hours.

It should be noted that vehicle totals include pedal cycles unless otherwise
stated.

6.1. Twineham

6.1L1 Location 1 - Bolney Chapel Road

Peak periods weekdays

A PEAX co NEEN e ca DIRECTON
Northbound 0800 N 35 | | Northbound 1600 N a4 | i Peak HourForDay 1400 N 4
0800 S 35 1600 S 26 | 0800 S 35
Southbound 080 § B | Southbound 1500 S 3 |
080 N 35 150 N u

6.1.1. Bolney Chapel Road is a narrow rural lane running from the Hickstead Lane
roundabout to the junction with the A272 at the northern end. The current level
and weight of traffic - 4,810 vehicles in the 7 day period, of which 14% were in
the medium and heavy categories (Appendix 1) - is therefore significant. Traffic
volumes averaged approximately 50 vehicles per hour during daytime periods,
with identifiable morning and afternoon peak periods.

6.1.2. The proximity of the loop to the Hickstead Lane roundabout means that speed
was not an issue.



6.1L2 Location 2 - Hickstead Lane

Peak periods weekdays

[ imo St PM PEAK ca DIRECTION ca
Eosibound 0800 € 8 l Ewstbound 1700 € 55 | \ PookHourFarDay 080  E a
77 95

0500 W 1700 w 75 | 1600 w

Westtound 0800 w 7

0800 E 86 1600 E 48 |

{ Westbound 1600 W 95 |

6.1.3.

This narrow lane takes traffic to and from the busy roundabout which serves the
A23 slip roads, north and south, and the A2300 at the eastern end of Twineham
Lane to the south and Bolney Chapel Road to the north, which together form a
road broadly parallel to the A23. It is, therefore, one of the main access roads to
an alternative route for traffic which seeks to avoid the A23 between Hickstead
and points south. The data indicates a clear morning peak at 8.00am, and a
more extended afternoon peak between 4.00pm and 5.00pm. Between these
times, hourly volumes exceed 80. Traffic volumes crossing this loop were higher
than the other loops in Twineham at 9,442.

. The percentage of heavier vehicles was slightly lower than the north/south

routes of Twineham Lane and Bolney Chapel Road. (Appendix 1)

. There was no evidence of speeding.

. Taken together with data from the other loops placed nearby (loops 1 and 3),

there is some evidence that the route from Hickstead Lane south along
Twineham Lane is used more than the route north to the A272.

10



6.1L3 Location 3 - Twineham Lane

Peak periods weekdays

e oo R

Northbound 0800
0800

§

Nodhbeund 1300
1300

N 39 | Peck HourForDay 0800 N 55

U | | 1600 5 55

Southbound 0800
0800

Southbound 1600
1600

6.1.7. Twineham Lane is identical in character to Hickstead Lane and Bolney Chapel
Road, with a narrow carriageway, pinch points and some blind corners. The
vehicle total was greater than Bolney Chapel Road, but lower than Hickstead
Lane, at 7,249. There was a clear AM spike at 0800 of 100 vehicles in the hour,
but no clear evidence of a peak in the afternoon. Overall, traffic volumes
averaged approximately 70 vehicles an hour during the day.

6.1.8. The proportion of heavier traffic matched that on Bolney Chapel Road.

6.1.9. There was no evidence of speeding, due to the location of the loop near the

junction.

11



6.2. Albourne

6.2L4

Location 4 - Henfield Road

Peak periods weekdays

AM PEAK cd PM PEAK cd DIRECTION cd
Eastbound G800 £ 154 Ecstbound 1500 E 155 | Peok HourForDay 1500 E 155
0800 w 212 1500 w 148 0800 w 212
Westbound (800 w 212 Westoound 1500 w 148
0800 154 1500 E 155
6.2.1. The location of the loop on the B2116 in Albourne village is between the traffic

6.2.2.

6.2.3.

lights at the B2118 junction and the turning for the primary school. Of the 19,535
vehicles crossing the loop over the 7 day period, 9,989 - 51% - were over the 30
mph speed limit. There was only a marginal difference between east and
westbound speeds, with the 85™ percentile being 36.2mph eastbound and
35.7mph westbound, indicating that traffic turning onto the B2116 from the
B2118 is accelerating quickly through the village, and vehicles travelling east
are slow to recognise the proximity of the school and the lower speed limit.

Traffic volumes reach 200 vehicles per hour by 7.00am and continue at a range
175-200 vehicles until 6.00pm. There are clear spikes at 8.00am and 3.00pm
which suggest a rush hour effect, compounded by the school run. Flows were
broadly equal in each direction.

14% of vehicles were classed as medium or heavy. (Appendix 1)

12



6.3. Sayers Common

6.3L5 Location5 -B2118 Sayers Common (North)

Peak periods weekdays

A peax reax EEN oo BN omecnon Cime IR
Nodhbound 0800 N 4% Nothoound 1600 N l ‘ PeckHourForDoy 0800 N 4@
368 3 34| 434

48
800 S 00 b 434 1600 S
Southbound G800 § 38 Soulhbound 1400 § o
0800 N 482 1600 N 348 |

6.3.1. This loop recorded more traffic movements than any other in the study (58,370
over 7 days). Almost all of this traffic will have been travelling to join the A23
northbound, or have left the A23 southbound: the route across the A23 to Mill
Lane is used sparingly. The location of the loop, within 20 yards of the roundabout
at the entrance to the slip road, means that traffic speed was not an issue.
Average speeds were at or below 30mph both northbound and southbound, with
the northbound 85" percentile being 30.1mph and the southbound being 26.6mph.
8.9% of vehicles — 5,173 over the seven days — were recorded over the limit. Of
these, 662 (1.1% of all traffic) were travelling at 35mph or more, including 561 in
the 35 to 40mph band

6.3.2. Flows were broadly equal in each direction with traffic movements exceeding 500
vehicles per hour by 7.00am and continuing at that level, or above until 6.00pm.
The ‘rush hour’ spikes exceeded 700 vehicles at 8.00am and were just below that
level from 4pm to 6pm, exceeding the totals at the next three busiest locations
(Sayers Common, Coombe Farm and Hurstpierpoint) by some 200 vehicles. This
can be accounted for by its location; it controls access to the first northbound slip
road to the A23 after Pyecombe, travelling north, as well as taking traffic from the
southbound slip road. Therefore, it receives traffic to and from Hurstpierpoint, local
traffic in Albourne and Sayers Common, and traffic travelling west to east, and
east to west, using Reeds Lane and the route through Albourne village.

6.3.3. 13% of vehicles were classed as medium or heavy.

13



6.3L6 Location 6 Sayers Common - Reeds Lane

Peak periods weekdays

Eosfbound 0800 E 124 fostbound 1700 E 176 [ Peck Hour Far Doy 1700 E 176 |
0800 w L 74 1700 w 110 0800 w 182 |
Westfbound 0800 w il Westbound 1400 W 114
80 E 24| 160 E 14|

6.3.4. Traffic volumes on this narrow rural lane - 17,831 vehicles over 7 days -
demonstrates its use as a through route both westbound and eastbound, the
numbers in each direction once again being broadly equal. There are clear rush
hour peaks at 8.00am and 5.00pm with volumes approaching 250 in those
hours. During the day, volumes do not fall below 150 vehicles per hour. It is not
possible to determine the impact on the location of Avtrade, the largest local
employer.

6.3.5. The proportion of heavier vehicles - over 16% if the medium and heavy
categories are combined - is very high for a road of this quality.

6.3.6. Due to the location of the speed loop, close to the point where the limit changes
from 30mph to 60mph, the speeds only reflect this location rather than further
along Reeds Lane. The mean is 33mph to 34mph, and the 85™ percentile is
around 39mph in a 30mph speed limit, with 13,223 vehicles travelling over the
limit. However, 158 were travelling between 50 and 60mph, and 11 were
travelling between 60 and 75mph. Most of the speeding traffic will have been
accelerating or braking, depending on their direction of travel.

14



6.3 L7 Location7- B2118 Sayers Common (Coombe Farm).

Peak periods weekdays

AM PEAK mmx cd DIRECTION (Wl Totcl
Nodhbound 0800 Nenboord 1900 N 48 j \ PeokHourForDoy 0B00 N 406 |

[ 10 s 244 | | 1600 s 34

l Southbound 0800 §

Southbound 1600 $ 347 |
1600 N 28 |

0800 N

6.3.7.

6.3.8.

6.3.9.

This loop was located not far from the access roads proposed for DPSC3 and
DPSC5 on the B2118. The total number of vehicles during the week was
42,285. The difference between the two B2118 loops, at 16,085, appears to be
accounted for by the number of vehicles using Reeds Lane (17,831) because
the north and southbound flows at Coombe Farm are roughly equal.

The most significant data collected by this loop concerns traffic speed. Average
speed on this wide, straight road was 33.9mph northbound and 36.7mph
southbound in a 30mph limit, with the 85th percentile of 40.2mph northbound
and 42.5mph southbound. 34,148 (81%) were recorded as over the limit with
21,195 vehicles - fully half of all traffic - at 35mph or more. Based on the traffic
composition in Appendix 1, most of these were likely to be cars and small vans.

There was no clear rush hour effect. Traffic movements exceeded 400 cars per
hour from 8.00am to 7.00pm.

15



6.4.Hurstpierpoint

NB The loops were situated at each end of the central section of the High Street near the
mini roundabout at the crossroads (Location 8) and near the start of Hassocks Road
(Location 9) to measure the volume of traffic travelling through the High Street, along the
B2116. These two loops are considered together for this reason.

6.4 L8 Location 8 High Street

Peak periods weekdays

o pea ca i ek oiecrion
| Easfoound 0800 E 275 | Gastbound 1400  E 28 PeakHowForDay 1600 € 289
0800 W 1283 1600 W 254 080D W 283
[ Westbound 0800 W 283 | Westbound 1700 W 258
0800  E 275 1700 E 277

6.4L9 Location9 Hassocks Road

Peak periods weekdays

Eastbound 0800 E 286 | | Eastbound 1600 E 272 Peak Hour For Day 0800 E 286
0800 W 285 1600 w 246 0800 w 285
Wesibound 0800 W 285 | Wostcound 1700 w 259
0800 E 286 | 1700 E 266 |
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6.4.1.

6.4.2.

6.4.3.

6.4.4.

Location 8

AM PEAK

Location 9

AM PEAK
Eastbor

6.4.5.

6.4.6.

The survey recorded a daily average during weekdays of 6,763 vehicles at
Location 8 and 6,714 vehicles at Location 9 through the High Street. Over 7
days, including weekend traffic, the daily average was 6,536 vehicles at
Location 8 and 6,385 vehicles at Location 9, indicating a slight decrease in
traffic at weekends. The near identical flow at the two loops, and the close
balance between the two directions of travel at each, are consistent with the
central section of the High Street operating as a through route rather than a
destination. The counters record volumes rather than individual journeys, so the
small net difference between the two locations (49 vehicles on weekdays, 151
across the full seven days) represents the balance of traffic joining and leaving
between the two points, not the total turning off. For the avoidance of doubt,
‘through traffic’ here means the traffic travelling the length of the central section
of the High Street, and does not imply any specific onward destination, such as
Hassocks.

At Location 8 it is not known how much of this traffic uses either the Cuckfield
Road, Albourne Road or Brighton Road, to give a better indication of the
additional pressure from new housing developments either within, or outside,
Hurstpierpoint.

At Location 9 there is less problem in knowing the traffic routes further on as
much of the through traffic will either use the Stonepound Crossroads or

College Lane, both of which would be affected by future developments.

Peak periods over 7 days:

Time RS PM PEAK o] DIRECTION Time
1100 247 Eastbound 1 X E 245 Peak Hour For Day 400
B w W | N 4

nd 1100 E 241 Eostbound 1700

EN cc T PM PEAK B co : DIRECTION Time
E 253 Peak Hour for Day 1700

It is interesting to note that the peak hours change over the 7 day period
compared to the weekday peaks. At Location 8 the Eastbound AM peak is at
1100 (compared to 0800 weekday) and the Westbound PM peak at 1200
(compared to 1700 weekday). At Location 9 the Eastbound AM peak is at 1100
(compared to 0800 weekday) with no difference in the PM peak. This reflects
increased visitor activity and shopping trips later in the day at weekends
rather than commuter travel.

In Location 8, the average speed across the full seven days is just 17.9 mph

eastbound and 18.6 mph westbound, well below the 20mph limit, reflecting the

suppressing effect of traffic volume and the single lane pinch points. However,
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6.4.7.

6.4.8.

6.4.9.

the 85" percentile speed is 22.4mph eastbound and 23.2 mph westbound,
above the posted speed limit in both directions. It should be noted that over the
7 day period, 2,830 vehicles were travelling between 25mph and 35mph, which
confirms the road is perfectly capable of moving freely at times, when the
volume of traffic and the effect of the single lane pinch points as cars wait to
pass through is diminished.

Across the full survey period, 16,507 (36%) of all traffic was recorded above the
limit, mostly in the quieter hours. Most are in the 20-30 mph band - not wildly
speeding but routinely treating a 20 mph road as a 25-30 mph road.

In Location 9, the average speed across the full seven days is 21.9 mph
eastbound and 23.7 mph westbound, and the 85" percentile speed is 27.4mph
eastbound and 28.2 mph westbound. The speed limit increases from 20mph to
30mph to the west of the loop location and higher average speeds might be
expected, but only 3,073 (6.9%) vehicles were over the limit, showing the effect
of congestion around this area.

The survey recorded an average of 513 Heavy vehicles per day on the High
Street in classes 3 and above, which for the purposes of this report are taken to
be vehicles of 3.5 tonnes and above. These are the two axle rigid lorries, skip
lorries and buses that cause the pavement damage, danger to pedestrians and
obstruction problems. The existing 7.5 tonne restriction (except for access) does
not apply to most of them, since the majority fall between 3.5 and 7.5 tonnes.
The survey classes vehicles by axle configuration, rather than by weight, and
therefore cannot identify how many individual vehicles exceed 7.5 tonnes.

6.4.10. However, the real issue in this category occurs with buses due to their length

and width. A single deck bus is roughly 10.5 m long and 2.55m wide, several
times the length of a car. At the priority pinch points, it cannot pass an
oncoming bus or lorry, and even some larger cars. The traffic mitigation
strategy proposed in MSDC Evidence documents, particularly Document S7
Sayers Common Holistic Movement Strategy, includes improvements to bus
services by providing a more frequent service, which substitutes the highest
impact vehicle type into the most constrained part of the traffic network in
Hurstpierpoint.

6.4.11. The current 273 Metrobus route provides an hourly service through the High

Street from Brighton to Crawley and returning, therefore 2 buses in opposite
directions, often crossing in the High Street every hour with the current
timetable. This can cause significant disruption because of the narrow carriage
way and the traffic priority system, leading to significant tailbacks and, on
occasion minor collisions, as evidenced in Appendix 2, pages 7 and 12. If the
273 service is ‘enhanced’ with additional services introduced as part of the
sustainable travel solution in document S7, further disruption would occur; only
one extra bus per hour in each direction would be four buses in every hour,
potentially meeting in the High Street; two extra buses would be 6 buses every
hour (approximately). These would be in addition to other bus services using
the High Street such as the Compass bus service 33/33A, which also provides
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https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/swbbhzzw/s7-sayers-common-holistic-movement-strategy.pdf
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an hourly service during the day. This gives traffic flow little, or no time to
recover from the potential disruption each transit would cause.

6.4.12. The enhanced 273 bus service addresses the sustainable transport issues
highlighted in the previous DPSC sites in ‘Sayers Village’ and does not
necessarily address the main modification sites (sites MM), currently under
review. These offer no solution to an increase in vehicle movements, only
‘Financial contributions towards the provision of sustainable transport’ with no
details.

6.4.13. There is no information on the queuing times in the High Street, which was
highlighted as a problem in the Regulation 19 MSDC District Plan Review
Highway Report, prepared by Hurstpierpoint Society, (Appendix 2), and this is
still a high priority.
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7. Trip Generation and Highway Impact Assessment

Trip rates

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

7.7.

7.8.

Four planning applications have already been submitted for sites in Sayers
Common/Albourne — DPSC 4,5,6 and 7. These are all outline but include transport
assessments for each individual site. However, all four sites will rely on the
infrastructure to be provided by site DPSC3 as part of the Master Planning exercise
for Sayers Common.

The TRICS trip rates and generation figures for these four sites show a slight
variance reflecting the mix of houses in each planning application already submitted:

AM Peak out - 0.353 to 0.397
PM Peak in —0.303 to 0.486

There are a total of 541 dwellings in the 4 planning applications, generating a total
AM Peak Hour out of 200 trips and a total PM Peak hour in of 205 trips.

Assuming these rates are closely replicated for the large site DPSC3, which is
estimated to provide 2,000 homes in the MS-TP4: Housing Post Hearing Update
(see para 2.2), there may be a further 800 trips during the AM and PM peaks. This
ignores the additional sites proposed in the Schedule of Main Modifications
(Document 2a) published in July 2026, as no relevant TRICS data was available at
the time of the Traffic and Movement survey and analysis in May/June 2026.

When this is considered in the context of document, MS-13 Impact on Hurstpierpoint
High Street, para 8, it calculates that 10% of the movements from DPSC3 will route
via Hurstpierpoint, “equating to 5 arrivals and 22 departures in the AM peak”.
Applying the TRICS figures above, then there will be roughly 80 departures from site
DPSC3 routing through Hurstpierpoint, not 22. To get 22 departures from a 10%
routing assumption you would need a total departure rate of about 0.11 per dwelling,
which is roughly a quarter of the rate in the promoters’ own transport assessments.
So, either the 10% figure is wrong, or the 22 departures is wrong, and either way is
inconsistent with the transport assessments already submitted alongside the existing
planning applications for sites DPSC4 — 7.

Although this is for one site, the largest in Sayers Common, what will be the impact
on Hurstpierpoint when looking at all the proposed sites in the area?

NPPF paras 110 and 111 emphasise the need to look at local road networks and the
cumulative effects, but these sites in Sayers Common are currently being assessed
individually. Taking sites DPSC3 - 7 together may add 1,000 additional trips during
the AM and PM peaks, which will increase if any of the sites in the main
modifications are allowed.

Whilst it is not possible to state the routes that might be taken by this traffic from the
reports submitted for each of the four planning applications, the projected increase
20



in trips has the potential to significantly increase traffic volumes on sections of the
local highway network, particularly along the B2118 and B2116 corridors.
Hurstpierpoint High Street has several single track sections and is already at
capacity in the AM/PM peak times. The projected increases should not be
considered in isolation but in combination with existing background traffic levels
already recorded in the survey.

7.9. These five sites are intending to introduce sustainable traffic plans based around a
travel hub in site DPSC3, but the Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation
(CIHT) produced a report in November 2022 stating:

The NPPF paints an attractive picture of the planning system in England, one
that champions sustainable outcomes and puts people and their priorities first.

Is it working?
Unfortunately, this is not what we are currently seeing in practice.

Where attempts at sustainable development have been made, there has been
poor delivery. This has resulted in a large body of evidence of unsatisfactory
development, ultimately painting a picture of a broken planning system.
Therefore, bar a handful of developments, the NPPF has failed in its duty to
achieve sustainable development and produce new homes where residents
can easily use sustainable transport as a natural first choice.

Several policy initiatives by Government and publications by CIHT and other
institutions have attempted to address the problem of poor integration of
planning and transport. Despite this, there is a disconnect between the
aspiration of Government policy and guidance and the practice of
professionals, and there has certainly been no “silver bullet” solution that has
consistently worked.

7.10. CIHT make a further comment on ensuring delivery of sustainable transport
systems:

Adequate funding of our transport systems is critical, especially in pursuit of
achieving our climate commitments as well as the growth and levelling up
agendas of government. However, the delivery of sustainable transport in
developments is currently undermined by the inadequacy of funding, resulting
in poor delivery.

While a small percentage (6%) of those surveyed indicated that, in some
cases, there is enough funding to deliver sustainable transport in
developments — such as s106 funding — this funding is often absorbed by
developers for other uses and sustainable transport provision becomes
unviable.
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7.11.

7.12.

While the initial funding for sustainable transport may be there, adequate funding
must be in place in the future to ensure its continuation.

Even if a sustainable transport hub is in place in Sayers Common, this only

addresses the additional vehicle movements from this area, not from the additional
proposed MM sites.
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8. Conclusions

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

8.6.

8.7.

Local roads already experience substantial traffic volumes, particularly during peak
periods. The volumes and mix of traffic raise issues which are reflected in the
concerns of local people.

Speeding is widespread in many areas of the local road network and is most
pronounced where road geometry permits higher speeds.

Morning peaks generally occur between 0800 and 0900 and afternoon peaks
between 1500-1700. However, in Sayers Common (Location 7 - B2118) and in
Hurstpierpoint (Locations 8 and 9), the ‘peak’ is more of a plateau between 0800
and 1800 (Appendix 1).

In Hurstpierpoint High Street where there is a flat all day plateau, the slowest speeds
are around 11am to midday (17.0 mph average). This produces significant traffic
congestion as traffic volumes exceed the capacity of the road, leading to dangerous
driving, near misses and accidents. (Appendix 2)

Significant volumes of heavy traffic (3.5 tonnes and above), including buses, use
Hurstpierpoint High Street. The 7.5 tonne weight restriction, except for access, does
not capture all the vehicles causing the damage. These already cause congestion
and any material increase in the frequency of buses along the High Street will
compound this.

The existing evidence base demonstrates the need for wider network assessment
beyond junction capacity modelling.

Taken as a whole, the evidence indicates that the current evidence base is
insufficient to demonstrate that the cumulative transport impacts of the proposed
developments have been fully understood. Until a comprehensive network-wide
assessment has been completed, together with robust mitigation measures that are
shown to be effective and deliverable, it cannot be concluded that the local highway
network is capable of accommodating the scale of development proposed.
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9. Recommendations

9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

94.

9.5.

9.6.

Comprehensive modelling of cumulative development impacts should be undertaken
before any additional site allocations are considered or confirmed, or planning
applications determined.

Assessment should extend beyond development access junctions to include
affected rural lanes and village centres. These should include, but not be restricted
to, Trusler’s Hill Lane; Wineham Lane; and Cuckfield Road between Hurstpierpoint
and Goddard’s Green.

Queue length surveys should be carried out at known problematic areas. These
should include, but not limited to, the Hurstpierpoint High Street, the A23 - B2118
interchange at the northern end of Sayers Common, and the A23 - B2117
interchange where traffic from both Sayers Common and Hurstpierpoint join the A23.

Environmental and quality-of-life impacts should be quantified through additional
monitoring and community surveys. This should include the following:

e Congestion
e Parking in residential roads

e Noise
e Pollution
e Vibration

Mitigation measures should be identified, costed and demonstrated to be deliverable
before further site allocations proceed. These should include speed and weight
restrictions, as appropriate, in areas close to the proposed sites, to help vulnerable

road users and make active travel choices more attractive.

Site allocations currently under consideration should be supported by robust
evidence demonstrating that the local highway network can accommodate additional
traffic safely, efficiently and without unacceptable impacts on residents' quality of
life.
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Traffic and Transport Assessment:

Hurstpierpoint, Sayers Common, Albourne and Twineham

Appendix 1

Document Key and key data over 7 days



KEY

Cls — Vehicle Class

Light
Class 1
Class 2

Medium
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5

Heavy
Class é
Class 7
Class 8
Class 9
Class 10
Class 11
Class 12

Light
Class 14
Class 15

SV
SVT

B2
TB3
T4

ART3
ART4
ARTS
RT6
BD
DRT
TRT

Mm/C
Cycle

2 axles
3.4 or 5 axle

2 axle
3 axle
>3 axle

3 axle
4 axle
5 axle
>6 axle
>6 axle
>4 axle
>6 axle

2 axle
2 axle

Short Vehicle Car or Light Van
Short Vehicle Towing Trailer, Caravan, Boat etc

Two axle truck or bus
Three axle truck or bus
Four axle truck

Three axle articulated vehicle or rigid vehicle and trailer

Four axle articulated vehicle or rigid vehicle and trailer

Five axle articulated vehicle or rigid vehicle and trailer

Six (or more) axle articulated vehicle or rigid vehicle and frailer
B - Double or Heavy truck and trailer

Double road train or heavy truck and two trailers

Triple road train or heavy truck and three (or more) trailers

Motorcycle
Bicycle



Each survey day is broken down by hours, showing an hour for each direction of travel. The time displayed represents

Time the hour timeframe. For example, 0300 represents all vehicle movements from 0300 until 03:59:59
Cd Compass direction
Total Total number of vehicle records collected for this direction and timeframe
Vbin These are the speed bins used to categorise the speed of vehicles for each of the time frames
Mean This displays the average speeds of all vehicle data collected for that direction and time frame. This will be blank if no
data collected.
This refers to the speed percentile point. Followed by the ‘85’ this indicates the values being shown are the 85"
Vpp85 percentile for the speeds by timeframe and direction. 85™" percentile is the speed at or below which 85% of vehicles are

travelling and is a standard measure used by traffic engineers. It is unable to be calculated for timeframes and
directions where there are less than 10 vehicle movements. Instead this will be blank.




Key data over 7 days

Twineham Location 1

Location 1 - Bolney Chapel Rd, Twineham

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Northbound 2,639 26.9 31.8 Posted Speed Limit:
Southbound 2,171 27.6 32.5
Combined 4,810 273 322 Total Vehicles over Limit:

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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[} Q o)
5 = x
Motorbike |1.14%
| Northbound 44.20% 7.28% 0.15%
Heavy 0.29%
Southbound  36.32% 6.76% 0.15%
Medium [ 14.03% Combined  80.52%  14.03%  0.29%
e N - -
| |

0.00% 20.00%  40.00%  60.00% B80.00% 100.00%

0

75-80mph

0

80-85mph
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1.14%
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0

85-90mph

Pushbike

4.01%

0
0
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54.86%
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100.00%



Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour
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Twineham Location2

ocation 2 - Hickstead Ln, Twineham

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Eastbound 4,345 18.1 21.6 Posted Speed Limit: “

Westbound 5,097 18.2 20.9

Combined 9,442 18.2 21.3 Total Vehicles over Limit: 0

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour
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Twineham Location3

Location 3 - Twineham Ln, Twineham

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Northbound 3,528 26.1 308 Posted Speed Limit:
Southbound 3,721 25.7 30.1
Combined 7.249 259 30.5 Total Vehicles over Limit:

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Albourne Location 4

Location 4 - Henfield Rd, Albourne

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Eastbound 9.368 29.9 36.2 Posted Speed Limit:
Westbound 10,167 30.0 35.7
Combined 19,535 30.0 36.0 Total Vehicles over Limit:

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Sayers Common Location5
Location 5 - B2118, Sayers Common

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Northbound 29,739 26.1 30.1 Posted Speed Limit:
Southbound 28,631 23.4 26.6
Combined 58,370 248 284 Total Vehicles over Limit:

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour
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Sayers Common Location6

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Eastbound 9,155 33.1 39.1 Posted Speed Limit: n

Westbound 8,676 34.1 398
Combined 17.831 33.% 395 Total Vehicles over Limit: 13,223

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour
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Sayers Common Location?7

location 7 - B2118, Sayers Common

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Northbound 21,476 339 40.2 Posted Speed Limit:
Southbound 20,809 36.7 425
Combined 42,285 35.3 414 Total Vehicles over Limit:

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin

14000 q §
12000
10000 5
8000 2 8
<o
6000
4000 2
2000 PR - S IR S =
LA B - 7 * ® x
fl =4 N = < X~ f — £ &= K =4 £ [~ X~ = £ ¥ —
o o Q. Q. o o Q. Q. o o (=} o Q. o o
£ £ £ £ 3 S £ £ £ = E i £ £ £
8 g 9 Q g ! 8 = B R ra} 3 8 R 2
(=) th [ Lh (=} 1 =) n [ uh (=) th (=) A (=)
o o - - ~N ~ m m <t <t n wn w w ~
Traffic Composition Over 7 Days
5 >
Pushbike | 0.34% < T o
o 9 9]
T —F 2 T
Motorbike 0.62%
Northbound 43.15% 6.64% 0.44%
Heav 0.81%
=] Southbound ~ 42.34%  6.10%  0.37%
Medium 12.74% Combined  85.49% 12.74% 0.81%
Light 85.49%
| | | |

0.00% 20.00%  40.00% 60.00%  80.00% 100.00%

2

75-80mph

80-8mph 0

0.29%
0.62%

34,148

85-90mph 0

Pushbike

0.11%
0.34%

0
0

90-85mph
95-100mph

Combined

50.79%
49.21%

100.00%

15



Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour

600
500
400
300 s
200
0 i i”".:---—--'.'.l I I
R AR EE-EEEEEEEEERERRE:
OO O OO OO0 OO0 00O ™ ™ ™ ™ ™ ™ ™~ e~ =~ =« N N N
Peak periods 7 day average
AM PEAK Cd PM PEAK [ me [EKCHN Totdl | DIRECTION cd
Northbound 0800 N 329 Northbound 1500 N 222 Peak Hour For Day N 329
0800 s 243 1500 S 21 1600 S 290
Southbound 0800 s 243 Southbound 1600 S 290
0800 N 329 1600 207




Hurstpierpoint Location 8

Location 8 - High Sireef, Hurstpierpoint

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile
Eastbound 23,381 17.9 22.4
Westbound 22,373 18.6 23.2
Combined 45,754 18.3 228
Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour
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Hurstpierpoint Location9

Location 9 - Hassocks Rd, Hursipierpoint

Totals Over 7 Days

Total Vehicles Average Speed MPH 85th Percentile

Eastbound 22,766 21.9 27.4
Westbound 21,931 23.7 28.2
Combined 44,697 228 27.8

Vehicle Number Per Speed Bin
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Total Average 7-Day Movements By Hour
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1.

Introduction

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

Over recent years, development has increased around Hurstpierpoint. This, and its
repercussions, especially in terms of the changes in education facilities, has seen a
significant increase in traffic in the village, particularly in the High Street (B2116), which
is a main east/west transport corridor. This is further exacerbated by illegal parking, and
the lack of enforcement.

St Lawrence CEP School has increased in capacity by 1/3, and changes at Hurstpierpoint
College has also seen a substantial increase in Day pupils.

The recent West Sussex Transport Plan 2022 to 2036 highlights a number of areas with
traffic issues. While highlighting the need to improve access to the rail network at
Burgess Hill stations, access to, and at, Hassocks via the B2116 through Hurstpierpoint is
omitted, despite air pollution being highlighted for improvement at Stonepound,
Hassocks.

However, the High Street in Hurstpierpoint (B2116) is not included for scrutiny of the
existing situation, let alone any comment on the further proposals by MSDC. This is
surprising as anecdotally, everyone in Hurstpierpoint is concerned about the traffic in
the High Street. This is a route that dates back to medieval times with the oldest and
earliest building, Upper Trumpkins, dated 1450, being on the northern side of the High
Street. On the southern side of the High Street is the New Inn, originally built in about
1500 as a grand timber frame Wealden hall. Also on the south side is Mansion house
built about 1575.

Further development in the 1800s followed the lines set by these very old, historic
buildings and have governed the width of the road, originally intended for horse and
carriage transport, not cars, vans and lorries. The High Street is one of three
Conservation Areas, recognising the importance of the historic buildings here.

Over the last 60 years, Hurstpierpoint has seen a time of housing development in and
around the village and the volume of traffic has been steadily increasing, especially with
the reliance on motorised travel for both people and goods. The medieval High Street
was not designed for this volume of traffic and consequently more accidents, near
misses and general traffic frustration is happening.

It can only be assumed that the reason for not recognising this as an issue in the WSCC
Transport Plan is because of the low number of fatalities and many people not reporting
Incidents. It does not recognise the very real trepidation felt in taking lives in hands
with many cars mounting pavements many times on a daily basis. For clarity it would be
essential to at least visit this High Street to witness personally what happens now.

It is due to this lack of strategic technical examination that Hurstpierpoint Society feel
compelled to highlight the Plan’s unsound testing of its viability to the safety, fabric and
wellbeing of the community. To this end The Society has recently undertaken its own
traffic survey in the High Street to record traffic movements.



2. Methodology

2.1. A fixed camera was placed on the
exterior of a house at the eastern
end of the High Street on a
randomly selected day. We
deliberately chose a day that
was not a weekend, Monday or
Friday for fear that these may yield
atypical outputs. The camera had a in
vantage point of the pinch point at i %
the eastern end opposite 123 High
Street. N

©
&
g
@* carF
N

Church

Camera View

2.2. The camera was set to continuously s, o
record from 7:36 to 16:56 on 315t '
January 2024. The recording was
then sent to RCE systems s.r.o. the
operator of “DatafromSky” a unique
and cost effective (less than Euro 5
per hour of video) video-analytics
platform for the fully automated A Ot
extraction of accurate traffic data e e
using Al and machine learning methods. ‘ P Camera View
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4

(4
The,

< S

2.3. Link to DatafromSky web page:
https://datafromsky.com/
for information.

2.4. The video was run through their platform to produce a log file of all activity recorded by
the camera. The log file was then examined by us in the DatafromSky software viewer.
All pedestrian and bicycle activity were excluded as was activity in parking bays and driveways

and the results exported to an Excel spreadsheet for statistical analysis. Below (page 3)is a
screen shot of the level of data produced by the platform.

2.5. The “Mean” and “Standard Deviation” times for which vehicles were required to stop was
calculated.

2.6. The mean total stationary time was = 23.61s and the Standard Deviation was 31.39s.
Outliers were than calculated by adding twice the Standard Deviation to the Mean to give a
value of 86.39s. All total stationary times above this figure were excluded from the analysis.
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2.7. Limitations

2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

2.12

A single location camera does not include issues at any other location along the B2116
between London Road, Albourne (B2118) and London Road Hassocks (A273) Stonepound
Crossroads. Nor can it capture stretches that allow parking as shown on the schematics of
the High Street on pages 4 & 5 (Map1 Map2 Map3), that reduce speeds of traffic flow but
limits use to single file flow, and many incidents daily (most of which go unreported).

Although the High Street dimensions remain as they were when built as

Turnpikes in the 19t Century, this survey does not record the size (width,

length and weight) of 215t Century transport. Neither does it record traffic m
ignoring the weight restriction for through traffic using the B2116, the

most southerly east-west route across Mid Sussex, which is otherwise an

unenforced restriction.

Except for
access

It has only been possible to record data in daylight using this methodology. .
It does not record that Hassocks Station car park is usually at capacity by 7.30am.

A single camera cannot record data regarding village traffic ingress and egress to or from other
locations or destinations.

This data does not demonstrate the accumulative effect of development over the past decade or so.
Despite the laudable aim of creating a safer High Street, the recent remodelling of the High Street is
less safe and more congested. This effects the fabric of the Conservation Areas, the wellbeing of the
community, and the vitality and viability of the High Street trade. No examination of this, in the
context of a ‘Strategic Development Plan’, has been undertaken. We include throughout this report,
brief photographic snapshots of traffic in Hurstpierpoint.



3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

Village Wide - Points of Single File and

Stationary Traffic Flow

Hurstpierpoint’s High Street
is unique in Mid Sussex, as
the roads north/south and
east/west remain as they
were first formed as
Turnpikes and drove-ways
in the 19%" century; not
designed for modern traffic,
either in size, quantity or
speeds.

It should be noted that the
average modern car is 1.8m
wide. SUVs are 2m wide,
often wider than parking
spaces allocated. Delivery
vans can be between 2 and
3m, and lorries and buses
far in excess of these.

Parking on pavements, and
the dangers this poses, is
very common in the High
Street.

To clear gridlock, drivers
have no choice but to
mount the pavement,
avoiding collision but
putting pedestrians at risk.

The historic buildings in the
High Street often require
maintenance, and
scaffolding, that has to
extend into the road to do
this, is a very common
occurrence. Clearly this
reduces the width of the
highway further, and
removes the option of
traffic using the pavement
to clear a logjam.

b

Give way to Priority over
oncoming oncoming
vehicles vehicles

Transit through the village
is wholly dependent
on drivers seeing,
understanding and obeying
driving instructions (above)

g i 59
Q
|
Q ‘Q
9 \
0 Q

MAP1

—— Permanently used permitted parking reducing flow to single file flow
— —— Often used permitted parking points reducing flow to single file flow
=== Often single file flow points dependant on right-of-way and driver behaviour
=== Permanent single file flow dependant on right-of-way and driver behaviour
- Bus stop often reduces flow to eat-west flow only

Permanently used permitted parking that should not effect flow single file
“o. Largevehicle always reducing flow to single file flow

Q Listed Building

Conservation Areas

Hurstpierpoint
High Street
Conservation Area




3.6.

3.7.

3.8

3.9.

While the design of the
system now in place may be
compliant with ‘The Manual

for Streets’, when gridlock ol ;

happens (multiple times

every day), caused by

drivers either not seeing,
misunderstanding/ignoring @
the signage, there is a clear :
and present danger to:

®* Emergency Vehicles
® Disabled; especially

Langton Lane
Conservation Area

partially sighted or blind
® Children
® Cyclists

MAP2

® All pedestrians
® Other drivers

Issues on the B2116,

between the junctions with +
the B2118 to the west, and .
Stonepound (A273) are not 4
solely related to the s
highway between the two *
pinch-points on the High ~
Street (Map1l).

Not only are there
congestion points as shown

on Maps2 & 3 (right), all

North-South routes:

Cuckfield Road, Brighton

Road and College Lane are
permanently restricted to

single file traffic because of

parked cars.

Peak hour traffic at
Stonepound Crossroads
usually tails back to

Hurst Wickham
Conservation Area

(]

=
~
(2
&
N
S

Belmont Lane. This is
regularly compounded by
builders parked vehicles.

MAP3

e

\.

Belmom s

Hurstpierpoint High Street
Conservation Area g
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% Hurstpierpoint Hub
T80 D oo 073 @
4 . Ro a d Tra fﬁ C I n C i d e nts HIT & RUN incident this am... does anyone know anything?

Myself and 3 other caring strangers found a victim of a hit and run on the 'chip shop'
roundabout at the end of the high streat/Cuckfield Road/Brighton Road at 0645am today. The
victim was a male cyclist, left for dead. In fact, | actually thought he was dead, It wasn't a nice

4.1.  The Crashmap below shows reported casualty incidents between 2019-2022 (which includes the periods Esbaiih e plin ] Pocseonh o e S s cx o i et oo
Of COV| d |OdeOWﬂ ) . I've been in a bit so shock all day to be honest, and now that has lifted I'm pretty angry

someona would leave someone for dead like this, Hence the call for help.
If anyone knows anything about what happened around 635am/B40am please can | ask you to

4.2. MOSt InCidentS do nOt get reported as there |S no need tO report a CO”|S|0n tO the pollce contact the police with information? Or does anyone who lives locally have camera footage?

Again, contact the police.
Big shout out to my fellow canng s1rangers:- -1he jogger and another amazng lady
.« . whose name
\\ h ere noone was|i nJ ure d ) an d I didn't get. Also a good friend -whu is a doctor and came to help before the
. . . ambulance arrived.
details exchanged with the other driver or property owner, and

those involved do not consider a driving offence took place.

If anyone knows 'Mark' the victim, | would really love to know how he is

In all other cases, collisions should be reported, but this doesn’t always happen.

17/04/2021
16/07/2021
" No. Vehicles 1 ers 658 comments ‘21 shares
No. Vehicles 2 No. Casualties 1
No. Casualties 1
Severity: SERIOUS ety
Hurstpierpoint Hub oo
| _l.\:-. 022 &

The one thing | hate about fiving In Hurstis fiow many times my car has been damaged o0
5 1 . Hassocks Road... Twice this month my wing mirror has been damaged. First time it just needed
- / " . casing clipped back on but this time then | will need a full replacerrent and there's scratches
No. Vehicles 1 J E g } o tha sid
No. Casualties 1 : X J . up the side.

f - K And bafore anyone s1arts, | park sensidly and close to the curb to minimise risk but stifl.,

02/07/2021

Severity:
18/10/2019

No. Vehicles 1
No. Casualties 1

Severity:

20/07/20122

No. Vehicles 2
No. Casualties 1

Severity: SERIOUS

02/12/2019

No. Vehicles 1
No. Casualties 1

CrashMap Data: Great Britain 2019 - 2022 (verified)

crashmap.co.uk

Severity: SERIOUS

there 23 comments



4. Road Traffic Incidents (cont’d)

Regular Daily Chaos

R
< 5 ‘ | v 273

We are encouraged to travel by bus when it can take over 20 minutes

to get through the village. Ask a bus driver about driving through Hurst.

Jaguar (silver) negotiates pavement while mini (red) mounts the
pedestrian drop-kerb while traffic either side, along with disabled
pedestrian (who sits on wall with phone-camera), wait for a resolution

Historic Granite Kerb Damage

On a regular basis, the historic granite kerbstones
are damaged by heavy vehicles mounting them.
These are very much a part of the fabric and heritage
landscape of the High Street Conservation Area.

The damage poses an immediate threat to the safety of
pedestrians, especially those who are blind or have diminished
vision, as well as a danger to disabled pedestrian stick users and
buggy users, and those with young children and/or prams.

prevent being hit on the head by the wing mirror of a large lorry negotiating
the High Street pavement.

A pedestrian attempts to help resolve a 15 minute impasse. Loss of
paintwork and abusive language in this incident, as all these, and
many others, go unreported. Daily events effecting the vitality of Hurst.




5. Results

Statistical Analysis of Stationary Traffic on Hurstpierpoint High Street
On 31% January 2024 by The Hurstpierpoint Society
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Figure 1 — Distribution of vehicle Total Stationary times throughout the day (excluding Outliers)



5.1. Data - See accompanying file :

Hurst Traffic 31st Jan 2024 Full Data Analysis Final.xlsx

Sheetl : Hurst Traffic Full Traffic Regi
Sheet?2 : Distribution of Stationary Time

Sheet3 : Overall Statistics

5.2. The software identified nearly 5500 objects of which just under 4190 were vehicles. The mean
average speed was calculated to be 11.24 miles/h.

5.3. Excluding the outliers, 515 vehicles were forced to be stationary in that part of the High Street
during the day.

5.4. Of that 515, 214 were stationary for more than 15s. Distribution shown below:

Total Stationary
Time [s]
10000

50.00
HO.00
7000
5000
50.00

1G.00

Time Stationary |s]

5:26.01

___________

Time of Day

5.5. and a further 102 for more than 30s. Distribution shown below:

Total Stationary
Time [s]

1ime Stationary |s7




6. Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

Given the limited duration of the survey, definitive conclusions are difficult to draw. However, it is
clear that a large volume of vehicles passed through the historic village (over 4000) during the 9%
hours timeframe.

Even on the single random day on which the survey was conducted, the traffic could not be
described as ‘free flowing’ for a significant number of them. Although the outliers were excluded
for statistical purposes, some stationary times were over 2.5 minutes.

It is highly likely that the developments set out in the District Plan will greatly add to the volume
of traffic through the village and, if that is the case, it is also likely that the stationary times will
increase in both frequency and duration.

Accordingly, it is our conclusion that, without further proper strategic technical examination and
investigation of traffic movements through the village, the District Plan is “unsound”.

MSDC, together with the Highways Authority (WSCC) MUST conduct detailed Strategic Analysis that is
urgently required for the village as it is now, and provide a funded solution. Collectively MSDC and
WSCC have the responsibility to mend the camel’s back that is broken.

This certainly can no longer wait for, or be left to, applicants’ planning applications. The impact of the
number of houses proposed will be far greater than would be expected for a planning application.

The scale of developments proposed in Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common Parish, will have impacts on
the local infrastructure, some distance away from the planning sites.

Otherwise, an effective, safe, sustainable, strategic transport management scheme cannot be

achieved. There currently is no explanation or indication provided of HOW effective, safe, strategic
transport management can be achieved in South Mid Sussex.
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7.Survey Video

7.1 Full video can be viewed here: Hurst Traffic Video 31st Jan 2024.mp4
Short Edited highlights can be viewed here: Traffic Survey Video Highlights.mp4

Screenshots From Traffic Survey Video Edited Highlights

Il




Time Will Tell - The Former Turnpike

HIGH STREET, NURSTPIERPOINT
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APPENDIX 2
Application 13/01250/FUL - Layout Plan
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APPENDIX 3
Application 13/01250/FUL - Decision Letter



Department for
Communities and
Local Government

Jonathan Lieberman Our Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499
Boyer Planning Your Ref:

UK House

82 Heath Road

Twickenham 4 September 2014

TW1 4BW

Dear Sir,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 — SECTION 77
APPLICATION BY THAKENHAM HOMES (SOUTHERN) LIMITED

LAND OFF COLLEGE LANE, HURSTPIERPOINT, WEST SUSSEX BN6 9AB
APPLICATION REF: 13/01250/FUL

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the
report of the Inspector, Jennifer Vyse DipTP DipPBM MRTPI, who held a public local
inquiry on 1% and 2" April 2014 into your clients’ application to Mid-Sussex District
Council (“the Council”) for a development comprising 81 dwellings, access roads, car
parking facilities, footways, footpaths and associated infrastructure plus change of use
of 4.3 ha of land to informal open space with landscape planting and other works in
accordance with application No 13/01250/FUL dated 12 April 2013.

2. On 19 December 2013, the application was called-in for decision by the Secretary of
State under section 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 because the
proposal concerns matters which may conflict with national policies on important
matters.

Inspector’'s recommendation and summary of the decision

3. The Inspector recommended that the application be refused. For the reasons given
below, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions and
recommendations. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) is enclosed. All references to
paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report.

Procedural matters

4. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, for the reasons given at IR1.3, the
minor amendments agreed following the calling in of the application do not/need not
materially change the nature of the development for which permission is sought and that

Jean Nowak, Decision Officer Tel 0303 444 1626

Planning Casework Division Email pcc@communities.gsi.gov.uk
Department for Communities and Local Government

3" Floor, Fry Building

2 Marsham Street

London, SW1P 4DF



those with an interest in the outcome of this application will not be prejudiced by its
determination on the basis of the revised details.

5. The Secretary of State also notes (IR1.5) that the Council did not present any evidence
to the inquiry.

Matters arising following the close of the Inquiry

6. The Secretary of State received a representation from Dr Keith Corbett, dated 16 July
2014, expressing concerns about the environmental assessment undertaken with
particular reference to Great Crested Newts. The Secretary of State has given careful
consideration to this representation and is satisfied that it raises no new issues not
covered at the inquiry and upon which he requires further information. Copies of this
correspondence may be obtained, on written request, from the address at the bottom of
the first page of this letter.

Policy considerations

7. In deciding this appeal, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. In this case, the development plan consists of the saved policies of
the Mid Sussex Local Plan, adopted in May 2004; and the Secretary of State agrees
with the Inspector that the policies most relevant to this case are those referred to at
IR5.3-5.6.

8. Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account
include the National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) and the subsequent
planning guidance; as well as the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations
2010 as amended. He has also had regard to the Submission version of the
Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish 2031 Neighbourhood Plan and, in that
context, the Written Ministerial Statement on Neighbourhood Planning published on 10
July 2014.

Main issues
Whether the contribution to the supply of housing is outweighed by other considerations

9. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR13.2) that, although the site lies in
open countryside where development would be contrary to the relevant policies of the
development plan, the Council has a substantial shortfall in its five-year supply of
housing land so that the presumptions in paragraphs 14 and 49 of the Framework imply
that permission should be granted unless the adverse impact of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies
of the Framework as a whole. He therefore further agrees with the Inspector (IR13.3)
that the main consideration in this case is whether the potential contribution to the
supply of housing is outweighed by the effect of the proposal on the character and
appearance of the surrounding countryside including, in particular, the role of the
application site as part of a defined Local Gap.

Status of emerqing Neighbourhood Plan (NP)

10.The Secretary of State has given careful consideration to the arguments set out by the
Inspector at IR13.4-13.12, including those advanced on behalf of your clients and those
of the Parish Council and other objectors, about the weight to be given to the emerging
NP. He notes (IR13.12) that, at the time of the Inquiry into this case, the Inspector



concluded that only little weight could be afforded to the NP proposals as a material
consideration. However, since that time, the Submission Version of the NP has
completed its public consultation (on 23 May 2014) and has now been submitted to the
Council for examination. Therefore, although the NP has yet to complete its assessment
by an independent examiner and, if approved, be put to public referendum, the terms of
the Framework and the guidance mean that it can now be given more weight than when
the Inspector was considering it.

11.1In the light of this, the Secretary of State considers it appropriate (as stated in the
Written Ministerial Statement of 10 July 2014 - referred to in paragraph 8 above) to give
local people an opportunity to ensure they get the right types of development for their
community while also planning positively to support strategic development needs. The
Secretary of State has therefore given significant weight to the fact that the emerging NP
has identified housing allocations elsewhere within the NP area and that the Council has
yet to complete an up-to-date objectively assessed housing needs analysis against
which to measure the overall NP proposals. In the light of these, he considers it
appropriate, as things currently stand, to tip the planning balance in favour of the
emerging NP proposals, while accepting that these may need to be revisited in due
course.

Character and appearance, including Local Gaps

12.For the reasons given at IR13.13, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that
the settlement boundaries on which the operation of Local Plan policy C1 relies are out
of date, so that policy C1 itself should also be regarded as out of date to the extent that
it seeks to restrict the supply of housing.

13.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, for the reasons given at IR 13.14-
13.15, Local Plan policies C2 (Strategic Gaps) and C3 (Local Gaps) do not envelope the
entire settlement boundary of Hurstpierpoint and, in any case, policy C2 is not offended
by the development proposed.

14.With regard to policy C3 (and the policy of similar intent included in the emerging NP),
the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR13.16-13.20)) that, although policy
C3 is out of date in so far as it impacts upon the supply of housing, it continues to serve
an important planning function in preventing the coalescence of the settlements of
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks and maintaining their separate identities and amenity, with
no conflict with the thrust of the Framework. The Secretary of State has also carefully
considered the arguments set out by the Inspector at IR13.21-13.23 and agrees with her
conclusion that the proposed development would undermine the purposes of the Local
Gap and change its character. He agrees that the Gap continues to serve a useful and
much valued planning purpose (irrespective of the landscape capacity assessment of
the site) and that an increase in built development would result in a small but
nevertheless significant diminution of openness.

Highways and parking

15.For the reasons given at IR13.24-13.27, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR13.27 that the proposed development would not result in
material harm in terms of any impact on the safety and free flow of traffic on the local
highway network.


http://www.hurstpierpoint-pc.org.uk/misc/P%202031%20PARISH%20NP%202031%20Submission%20Version%20March%2014.pdf

Living conditions

16.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion at IR13.28 that, subject to
conditions, there would be no material adverse impact on the living conditions of local
residents.

Trees and ecology

17.For the reasons given at IR13.29-13.32, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR13.33 that the development proposed would not have a
material adverse impact on the ecological or arboricultural interest of the application site.

Flooding and drainage

18. For the reasons given at IR13.34-13-39, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR13.40 that, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposed
development would not exacerbate existing sewage disposal problems, nor would it
either be at risk from flooding or exacerbate the flood risk in the wider area.

Heritage Assets

19.For the reasons given at IR13.41-13-43, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that the special interest and significance of Wickham Farmhouse (Grade 2 listed) would
not be materially affected by the development of the application site. Similarly for the
reasons given at IR13.44, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that there
would be no material harm to the character, appearance or setting of the Hurst Wickham
Conservation Area and therefore no harm to its significance as a heritage asset. He also
agrees with the Inspector (IR13.45) that the imposition of an appropriate condition to
secure any necessary investigation would afford sufficient protection to any
archaeological remains which might otherwise be disturbed.

Accessibility

20.For the reasons given at IR13.46-13.47, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that the existing public transport provision in the area, and the walking and cycling links
included in the scheme, would be sufficient to ensure a reasonable prospect of access
being available by sustainable transport modes to those services and facilities required
by people on an everyday basis.

Planning balance

21.The Secretary of State gives substantial weight to the benefits of the scheme, as
identified by the Inspector at IR13.48-13.50 and IR13.53-13.54 including, in particular,
the fact that the Council accepts that it does not have a five year housing land supply;
so that the development needs to be considered in the context of the presumption in
favour of sustainable development as set out in the Framework. However, against that,
the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the justification for the Local Gap
also carries substantial weight, bringing the application scheme into conflict with the
Local Plan and the Framework taken as a whole (IR13.56) in terms of failing to meet the
environmental dimension of sustainability. Additionally, since the Inspector submitted
her Report to the Secretary of State, the NP has made a significant step forward and is
now at the formal examination stage (see paragraph 10 above), reaffirming the Local
Gap designation in the Local Plan. In the light of this, the Secretary of State agrees with
the Inspector’s conclusion at IR13.57 that the scheme cannot be regarded as
sustainable development.



Conditions

22.The Secretary of State has considered the proposed conditions and the Inspector’s
comments on them at IR11.1-11.17. He is satisfied that the conditions recommended in
Appendix C to the IR are reasonable and necessary and meet the tests of the
Framework and the guidance. However, he does not consider that these overcome his
reasons for refusing the appeals.

Obligation

23.The Secretary of State has considered the terms of the planning obligation submitted at
the Inquiry and considered by the Inspector at IR12.1-12.12. He agrees with the
Inspector (IR13.55) that these meet the Framework tests and comply with the CIL
Regulations. However, for the reasons set out above, he does not consider that these
provisions are sufficient to overcome his concerns with the proposed scheme as
identified in this decision letter.

Overall Conclusions

24.Overall, the Secretary of State considers that, although the application scheme would
help to meet the shortfall in housing land in the Council’s area, it would not accord with
the terms of the development plan or the Framework. The long established Local Gap is
already patrticularly narrow and vulnerable in the vicinity of the application site, so that
the proposal fails to satisfy the environmental dimension of sustainable development as
set out in the Framework.

Formal Decision

25. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’'s recommendations. He hereby refuses your clients’ application for a
development comprising 81 dwellings, access roads, car parking facilities, footways,
footpaths and associated infrastructure plus change of use of 4.3 ha of land to informal
open space with landscape planting and other works in accordance with application No
13/01250/FUL dated 12 April 2013.

Right to challenge the decision

26.A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the
Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged by making an application to the High
Court within six weeks from the date of this letter.

27.A copy of this letter has been sent to the Council. A notification e-mail / letter has been
sent to all other parties who asked to be informed of the decision.

Yours faithfully

JEAN NOWAK
Authorised by Secretary of State to sign in that behalf



' The Planning Inspectorate

Report to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government

by Jennifer Vyse DipTP DipPBM MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Date 30 April 2014

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
PLANNING APPLICATION MADE BY
THAKEHAM HOMES (SOUTHERN) LIMITED
TO

MID-SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL

Inquiry opened 1 April 2014
Land off College Lane, Hurstpierpoint, West Sussex BN6 9AB

File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499




File

Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499

File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499
Land off College Lane, Hurstpierpoint, West Sussex BN6 9AB

The application was called in for decision by the Secretary of State by a Direction made
under section 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 on 19 December 2013.

The application is made by Thakeham Homes (Southern) Limited to Mid-Sussex District
Council.

The application No 13/01250/FUL is dated 12 April 2013.

The development proposed comprises 81 dwellings, access roads, car parking facilities,
footways, footpaths and associated infrastructure plus change of use of 4.3 hectares of
land to informal open space with landscape planting and other works.

The reason given for making the Direction was that the proposal concerns matters which
may conflict with national policies on important matters.

On the information available at the time of making the Direction, the matter on which the
Secretary of State particularly wished to be informed for the purpose of his consideration
of the application, was the extent to which the proposed development is consistent with
the Government’s policies, in particular housing, contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework.

Summary of Recommendation: That the application be refused.

1.
1.1

1.2

1.3

Procedural and Background Matters

The Inquiry sat for two days (1-2 April 2014). | undertook an accompanied
visit to the site and its surroundings during the second day.

Notwithstanding a recommendation for refusal, at its meeting on 11 July 2013,
the District Council’s South West Area Planning Committee resolved that
planning permission should be granted, subject to conditions and subject to
the applicant first entering into an Agreement under Section 106 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). However, prior to issue of the
formal decision, the application was called in by the Secretary of State for his
determination, alongside appeals relating to two other housing developments:
one at Kingsland Laines, Sayers Common®* and one at Little Park
Farm/Highfield Drive, Hurstpierpoint.?

Subsequent to the calling in of the application, the applicant agreed minor
amendments to the scheme with the District Council. At the Inquiry, it was
confirmed that, for the most part, the alterations related to what were referred
to as ‘slight tweaks’ to several of the elevations to the dwellings proposed. A
further difference is a possible alternative location for the proposed pumping
station within the proposed wildlife corridor (shown on plan No 7777 as Option
2). Whilst the Parish Council felt that Option 2 did not represent an
appropriate location, being located within a wildlife/landscape area, it was
accepted that the final location was a matter that could be dealt with by
planning condition. | consider that the amendments do not/need not
materially change the nature of development for which permission is sought.
Accordingly, and with the Wheatcroft principles in mind,® | am satisfied that
those with an interest in the outcome of this application would not be
prejudiced were the Secretary of State to determine the proposal on the basis
of the revised details.”

! Appeal Ref: APP/D3830/A/12/2189451 — 120 dwellings in total
2 Appeal Ref: APP/D3830/A/13/2203080 — 157 dwellings in total
% Bernard Wheatcroft Ltd v SSE for the Environment and Another (1980)
4 These are the plans listed at condition 29 in Appendix C below.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 1



File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499

1.4

1.5

1.6

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Shortly before the Inquiry opened, the Government published its Planning
Policy Guidance (planning guidance). The advice set out therein, at ID:21b-
014-20140306,° resulted in the striking through of some of the written
evidence of the Parish Council.

The District Council, although represented at the Inquiry by Mr King in order to
assist with the discussion on conditions and the planning obligation, as well as
administrative matters, did not present any evidence to the Inquiry.
Accordingly, this Report does not contain a statement of case on the part of
the District Council.

This Report includes a description of the application site and its surroundings,
the gist of the representations made at the Inquiry and in writing, and my
conclusions and recommendation. Lists of appearances and documents are
attached as Appendices A and B respectively. Recommended conditions, in the
event that planning permission was to be granted, are set out at Appendix C.
References to documents are given as footnotes.

The Site and its Surroundings®

The 7.86 hectare application site lies on the southeastern side the village of
Hurstpierpoint, north of Wickham Hill (B2116) and to the south of the separate
hamlet of Hurst Wickham. Hurst Wickham is a designated Conservation Area.
To the east is the settlement of Hassocks, with the town of Burgess Hill lying
some 4 kilometres to the northeast.

The site is laid to grass and was previously used for the grazing of horses. A
small watercourse runs across the site from east to west, dividing the larger
southern part, most of which is proposed to be developed, from the narrower
northern part which, together with a wildlife corridor along the eastern site
boundary, would be retained as open space.

The northern site boundaries, which comprise hedgerow and hedgerow trees,
are adjoined by an open field close to College Lane, with the northernmost
extent of the site adjoining the southern garden boundaries of a couple of
large detached properties on Hurst Wickham Close (Hurst Wickham Rise and
Little Court).

The eastern site boundary runs alongside Belmont Lane, a single width private
access road and public bridleway that is sunken into the land at various points.
The boundary between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks runs along Belmont Lane
at this point. The lane is lined by mature trees with an understorey of hazel
and hawthorn.

The southern boundary of the site is formed by the rear gardens to properties
on Wickham Hill and a small paddock area. In the main, the boundary is
marked by existing trees and hedgerow. The western site boundary abuts the
rear gardens of dwellings along College Lane. Whilst the boundaries to some
of those properties are quite open, others are defined by shrubs and trees.

> Headed ‘In what circumstances might it be justifiable to refuse planning permission on the grounds of prematurity?’
5 More detail on this is set out in the officer’s report, the Planning Statement, the Design and Access Statement and
the Landscape and Visual Assessment that accompanied the application, plus APP/2/P and APP/2/A.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 2
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2.6

2.7

4.2

4.3

4.4

Vehicular access to the site would be taken from College Lane, immediately to
the north of No 31, opposite to an attractive flint cottage (12 College Lane)
and Wickham Farmhouse (14 College Lane) a Grade 11 listed building.

Ground levels fall gently from both north and south, towards the small water
course that dissects the site. There are two small ponds at the eastern end of
the stream. Beyond the site levels rise, in particular to the south, where the
Wickham Hill properties are on a ridge and are elevated in relation to the
application site. The site is, effectively, enclosed by a shallow ridge to the
north and the more pronounced ridge to the south. Around the site, the land
use is urban to the west and south, agricultural with fields of pasture to the
east, beyond Belmont Lane, urban fringe to the northwest, where there is a
paddock/field running up to a converted barn and former stables (Hurst
Wickham Barn) and partly residential to the northeast, with the extensive
grounds around Belmont and a number of other properties.

Planning History

In March 2013, planning permission was refused for 93 dwellings on the site
and associated infrastructure, plus change of use of an area of land to informal
open space with landscape planting and other works, on land at College Lane.’
Six reasons for refusal were set out in the Decision Notice. They related to the
location of the site within a Countryside Area of Development Restraint and a
Local Gap; unsatisfactory design and layout; failure to provide necessary
infrastructure and affordable housing contributions; drainage issues; and
potential impact on protected species. Although an appeal against that
decision was lodged, it was withdrawn prior to determination.

The Proposal

Permission is sought for the erection of 81 dwellings, access roads, car parking
facilities, footways and footpaths and associated infrastructure, plus change of
use of land to informal open space with landscape planting and other works.

The scheme comprises 57 market properties as a mix of two, three and four
bed houses and a one bed flat, and 24 affordable units as a mix of one and
two bed flats, two, three and four bed properties. The plans show detached,
semi-detached and terraced houses and bungalows, of a traditional Sussex
vernacular design in the main. The palette of external materials includes
brick, tiles, timber boarding, slate and flint.

Vehicular access would be from College Lane, some 10m to the north of No 31.
The road layout would be broadly circular, around a landscaped amenity space
within the centre of the site. A pedestrian/cycle link to Belmont Lane is shown
within the southeast corner of the site and a pedestrian walkway is shown
winding through the proposed landscaped park and wildlife corridor along the
eastern boundary with Belmont Lane, and along the northern site boundary.
That land would be transferred to the Parish Council, were planning permission
to be granted.

Two ponds associated with the proposed sustainable surface water drainage
arrangements (SUDs) are shown as located within the parkland area, as well

7 Application No 12/03972/FUL

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 3
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4.5

52

5.3

54

55

5.6

as a habitat pond and a locally equipped area for play. The plans also indicate
that the pumping station associated with the development would be located
within this area — option 1 sites the facility to the north of the access road, just
off College Lane; option 2 shows it located adjacent to the eastern site
boundary, within the wildlife corridor, served via a new access drive off
Belmont Lane (both are shown on Plan No 7777).

All the roads and footpaths would have properties fronting onto them and
there are no areas where there would be dead frontages facing onto the public
realm. Car parking courts have been placed to the rear of dwellings to
minimise the impact of car parking on the development.

Planning Policy and Guidance

In addition to the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework)
reference was made to:

The Mid Sussex Local Plan®

At the time of the Inquiry, the statutory development plan for the site included
the saved policies of the Mid Sussex Local Plan, adopted in May 2004. The
policies referred to below are those most relevant to the issues raised by this
application.

The application site lies adjacent to, but outwith, the defined settlement
boundary for Hurstpierpoint, in a Countryside Area of Development Restraint.
Within such areas, policy C1 resists new development other than in particular
circumstances, in order to protect the countryside for its own sake. The site
also lies within a Strategic and Local Gap, defined by the Local Plan as areas of
countryside with special qualities. Policies C2 (Strategic Gaps) and C3 (Local
Gaps) safeguard those areas with the specific objective of preventing
coalescence and retaining the separate identity and amenity of settlements.
Development within the gaps is resisted unless it is necessary for the purposes
of agriculture, or some other use that has to be located in the countryside, it
makes a valuable contribution to the landscape and amenity of the gap and
enhances its value as open countryside, and it would not compromise
individually or cumulatively the objectives and fundamental integrity of the

gap.

Policy B10 reflects the statutory duty to protect listed buildings and their
settings.

Policy H4 seeks to secure 30% provision of affordable units on sites proposing
more than 15 dwellings.

Policies G3, CS9 and CS11 require that the infrastructure necessary to support
new development either exists or can be provided, including new community
facilities.

The Mid Sussex District Plan®

5.7

The submission version of this emerging plan was submitted to the Secretary
of State in July 2013. Following a Hearing session in November 2013, the

8 PC/1/A Tabs PC2 and PC5, APP/1/A Tab 10 and Doc 17 Appendix 1
° PC/1/A Tab PC3

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 4
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5.8

Examining Inspector issued a Note advising of his conclusion that the legal
duty to cooperate had not been met, suggesting that the Plan be withdrawn.*®

The Plan is still the subject of considerable objection and remains to be
independently tested, both in relation to the duty to cooperate, and whether it
meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in
the housing market area. As set out in the SoCG, this Plan has now been
withdrawn and carries no weight in the decision-taking process. In the event,
no policies from the emerging plan are referred to or relied on by the parties.

The Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish 2031 Neighbourhood Plan —
Submission Version*

5.9

5.10

511

5.12

At the time of this Inquiry, the Submission Version of the Neighbourhood Plan,
together with a Basic Conditions Statement,'? Consultation Statement*® and
updated Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating SEA)** had been submitted to
the District Council and the South Downs National Park Authority (the
emerging Plan straddles both local planning authority areas, with Mid Sussex
taking the lead).

Although it was hoped that the Local Authority consultation process would
have been underway by the time of the Inquiry, a single issue relating to the
Habitats Regulations was outstanding: the District Council had received legal
advice that, since the District as a whole is impacted by the Ashdown Forest
Special Area of Conservation and Special Protection Area, all Neighbourhood
Plans within Mid Sussex needed to be screened to assess whether they are
likely to have a significant effect on the special characteristics of the Forest.

A Habitats Regulations Assessment of the now withdrawn District Plan found
that the only likely significant effect relates to recreational disturbance from
visitors to the Forest. Since the majority of such visitors originate from within
7 kilometres of the Forest, it was held that new residential development within
that zone would be required to mitigate those effects. A letter from the
District Council, dated 28 March 2014,*® confirms that the parish of
Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common is wholly outside the 7 kilometre zone and
thus, the screening opinion is likely to indicate that there are no significant
effects. Nevertheless, a formal assessment still needs to be carried out. The
letter confirms that a screening statement will be published shortly, along with
the Council’s decision on the legal check.'® The plan can then move forward to
the six week consultation stage, prior to Examination.

The Submission Version of the Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate the
application site for housing development. Instead, it lies in countryside within
a defined Local Gap. Policy C1 ‘Conserving and Enhancing Character’ is
permissive of development in the countryside for particular purposes, where it
would maintain or, if possible, enhance the quality of the rural and landscape
quality of the parish, where it is supported by other policies in the Plan. Policy

° Doc 6

1 Ibid Tab PC4

12 |bid Tab PC6

2 |bid Tab PC7

4 1bid PC8

1% Doc 4

¢ The letter confirms that the Council has no concerns about the legality of the process for consultation etc.
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C3 ‘Local Gaps and Preventing Coalescence’ is permissive of development in
the countryside provided that it would not individually or cumulatively result in
coalescence and the loss of the separate identity of neighbouring settlements,
and provided that it would not conflict with other countryside policies within
the Plan. Local Gaps between particular settlements are identified. They
include the gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks, and between
Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.

5.13 Given the reasons for the Secretary of State calling in this application, | deal
with the weight to be afforded to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan in Section
13 of this Report.

Supplementary Planning Documents

5.14 The Council has produced a number of Supplementary Planning Documents
(SPDs). Although part of the Local Development Framework, they are not part
of the development plan. Of particular relevance to this application is the
Development and Infrastructure SPD, adopted in February 2006, which sets
out guidance on the Council’s approach to the calculation of developer
contributions.*’

6. Agreed Matters

6.1 A statement of common ground (SoCG) between the applicant and the District
Council (but not the Parish Council who had Rule 6(6) status at the Inquiry)
was submitted prior to the Inquiry. Among other things, it is agreed, in
summary, that:

¢ The application site lies within a Countryside Area of Development Restraint
(Local Plan policy C1). Within this area, only certain categories of
development are allowed as an exception to the general policy of restraint
that applies. The proposal does not fall into one of these exceptions and the
site is not allocated for housing in the Local Plan. As such, the development
proposed is contrary to policy C1.

o The site also falls within the Burgess Hill and Hurstpierpoint/Keymer/
Hassocks Strategic Gap (policy C2 of the Local Plan) and the Hurstpierpoint
and Hassocks Local Gap (policy C3 of the Local Plan).

e There is already further development to the northwest of the application site
and the development proposed would not bring the existing settlement
boundary of Hurstpierpoint any closer to Burgess Hill than it already is and
the proposal would not compromise the Strategic Gap. There would be no
coalescence in this regard.

e The Local Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks is already relatively
small (some 0.9km when measured in a straight line from the rear gardens
on College Lane, Hurstpierpoint, to the rear gardens of properties on London
Road in Hassocks) although there is some ribbon development along to the
south of the site on Wickham Hill that already affects the gap, and further
development at Hurst Wickham. The proposals include a wildlife/landscape
corridor on the eastern side of the development (along Belmont Lane) of 50-

" Doc 17
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60 metres in width (the majority of the buffer is 60m in width) that will
assist in preventing the coalescence between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.

The housing supply policies of the Local Plan are out-of-date because they
do not provide housing numbers beyond 2006.

The housing figure that has been subject of examination is the revoked
South East Plan figure of 17,100 new dwellings in the period 2006 to 2026
(equating to an annual figure of 855). The Council cannot currently
demonstrate a five-year housing land supply for the District against this
figure. Against the revoked South East Plan figure, the Council can only
demonstrate, at best, 2.43 years of supply. It is also agreed that a 20%
buffer should be applied to reflect performance in past housing completions.

The recent (27 November 2013) High Court decision in Cotswold District
Council Vs SoSCLG"® sets out important legal tests that apply to the
calculation of a five year supply of housing land, the calculation of a buffer,
and the interpretation of paragraph 49 of the Framework in terms of policies
being out of date. The judge in that case stated:

‘....the Secretary of State did not err in disregarding Local Plan Policy 19.
The second sentence of paragraph 49 of the Framework says that relevant
policies for the supply of housing should not be considered to be up to date
if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply. Miss
Sheikh submits that Local Plan Policy 19 restricts development, including
housing development, and so is not a housing policy for the purposes of
paragraph 49 of the Framework. The short answer is that Local Plan Policy
19 is a policy relating to the supply of housing (amongst other
developments). It restricts development, including housing development.
As the inspector correctly held, applying the Framework, Local Plan Policy 19
should be disapplied "to the extent"” that it "seeks to restrict the supply of
housing": see paragraph 14.44 of the report in the Highfields appeal.’

With regard to paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework, it is
agreed that, for the purposes of housing supply, Local Plan policies C1 and
C2 are out-of-date.

All of the dwellings would meet the authority’s dwelling space standards™®
and no issue is taken with the proposed layout and design principles
demonstrated by the development proposed, which includes a direct
pedestrian link from the site onto Belmont Lane. The layout has also been
designed to meet Secured by Design standards. The proposed Sussex
vernacular style and materials palette is appropriate here.

A Landscape and Visual Assessment was submitted in support of the
application. It assesses the application site as being low to medium in
terms of landscape quality, as it is not subject to any national designations
and has an urban fringe quality. It assesses the landscape value as being
low to medium as the site has no public access and there are no wilderness
or cultural associations that are important. The report concludes that the
sensitivity of the landscape to the proposal would be low to medium because

18 APP/1/A Tab 7
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the site is well enclosed and not widely visible, it is associated with the
existing urban edge and the new houses would not be out of context in their
partly suburban setting.

o The distance separation between existing and proposed dwellings would be
sufficient to protect the living conditions of existing residents.

e There is sufficient highway and junction capacity on the local highway
network to safely accommodate anticipated traffic movements associated
with the development proposed, even when considered in conjunction with
other possible developments at Sayers Common and Little Park
Farm/Highfield Drive.

e The impact of the proposed development on air quality for sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of Stonepound crossroads will be negligible.

e The application would provide 30% affordable housing as required by Local
Plan policy H4.

¢ The survey work undertaken demonstrates that the development proposed
would have no material adverse implications for protected species.

e The site is in Flood Zone 1, where there is a low risk of flooding from rivers
or other sources of flooding. The Council’s drainage engineer considers that
the proposal would provide improvements over the current situation and
there would be no increase in surface water discharge from the site.

¢ In respect of sewage, the original plans showed a pumping station to the
north of the vehicular access to the site which would connect to the foul
sewer that runs along College Lane.

¢ The site is not within a conservation area nor does it have any listed
buildings within it. Given the distance between the development site and
Hurst Wickham Conservation Area, it is agreed that the development would
not have any material effect on its character or appearance. The nearest of
the dwellings proposed would be within approximately 60 metres of the
grade 11 listed Wickham farmhouse (No 14 College Lane). Given the
existing and proposed landscaped screening, it is agreed that the
development would not have a material effect on its special interest or
setting.

o There is potential for below ground heritage assets and a scheme of
investigation will need to take place prior to the commencement of
development.

e The New Homes Bonus is a material planning consideration which should
weigh in favour of granting consent for the development proposed. There
would also be economic benefits in terms of the direct boost to the local
economy during the construction phase and subsequent benefits from
additional dwellings in the locality.

e Mid Sussex Health Care provides primary care in this area and has no
objection to this application.

e It is agreed that the provisions of the Section 106 Agreement ensure that
the local infrastructure can accommodate the proposed development.
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7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

¢ There would be no adverse impact on the setting of the South Downs
National Park.

The Case for the applicant - Thakeham Homes (Southern) Limited

The applicant’s opening and closing submissions to the Inquiry set out a
résumé of the company’s case.?® The material points are summarised below.

Although recommended for refusal, Mid Sussex District Council resolved to
grant planning permission for the development subject only to the completion
of a Section 106 Agreement. Before that Agreement could be completed, the
application was called in by the Secretary of State for his own determination.
The decision to call in the application was surprising, given the modest scale of
the proposed development; the accepted lack of a five year supply of housing
land in Mid Sussex; the early stages the emerging development plan had
reached; the Government’s policy in the National Planning Policy Framework
supporting housing development; and the Secretary of State’s call-in criteria.
Nonetheless, it was called in and there has been benefit in testing the
substance of the objections to the proposed development.

Objections and the main objectors

The principal objector and only Rule 6 party has been the Hurstpierpoint and
Sayers Common Parish Council. As made clear in cross-examination, the only
significant and demonstrable adverse impact it relies on, and which it says
outweighs the benefits of the development, is the impact on the Local Gap
between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks. Save for that one point, the Parish
Council did not present any evidence or even argue that the development
would have a significant adverse impact (individually or cumulatively) on those
matters raised by individual objectors in their written representations and
identified by the Inspector at the start of the Inquiry.?

The Wickham Action Group (WAG) representing local residents also presented

evidence through Mr Gunne-Jones. However, it was also principally concerned
with the impact the development would have on the Local Gap and its case did
not add materially to that advanced by the Parish Council. The impact on the

Local Gap is addressed further below.

The only other person opposed to the development who chose to give evidence
at the Inquiry itself, was Mr Maidment. He appeared to be concerned with the
foul and surface water drainage arrangements and suggested that there were
fundamental concerns with capacity in the sewerage that needed to be
addressed. His ‘evidence’ should be treated with considerable caution. He did
not object to the development before appearing at the Inquiry itself,
notwithstanding that he (a) accepted that he had been aware of the
application when made last year; and (b) he said in cross-examination that, if
he had fundamental concerns about something, then he was someone who
‘stood up and was counted.” When pressed why, in that case, he had not

20 pocs 1 and 13

21 j.e. the effect of listed buildings; flooding and drainage; works of site clearance; the capacity and safety of the
highway network (including College Lane); parking provision in Hurstpierpoint; the impact on health and other
facilities; wildlife; the amenity of residents from (including noise, light, loss of privacy, loss of outlook and
overshadowing); and the impact on the public footpath.
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7.6

7.7

7.8

objected to the application, his response was that he relied on the Council and
that if he objected to every application he wouldn’t spend any time with his
family. That was not consistent with him having a fundamental concern, let
alone one which justifies the refusal of permission. In any event, there are
two proposed conditions which meet his concerns.

Moreover, as is evident from the SoCG, there is much agreement with the
District Council on a wide range of matters, including:-

1) The District has only 2.43 years supply of housing land at most and the
Council cannot therefore demonstrate that the District has a five-year
supply of housing land, contrary to paragraph 47 of the Framework.

2) Consequently, policies C1 & C2 of the Mid Sussex Local Plan (2004) are out
of date.

3) The layout and design of the proposed development is supported by the
Council’s Urban Designer and has well-located amenity and play areas,
direct pedestrian routes through the site and the design of the affordable
housing units works particularly well.

4) Although within the Strategic Gap, the proposed development would not
result in any coalescence between Hurstpierpoint and Burgess Hill.

5) Although within the Local Gap, the proposed development would not result
in any coalescence between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.

6) There will be no loss of amenity to existing neighbouring residents.

7) There will be no material adverse impact on highway safety or congestion
on the local road network from the development, on its own or
cumulatively with proposals at Little Park Farm and Kingsland Laines.

8) There will be no adverse impact on ecology or heritage.
9) The proposed surface water drainage will improve the current situation.
10)There will be no adverse impact on the South Downs National Park.

11)With the completion of the Section 106 Agreement, local infrastructure
(including health care and education) can accommodate the proposed
development.

Therefore, discounting Mr Maidment’s objections, the Parish Council and WAG’s
cases at the Inquiry raise a narrow issue for determination. Namely, whether
the development is sustainable development having regard to the effect on the
character and appearance of the countryside (including the National Park) and
whether any harm significantly and demonstrably outweighs the benefits of the
proposal.

Benefits

There is no disagreement as to what the benefits of the development would
be. These are set out by Mr Ross in his proof of evidence at paragraphs 9.14
and 9.15. The Parish Council did not dispute those benefits and WAG
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expressly agreed that the benefits identified by Mr Ross should be weighed in
the planning balance exercise.

7.9 Hurstpierpoint is a sustainable settlement with a full range of shops, services
and facilities where additional housing development is encouraged. The
application site is adjacent to existing urban development and the accepted
benefits include delivering 81 market and affordable houses within the next 5
years, at a time when the Council has a serious and substantial shortfall of
housing land (see below), in a sustainable location with easy (non-car) access
to the full range shops, services and facilities and transport modes available in
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks. The development would also make a significant
economic contribution in terms of job creation and the additional spending
generated by new residents, in addition to non-financial benefits.

7.10 The benefit of delivering 81 houses should be given very substantial weight,
because of the Council’s desperate need for housing land. The Framework
requires the Council to demonstrate that it has a five-year supply of
deliverable housing sites. As accepted by Mr Mayhew in cross-examination,
the purpose of that requirement is to boost significantly the supply of housing
(Framework paragraph 47). The District Council, Parish Council and WAG all
agree that the Council cannot demonstrate that it has a five-year supply of
deliverable sites. Neither the Parish Council nor WAG has undertaken any
analysis of exactly what the shortfall is, although Mr Mayhew accepted in
cross-examination that the greater the shortfall, the greater the weight that
should be given to the benefits of making a contribution to the need for
housing. By any measure, the deficiency is a very significant one. At most,
the supply is 2.43 years, i.e. less than half the amount required by the
Framework. However, the true figure is substantially less than that.

7.11 The housing need taken from the revoked South East Plan is 855 dwellings per
annum and is consistent with the more recent objective assessment
undertaken by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP), which identifies a range
between 620 — 880 dwellings per annum.?

7.12 The requirement to deliver 855 new dwellings per year generates a need for
4,275 new dwellings over the next five years (5 x 855). However, the Council
accepts that its historic underperformance in delivering housing means that a
20% (rather than a 5%) buffer should be applied to the five year requirement,
in accordance with the second bullet point to Framework paragraph 47. This
brings the five-year requirement up to 5,310 new dwellings (4,275 x 20%).
To this must also be added (a) the 2009 — 2013 shortfall of 1,574; and (b) the
shortfall for 2013/14 of 290. The approach of adding the existing shortfall (or
undersupply) to the total requirement is supported by the recent planning
guidance (ID 3-035-20140306) which advises that ‘Local planning authorities
should aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5 years of the plan
period where possible.’

7.13 The exercise conducted by Mr Ross,?® at which he arrives at a land supply of
1.42 years is, therefore, entirely supported by the Framework and the
planning guidance and demonstrates the real shortfall in the Council’s housing

22 APP/1/A Tab 13
23 APP/1/P Table 1 (p. 25)
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land supply. No-one has sought to challenge Mr Ross’s assessment and at
only 1.42 years, the shortfall is extremely serious. To put the shortfall in
context, even if planning permission was granted for all 3 schemes before the
Secretary of State (i.e. the present application at College Lane, Little Park
Farm and Kingsland Laines) the five-year supply of housing land would still be
only 1.53 years.**

7.14 The shortfall for the District also has to be seen in the context of the need for
additional housing in Hurstpierpoint itself. The most up to date objective
assessment of the District’s full housing needs is that carried out by NLP.
That confirms the requirement for 855 new dwellings a year taken from the
RSS and used for the purposes of calculating the five-year land supply
position. But, all the more importantly, it identifies a need in Hurstpierpoint
for between 700 — 1,500 new homes in the period 2011 — 2030. That report
has not been challenged by any of the parties to the Inquiry. It concludes as
follows:-

‘5.17 Whilst the district-wide assessment concludes that an objective
assessment for Mid Sussex District would fall within the range 12,400 — 17,600
dwellings in total it is considered that of this District-wide requirement,
between 700 and 1,500 dwellings should be delivered within Hurstpierpoint
Parish, if it is to maintain its role in helping to meet its own and the District’s
housing needs.

5.18 A level below 700 dwellings within Hurstpierpoint would not meet the
likely minimum estimates of migration-led pressures for housing need and
demand within the settlement. The implication of this is that, locally, house
prices may become relatively less affordable and housing pressures upon other
settlements in the area, would increase commensurately. A level below 270
dwellings would not meet even the local needs associated with change within
the existing population.

5.19 Whilst this assessment provides an estimate of needs within
Hurstpierpoint, the District-wide strategy may legitimately seek to meet this
need in other locations as part of a spatial strategy that takes account of all
policy in the Framework. However, housing needs across the District will still
need to be met (or provided for elsewhere in the housing market area) to
meet the requirements set out in the Framework.’

7.15 Mr Mayhew’s reliance on Scenarios A and B modelled in the NLP Report®® to
suggest that the need in Hurstpierpoint was less than 300, is entirely
misplaced. NLP makes clear that these 2 scenarios were modelled on the basis
of nil migration.?® It said that:-

‘Whilst nil migration scenarios are wholly hypothetical, as they assume
no-one can move in and no-one can move out of the area, they do provide
a basis for considering what indigenous housing needs are, if migration
were to be excluded.’

7.16 Plainly, nil-migration is a wholly unrealistic scenario and cannot realistically be
assumed. However, it underlines the inadequacy of the Neighbourhood Plan,

24 APP/1/P Table 3
25 APP/1/P Tab 13 paragraphs 4.34 and 4.35
26 |bid paragraph 4.31
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which has a target of 252 new houses. That figure is not enough to meet even
the wholly theoretical nil-migration scenarios modelled by NLP (Scenario A =
270 and Scenario B = 265).

7.17 The evidence, therefore, robustly demonstrates that there is a pressing need
for new housing not only in the District as a whole, but that there is an acute
need in Hurstpierpoint itself. In these circumstances, it is submitted that very
great weight should be given to the significant benefits of being able to deliver
quickly 81 dwellings through the grant of full permission for the proposed
scheme.

Impact on the Local Gap

7.18 Against these benefits must be weighed any significant and demonstrable
adverse impacts. The only adverse impact which the Parish Council and/or
WAG seeks to rely on, is the actual or perceived effect that the development
would have on the Local Gap. They say that development of the application
site will result in the coalescence of Hurstpierpoint with Hassocks and argue
that the proposed development is in breach of policy C3 of the Local Plan
which, they argue, should be given full weight as an up-to-date development
plan policy. No case was presented to the effect that the application scheme,
cumulatively with other unidentified development, would cause coalescence.

7.19 The significance of whether policy C3 is up-to-date arises from Framework
paragraph 49 and the Government’s policy that housing applications should be
considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development, as set out in paragraph 14; and that relevant policies for the
supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the Council cannot
demonstrate a five-year supply of housing land (which manifestly it cannot
do).

7.20 In this regard, it is submitted that policies C1, C2 and C3 are all relevant
policies to the supply of housing land. They all seek to restrict development
(including housing development) in certain areas, whether that is in the
countryside (C1) or specifically in Strategic Gaps (C3) or Local Gaps (C2) and
no distinction should be drawn between them. It does not matter that C1 has
a wider application than C2 or C3, which seek to restrict development only in
particular areas or for particular purposes. Moreover, it is submitted that they
have to be read together and collectively restrain any housing development
outside the settlement boundary of Hurstpierpoint. They plainly are relevant
policies for the supply of housing in that they constrain new housing
development from coming forward outside the historic settlement boundaries
of Hurstpierpoint set in the Local Plan, notwithstanding its credentials as a
sustainable settlement and the Government’s policy objective that the supply
of housing should be boosted significantly.

7.21 The District Council rightly accepts that policies C1 and C2, insofar as they
restrict housing, are relevant housing supply policies for the purposes of
Framework paragraphs 49 and 14. It conceded as such at the Little Park Farm
appeal and in the Report to Committee and SoCG for the present application.
Policies C1 and C2 have also been found to be relevant housing land supply
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policies on at least 2 occasions by Inspectors since the publication of the
Framework.?’

7.22 If, as has previously been found and accepted, policy C2 is relevant to housing
supply and is out of date in so far as it relates to housing land supply, there is
no logical reason why C3 should be treated any differently. They both restrict
development (including housing) except in very limited circumstances and are
substantially in the same terms, as WAG agreed in cross examination, albeit
directed at different areas. The Parish Council also accepted in cross-
examination that policies C2 and C3 stand or fall together. The District
Council’s officers recognise that to be the case too, and in the Report to
Committee for the present application said:-

‘It is clear from the Inspector’s decision at Black Swan Close in Pease
Pottage,”® that policy C3 relating to local gaps (which as [sic] the same aim
as policy C2 relating to strategic gaps) may be regarded as being out of
date insofar as it relates to housing land supply. However it is also clear
from this appeal decision that harm resulting from coalescence is a
material consideration that can be taken into account when determining
planning applications.’*°

7.23 Reliance on the High Court decision in the William Davis case® by the Parish
Council and WAG is misplaced. Quite apart from the fact that such reliance
was demonstrably an afterthought by the Parish Council (apparently because
Mr Mayhew incorrectly thought that C3 was not in dispute, notwithstanding
paragraph 5.3 of Thakeham’s Statement of Case), that case was concerned
with a different policy in a different development plan in a different local
authority area.

7.24 Sprung upon him in cross-examination, Mr Ross correctly said that policy E20
engaged in the William Davis case was similar to Policy C3 of the Local Plan,
but that it had to be seen in the context of the other policies in that Plan,
which he did not have. We do not have the other policies that may have
provided the context for Lang J's judgment in the William Davis case. We do,
however, have all the relevant policies in the Mid Sussex Local Plan. As
submitted above, when policies C1, C2 and C3 are considered together, it is
plain that any housing development is restricted outside the settlement
boundary of Hurstpierpoint.

7.25 Moreover, Lang J applied a very restrictive (and, it is submitted, incorrect)
meaning to the expression ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing’ in
paragraph 49 of the Framework. The better view (and the one accepted by
the Council) is that arrived at by Lewis J in the subsequent Cotswold District
Council case.®* At paragraph 72 of the judgement he said, in relation to Policy
19 (also shown to Mr Ross, who agreed that it was more like Policy C1 in the
present case) that (emphasis added):-

27 APP/1/A Tab 7 Crawley Down appeal, paragraphs 7, 8 and 24, and Tab 17 Pease Pottage appeal, paragraphs 9, 10,
17-19 and 38.

%8 |bid Tab 17

2% APP/1/A Tab 3 page 81

30 william Davis Ltd and Jelson Limited vs SSCLG and North West Leicestershire DC [2013] EWHC 3058 (Admin)

31 Cotswold DC v SSCLG and Fay and Son Limited [2013] EWHC 3719 (Admin)
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‘Thirdly, the Secretary of State did not err in disregarding Local Plan Policy 19.
The second sentence of paragraph 49 of the Framework says that relevant
policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up to date if the
local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply. Miss Sheikh
submits that Local Plan 19 restricts development, including housing, and so is
not a housing policy for the purposes of paragraph 49 of the Framework. The
short answer is that Local Plan Policy 19 is a policy relating to the supply of
housing (amongst other development). It restricts development, including
housing, development. As the Inspector correctly held, applying the
Framework, Local Plan Policy 19 should be disapplied “to the extent” that it
“seeks to restrict the supply of housing...’

7.26 It is accepted by everyone that policy C1 restricts development (including
housing) and is out-of-date. Policies C2 and C3 impose an even greater layer
of restriction on development (including housing) in those areas defined as
Strategic and Local Gaps. But the fact that they are more restrictive of
development in specific areas, rather than the countryside as a whole, cannot
mean that they, in distinction to policy C1, do not relate to the supply of
housing. They plainly do. As Lewis J said in rejecting the Council’s argument
in the Cotswold case, policies C2 and C3 ‘restrict development, including
housing, development.’ That is properly understood by the Council, hence its
concession at the Little Park Farm Inquiry, and was already understood by the
Inspectors who determined the Crawley Down and Pease Pottage appeals (see
footnote 27 above).

7.27 Save for its impact on the Local Gap, no one has argued that Hurstpierpoint is
not a sustainable settlement for new housing; or that the application site is not
a sustainable location within Hurstpierpoint; or that the proposed development
is not sustainable. Thus, the consequence of Policies C1, C2 and C3 being out
of date, insofar as they seek to restrict the supply of housing (as they
undoubtedly do), is that planning permission should be granted unless there
are any adverse impacts which would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits.

7.28 This raises the question whether there are any such significant and
demonstrable adverse impacts. The only impact relied on by the Parish
Council and WAG is the impact on the Local Gap and, even if harm can be
shown, that harm would have to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
acknowledged benefits.

7.29 It is submitted that there is no harm to the Local Gap. Even if there is some
harm, that does not significantly outweigh the benefits. Mr Murphy has
undertaken a full landscape and visual impact assessment in accordance with
standard methodology** that has been approved by the Council.*® In addition
to his conclusions, which were not challenged, that the only effects on the
landscape would be a long term slight adverse effect, he concluded that there
would be no adverse impact on the Local Gap. To understand this, the aims of
policy C3 have properly to be understood. It is not a policy which seeks to
retain land in the Local Gap undeveloped for its own sake and is not a
landscape designation. Its purposes, as is clear from paragraph 3.30 of its

32 APP/2/A Tab A
33 |bid Tab C
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7.30

7.31

7.32

7.33

7.34

7.35

explanatory text, are protect the Local Gap ‘in order to prevent coalescence
and retain the separate identities and amenity of the settlements.’ In the
present case, the settlements are Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks and the
question which has to be asked, is whether development on part of the
application site would cause Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks to coalesce or result
in the separate identities or amenity of those settlements being lost.

The answer from the only qualified expert to have undertaken any structured
assessment and to give evidence at the Inquiry on the issue (i.e. Mr Murphy)
was ‘no’ and he was not challenged on his conclusion, or the reasons for
arriving at it. Instead, there is only an assertion by the Parish Council (and
WAG) that because the application site currently forms part of and contributes
to the Local Gap, any development on it will harm the Local Gap.

Not only is that simplistic but, in the Parish Council’s case, inconsistent with
the advice that its own landscape advisors (Hankinson Duckett
Associates)(HDA) have given when carrying out a comprehensive assessment
of the landscape around Hurstpierpoint for the purposes of preparing its
Neighbourhood Plan.®*

Mr Mayhew made no reference to the HDA report, notwithstanding its clear
relevance to the issue and it had to be brought to the Inquiry’s attention by
Thakeham. When asked in cross-examination whether the application site was
capable of accepting any development he said no, other than perhaps field
shelters and certainly not housing development. However, that personal view
is not supported by the HDA report.

The HDA report makes clear that it was prepared, inter alia, to evaluate and
appraise key sites that protect the separation between Hurstpierpoint and
surrounding towns and settlements,*® and to identify areas where future
development would be inappropriate and areas where development may be
suitable.®® It divided the landscape around Hurstpierpoint into Landscape
Character Areas. Two of those areas are of particular relevance to the present
application: Area 15 (Hurstpierpoint Eastern Farmland) and Area 13
(Hurstpierpoint Eastern Low Weald).

Area 15 is essentially the application site and was assessed by HDA as:-

‘Bound to the south and west by settlement, which has an urban influence on
the character area... Forms the setting to the East of Hurstpierpoint.
Development within this area would be consistent with the existing settlement
pattern of Hurstpierpoint.’

Based on that analysis, HDA concluded that Area 15 had a moderate landscape
sensitivity and a medium capacity to accept development. Insofar as its
importance to the Local Gap is concerned, the HDA report at paragraph 7.2.1
identified that Area 15 ‘to some extent’ maintained the separation between
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks (in contrast to Areas 16 and 18) before saying:-

34 |bid Tab D
%% |bid Tab D paragraph 1.1
%6 |bid Tab D paragraph 1.4
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‘Area 15 has a Medium landscape capacity [for development] as the character
area relates more closely to the surrounding settlement than Area 16, which
has more significance when considering the perception of a gap between
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks’;

and, at paragraph 4.3.5:-

‘This character area has a strong relationship with the eastern edge of
Hurstpierpoint, which gives it an urban influence. The fields within the
character area are relatively flat and are screened from the east by
vegetation.’

7.36 Astonishingly, when the HDA assessment was put to Mr Mayhew, and that his
evidence that the application site was incapable of accepting any development
(other than some field shelters) was inconsistent with that advice, his
response was to say that he disagreed with the Parish Council’s landscape
advisors.

7.37 In light of that answer, it must also follow that he also disagrees with HDA'’s
assessment of Area 13 (which comprises Little Park Farm and is an allocated
site in the Neighbourhood Plan for housing) although it was assessed as being
‘an area of rural agricultural land that forms the separation between the
eastern edge of Hurstpierpoint and Hurst Wickham’ and as ‘an intact and rural
landscape with little urban influence from Hurstpierpoint or Hurst Wickham’
with substantial landscape sensitivity and a low capacity for development. If
not, then it is inexplicable, on the Parish Council’s own evidence base, how
Little Park Farm came to be allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan for housing
development, but the application site appears not even to have been
considered.

7.38 The out-turn from the evidence is that the qualified landscape consultants
agree that the application site is not wholly rural in character, is heavily
influenced by urban development on two sides of the application site and only
performs a limited role in protecting the Local Gap. They also agree that the
application site has a moderate capacity for development and this is respected
by the proposed development which:-

(1) Occupies only the southern part of the site leaving 4.5 hectares of the
northern and more elevated half undeveloped and as parkland.

(2) Does not extend as far as the existing development along Wickham Hill,
which is closer to Hassocks and, although described as ribbon development, is
three rows of development deep in parts.

(3) Retains a landscaped buffer between the eastern edge of the proposed
development and Belmont Lane, providing substantial screening from the
east.

7.39 The consequence of a proper understanding of the character of the landscape,
the role the application site performs in that landscape, and the form/design of
the proposed development, is that the landscape character of the field will
undoubtedly change, but there will be no adverse effect on the role that the
Local Gap performs in preventing coalescence and/or retaining the separate
identity and amenities of Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks. Therefore, there are
no significant and demonstrable adverse effects to weigh against the benefits
and, in accordance with Framework paragraph 14, planning permission ought
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7.40

7.41

to be granted. However, even if the Inspector were to find that there was
some adverse effect on the Local Gap, it is submitted for the reasons set out
above that they do not outweigh the significant benefits of the scheme.

The Neighbourhood Plan

An issue identified by the Inspector in opening the Inquiry, was the weight to
be given to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. This arose because, whereas
the District Council and Thakeham say that no or little weight should be given
to it, the Parish Council argues that substantial weight should be given to it
(notwithstanding that it has formally withdrawn its objection on the grounds of
prematurity).

If, as is submitted above, there is no significant and demonstrable adverse
effect on the Local Gap to weigh in the balance against the acknowledged
benefits of the scheme then, even if substantial weight is given to the
Neighbourhood Plan, the outcome ought not to be any different because it
does not add any additional protection to the Local Gap to policy C3 of the
Local Plan. In any event, the Parish Council’s submission that substantial
weight should be given to the Neighbourhood Plan is untenable in light of the
following matters:-

(1) The Neighbourhood Plan is not at an advanced stage in its preparation.
The Submission version has been sent to the Council, but it has not started
its publicity period because of issues associated with the possible need to
carry out an appropriate assessment under the Habitats Regulations. As a
consequence it is simply unknown what the extent or nature of the
objections and representations are likely to be, or how they might be
resolved. It cannot be said that there will be no objection and the
evidence is that there was significant objection to the consultation draft.
Even after the publicity period closes, it will have to be examined, put to a
referendum and adopted by the Council.

(2) The housing target in the Neighbourhood Plan of 252 new dwellings®’ is
underpinned by the housing assessments done for the emerging District
Plan, which the Council has resolved to withdraw because of its failure to
comply with its duty to cooperate. Although the Examining Inspector did
not have to reach any conclusion on the Council’'s assessment of housing
need in arriving at his conclusions on the duty to co-operate, it is clear
from his letter that he had reservations as to whether the Council’s full
housing need, taking into account the position of neighbouring local
authorities’ housing needs, had been objectively assessed.

(3) Mr Mayhew accepted, in cross examination, that the target of 252
dwellings was not derived from any full objective assessment of the
housing need for Hurstpierpoint.

(4) Notwithstanding that the Neighbourhood Plan identifies a need for 140
— 395 new dwellings to meet its need (although that has not been fully and
objectively assessed) and states that a target at the higher end of the

57 Following an interjection on the part of the Parish Council, this was confirmed as the figure for Hurstpierpoint, not
the Parish as a whole - see section 5.3 of the Submission Version of the Plan. (PC/1/A Tab PC 4) The total for the
Parish is 282-292.
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range would be appropriate, he was unable to explain how the figure of
252 had been derived, except to rely on the two sentences in the last
paragraph of section 5.1 of the Neighbourhood Plan (i.e. a target towards
the higher end of the range, tempered by the larger allocations at Burgess
Hill).

(5) There are clear tensions between the Council, who regard all the
policies in Chapters 1 — 10 of the Local Plan to be strategic, and the Parish
Council who disagree.®®

(6) There plainly has been a failure to consider reasonable alternatives to
the allocated housing sites in policy H2 of the Neighbourhood Plan. Mr
Mayhew accepted, in cross examination, that the assessment undertaken
in the Sustainability Appraisal of options H1 and H3 was concerned with
broad areas for possible housing and that no assessment of the allocated
sites against reasonable alternatives (including the application site) had
been undertaken. That failure alone is a clear breach of the Strategic
Environmental Assessment Regulations which the Submission Draft of the
Neighbourhood Plan has to comply with, in order to meet the Basic
Conditions.

(7) In any event, the assessment of policies H1 and H3, and the preference
for Option B, is highly questionable, as the view that Option B was
marginally more favourable than the other options in relation to the
protection and preservation of the countryside and setting of the village
was inconsistent with the HDA assessment and only explained by Mr
Mayhew’s disagreement with that professional advice. Similarly, he
accepted that the application site had no impact on the National Park, and
that there was no issue as regards access to services and facilities. He had
to accept that the application site was closer to the train station at
Hassocks than Option B and was unclear how this had been taken into
account in the assessment.

(8) Lastly, he was unable to point to a single example of a decision taker
giving an emerging Neighbourhood Plan, which was yet to enter its
publicity period, substantial weight.

7.42 For all these reasons, it would be irrational to give the Neighbourhood Plan

7.43

more than minimal weight.
Third Parties

A number of other matters have been raised by the third parties, although no
evidence has been presented by anyone in relation to them. WAG suggested
that the Council had not been satisfied that there was nothing in them, having,
recommended the planning application for refusal. That is incorrect. Even the
officers were only recommending refusal on the basis of the impact to the
Local Gap and none of the other matters were considered to be sufficient to
recommend refusal of the application. The matters raised by third parties are
addressed, but they are not considered to be the principal or main issues on
which the application falls to be determined.

8 pC/1/A Tab PC6 paragraph 7.3 and 7.4
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7.44

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

Conclusion

The application is one for sustainable development. It will make a real
contribution to meeting the housing needs of the District and Hurstpierpoint, at
a time when the Council has a very serious shortfall in its five-year supply of
housing land. The only adverse impact relied on by the objectors at the
Inquiry related to the Local Gap, but the evidence from the qualified landscape
consultant is that the application site has capacity to accept development
without compromising the objectives of the Local Gap. That view is supported
by the Parish Council’s own landscape advisors. The unchallenged evidence is
that the proposed development will not result in coalescence, or result in any
loss of identity or amenity of Hurstpierpoint or Hassocks. Planning permission
should be granted, as resolved by the Council.

The Case for Sayers Common and Hurstpierpoint Parish Council
(Rule 6(6) party at the Inquiry)

The opening and closing submissions for the Parish Council set out a résumé of
its case.? The material points are summarised below.

Sustainable Development

It was accepted by all parties that the site lies within a Countryside Area of
Development Restraint, as defined in the adopted Local Plan. Whilst policy C1
seeks to restrict housing in such locations, it is also accepted that the Local
Planning Authority cannot presently demonstrate a five year housing land
supply.®® As such, Framework paragraph 49 is relevant which, in turn, engages
paragraph 14. This sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. This comprises three dimensions: economic, social and
environmental. These roles should not be undertaken in isolation, but should
be sought jointly and simultaneously.**

Local Gap

The application site is located on the eastern edge of Hurstpierpoint, and
currently comprises semi-improved grassland.*? It is part of the defined Local
Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks as set out in Policy C3 of the Local
Plan.

Mr Ross sought to argue that policy C3 is out of date.*® His justification for this
relies heavily on the High Court decision in Cotswold District Council v
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government & Anor [2013]
EWHC 3719 (Admin). However, that relates to a policy that sought to apply
general control on development outside of development boundaries (Policy 19
of the Cotswold District Local Plan 2001-2011 (Adopted 2006)). Mr Ross
accepted, in cross-examination, that that policy was more akin to the
construction of Policy C1 than Policy C3 of the Mid Sussex Local Plan.

% Docs 2 and 12

40 Set against the housing targets in the South East Plan
4! Framework paragraph 8

42 APP/2/A Tab A paragraph 3.7.11

43 APP/1/P paragraph 7.18

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 20



File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

8.11

8.12

8.13

It is submitted that policy C3 is not out of date. In support of this, reference is
made to the High Court decision in William Davis Ltd & Jelson Ltd v Secretary
of State for Communities and Local Government and North West Leicestershire
DC [2013] EWHC 3058 (Admin).

That case relates to a Green Wedge area (policy E20 of the North-West
Leicestershire Local Plan (Adopted 2002)). In cross-examination, Mr Ross
accepted that the construction of this policy appeared to relate more to a
specific area (like policy C3 of the Mid Sussex Local Plan) but he was not
willing to give a definitive view on this.

Notwithstanding Mr Ross’s reluctance on this point, it is submitted that the
William Davis case® clearly demonstrates that policy C3 is not to be treated as
a policy for the supply of housing within the meaning of the Framework, and is
therefore not out of date.

Policy C3 notes that Local Gaps are identified in areas between towns and
villages which are particularly vulnerable to development pressure, the loss or
erosion of which would have a harmful effect on the character of the rural
areas and the amenity and setting of villages. The Local Plan designates these
local gaps to give specific policy protection, in order to prevent coalescence
and retain the separate identities and amenities of settlements.*® Policy C3(c)
seeks to specifically prohibit development in Local Gaps that would
compromise individually, or cumulatively, their objectives and fundamental
integrity.

This Gap is already relatively small at this point, some 0.9km when measured
in a straight line from the rear gardens on College Lane to the rear gardens on
London Road in Hassocks.*®

Mr Ross accepts that the application site plays a role in preventing
coalescence, but he considers that this is limited and that the site has some
capacity to contain development.*’

When asked by the Inspector to clarify the role of the space between
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks, which includes the application site, having regard
to paragraph 17 of the Framework, Mr Ross confirmed that it was an historic
designation that sought to maintain the gap and separate identity of the two
villages.

Mr Murphy acknowledged that his Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA) and so, in turn, his consideration of the likely landscape and visual
effects of the proposed development,*® are based on a methodology that does
not include consideration or weight attached to the Local Gap policy.*®

Mr Murphy’s analysis of the proposed development in relation to non-
landscape quality designation policies, such as policy C3, is reserved for
Section 5 of his proof. In this, he accepts that the site does make a

44 In particular, paragraph 47 of the judgement

45 Mid Sussex Local Plan paragraph 3.30 (PC/1/A Tab PC2)

46 S0CG paragraph 6.10

47 APP/1/P paragraph 7.24 and in cross examination

“8 APP/2/P Section 4

49 APP/2/A Appendix D of Tab A (Section 10) and in cross examination
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8.14

8.15
8.16

8.17

8.18

8.19

8.20

8.21

contribution to the objectives of the Gap, but does not consider this to be
» 50

‘significant’.
It can thus be seen that there is a consensus that the site is both within, and
makes a contribution to, the objectives of the Local Gap. The dispute lies over
the extent of the contribution.

We submit that the contribution is significant. It is an integral part of the Gap.

The application proposal would result in the substantial urbanising
development of the site, significantly eroding the separation of Hurstpierpoint
from Hassocks. This would harm the individual identity and character of these
two settlements. This would conflict with policy C3 of the Local Plan, as well
as paragraph 109 of the Framework, which seeks the planning system to
protect and enhance valued landscapes.

That harm would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the
development when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole.
As such it is submitted it does not represent sustainable development.

The Emerging Neighbourhood Plan

The Parish Council has been working on its Neighbourhood Plan for over two
years.*! The first three stages®? had been completed by summer 2013 and, in
early March 2014, the Parish Council provided the Submission Version
Neighbourhood Plan, with the associated requisite documents to the District
Council .>®

The District Council has confirmed that it is carrying out the required formal
legal check of the documents and has only one outstanding issue. In light of
recent legal advice, they consider it is necessary to screen to assess whether
the Plan will have a significant effect on the special characteristics of the
Ashdown Forest SAC and SPA. It is confirmed, given that the Parish is wholly
outside the 7 kilometre zone, that the screening opinion is likely to indicate
there are no such significant effects.

It is anticipated that that the Plan will shortly move forward to its local
authority publicity period.>*

Weight to be attached to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan

Framework paragraph 216 gives guidance on the weight to be attached to
emerging plans. This has now been helpfully expanded by the recent planning
guidance, which makes clear that an emerging Neighbourhood Plan may be a
material consideration.>® It sets out factors for the decision-maker to consider
in determining what a material consideration is and what weight to give it.

50 APP/2/P paragraph 5.3.16 and in cross examination

51 PC/1/A Tab PC7 Section 3

52 Planning Guidance: summary of key stages 1D 41-080-20140306
53 PC/1/A Tabs PC4, PC6, PC7 and PC8

% Doc 4

%% Planning Guidance: ID 41-007-20140306
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8.22 Mr Ross, acknowledging the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan, agreed that
it is now a material consideration that carries weight. However, he considers
that this should be ‘very limited.”>®

8.23 The Parish Council disputes this, and it is submitted that the Neighbourhood
Plan has reached a sufficiently advanced stage that it should carry significant
weight in the determination of this application.®’

8.24 The Consultation Statement sets out the quality and effectiveness of the
consultation that has informed the plan’s proposals.®® This shows that at the
Regulation 14 Consultation stage, of the 30 responses received, only two,
including the applicant, requested that the Plan should include higher housing
numbers.>®

8.25 The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to support the delivery of housing growth
within the Parish over the plan period, comprising 282 - 292 new dwellings on
land beyond settlement boundaries,®® with more in built up-areas.®* This was
on the basis of an analysis and selection of a preferred growth scenario
detailed in the Neighbourhood Plan.®?

8.26 Mr Ross criticises the level of proposed housing delivery in the Neighbourhood
Plan. In his Supplementary Proof, he argues that this is in part due to the fact
that the figure of 10600 new homes required in the District between 2011-
2031, as set out in DP5 of the now withdrawn Mid Sussex District Plan
Submission Version (May 2013), does not meet the District’s full and
objectively assessed housing need.®® However, in cross-examination, he
accepted that there is no evidence that this was the basis of the withdrawal of
that plan. Rather, it was a failure in the duty to co-operate.

8.27 Mr Ross accepted that, whilst NLP have made representations on this basis,
neither the District Council nor the Planning Inspector who undertook the
initial Hearing Session on the District Plan, have concluded that this figure is
incorrect. In particular, the Inspector noted that he could not draw a
conclusion one way or the other because he had not seen all the evidence.®

8.28 Mr Ross argued that the Parish should seek to deliver 700-1500 new homes
over the plan period based on the conclusions of the NLP report May 2013.°°
He acknowledged that these figures were derived from different in-migration
scenarios. They did not, therefore, relate to housing need within the Parish
alone, but were based on projections of local housing need that is helping the
district.®®

8.29 The housing target set out in the Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan is
not a full and objectively assessed housing need for the Parish. Indeed, Mr

56 APP/1/Sup paragraph 2.15 and in cross examination
57 PC/1/P paragraph 8.39

58 pC/1/A Tab PC7

%9 Ibid PC7 Section 7

60 |ocal Plan Proposals Map (PC/1/A Tab PC5)
51 pC/1/A Tab PC4 Chapter 5

52 |bid paragraph 5.1

53 APP/1/Sup paragraph 3.15

54 Doc 6 paragraph 36

5 APP/1/A Tab 13

6 As accepted in cross examination
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8.30

8.31

8.32

8.33

8.34

8.35

8.36

Ross accepted that this was difficult to do, due to the limitation on obtaining
background data at the Parish level.®” It is however, determined on a
proportionate evidence base, as required by the new planning guidance.®®

The Submission Version Plan, and the supporting suite of documents, have
considered a range of housing sites, concluding that housing development in
Hurstpierpoint, outside the settlement boundaries is best delivered on sites
contained in Policy H3. This does not include the application site.

Indeed, within the Neighbourhood Plan, the application site is identified as a
Local Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks. Its development would,
therefore, conflict with policy C3 of this Plan, which seeks to prevent
development that would individually or cumulatively result in coalescence and
loss of separate identity of these two villages.

Conclusion

The approach to the determination of this application flows from the advice in
Framework paragraph 14, and whether the scheme represents sustainable
development, defined by the three limbs and roles.

The proposal would result in the substantial urbanising development of the
site, significantly eroding the separation of Hurstpierpoint from Hassocks. This
would harm the individual identity and character of these two settlements.
This would conflict with policy C3 of the Local Plan, a policy that is not out of
date having regard to Framework paragraph 49, as well as paragraph 109,
which seeks that the planning system protects and enhances valued
landscapes.

The Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan is a material consideration,
having regard to guidance in both the Framework and more recently the
planning guidance. It is considered that that this Plan should carry significant
weight in the determination of the application. The Plan does not support
housing growth in this location, but favours other sites around the fringes of
the village. Furthermore it defines the site as a Local Gap, reflecting the
objectives and purpose of policy C3.

It is considered that the harm resulting from the development is adverse and
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. It does not
represent sustainable development.

For these reasons, and in light of the evidence given on behalf of the Parish
Council, planning permission should be refused.

The Case for Interested Parties
Oral representations made in addition to the written submissions:

The case for Wickham Action Group (represented by Mr Gunne-Jones)®®

87 Mr Ross — evidence in chief
58 pPlanning Guidance: 1D 41-040-20140306

% Doc 7

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 24



File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Our main objections are that the development conflicts with the adopted
development plan and the emerging development plan and that the
development would cause adverse impacts that would not significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of providing additional housing.

In terms of the development plan, the protection of this important parcel of
open countryside can be traced back to at least the 1960s if not earlier. It has
been maintained as an open area between Hurstpierpoint and neighbouring
Hassocks for a considerable time. In the East Sussex County Development
Plan and the local Town Plan, approved in July 1967, the site was designhated
as ‘white land’ and was therefore to remain, for the most part, undisturbed.

In a 1988 appeal decision for the erection of two bungalows, the function of
the land was considered.’® Attention is drawn to paragraphs 5 and 6 of the
Decision. In particular, paragraph 5 cites an earlier 1973 Decision in which the
Inspector referred to the important contribution which the open view from
College Lane made towards the open break between the two settlements.

A consultation draft of the Mid Sussex Local Plan (1996 and again in 1997)
included general policies for the whole of the District. A District-wide housing
consultation exercise was held in early 2000, which helped to determine the
housing allocations of the Local Plan.

The Deposit Draft was published and placed on deposit in November 2000.
Following consideration of objections received, the Council published and
placed on deposit, a revised deposit draft (August 2001). In December 2001,
the Council published a number of proposed pre-Inquiry changes. The
Inspector’s Report following examination of the Plan was published in July
2003 and the Plan was adopted in May 2004. The point being that the
maintenance of this Local and Strategic Gap has withstood close scrutiny in the
Local Plan examination process.

This status has been carried over in the Draft District Plan, which was initially
published for consultation in October 2011, was published as a Proposed
Submission District Plan in May 2013, and was submitted to the Secretary of
State in July 2013. In that Draft Plan, the application site falls within
designated open countryside. Policy DP9 of the Plan states that:

Strategic Objectives: 3) To protect valued landscapes for their visual, historical
and biodiversity qualities.

Evidence Base: A Landscape Character Assessment for Mid Sussex.
Development will be permitted in the countryside, defined as the area outside
of built-up area boundaries on the Policies Map, where:

e It is necessary for the purposes of agriculture, or some other use that has to
be located in the countryside;

= It maintains or where possible enhances the quality of the rural and
landscape character of the District;

« It takes account of the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land and seeks to use areas of poorer quality land in
preference to that of higher quality; or

° Appeal reference APP/D3830/A/87/81067/P4 attached to Doc 7
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e It is supported by a specific policy reference elsewhere in the Plan including
DP11 Sustainable Rural Development and the Rural Economy, DP12 New
Homes in the Countryside, DP17 Sustainable Tourism and DP30 Rural
Exception Sites.

The Mid Sussex Landscape Character Assessment, the West Sussex County
Council Strategy for the West Sussex Landscape and other available landscape
evidence (including that gathered to support Neighbourhood Plans) will be
used to assess the impact of development proposals on the quality of rural and
landscape character.

Built-up area boundaries are subject to review by Neighbourhood Plans or
other appropriate planning documents.

9.8 Our point is that the application site has been afforded protection from
development for a period in excess of 50 years and that its status has been
tested through four rounds of consultation and one examination.

9.9 Support for the protection of the site is sustained in the draft Neighbourhood
Plan as well, which was published in March 2013 and was the subject of public
consultation in April/May of the same year.

9.10 To consider release of the site against such a strong protectionist stance
would, therefore, be wholly unreasonable and unjustified.

9.11 With regard to our second substantive objection, the applicant’s case is that, in
the absence of a five year supply of housing land, the proposal should benefit
from the presumption in favour of housing development that derives from the
Framework. They claim that the Council, other Inspectors, and the High Court
support the view that Local Plan policies C1, C2 and C3 are housing supply
policies which, in the absence of a five year supply of housing land, are out of
date. We do not support that view and direct attention to a High Court
decision.’”* Other appeal decisions also support our view. The Inspector
dealing with an appeal on Storrington Road, Washington in West Sussex,’?
found that numerous policies in that case were not wholly out of date, since
they did not deal exclusively with housing supply, each instead setting out
principles and requirements that related to development in general. It goes on
to confirm that those principles and requirements reflect some of the core
planning principles of Framework paragraph 17, such as the need to take
account of the character of different areas and recognise the intrinsic character
and beauty of the countryside.”

9.12 In our view, Local Plan policies C2 and C3 are not housing supply policies per
se and thus, they are not out of date. They are still valid and the development
proposed conflicts with their provisions. However, even if they were to be
considered as out of date, then the Framework does not open the door to an
automatic grant of planning permission. It requires that a test be applied: are
there any adverse impacts that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits of granting planning permission when assessed against the
policies of the Framework when taken as a whole? One of the Framework
policies (paragraph 109) is that the planning system should contribute to, and

" william Davis Ltd and Jelson Limited vs SSCLG and North West Leicestershire DC [2013] EWHC 3058 (Admin)
72 Attached to Doc 7 - Appeal ref: APP/D3830/A/12/2176793 paragraph 29
"3 |bid paragraph 30
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9.13

9.14

enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued
local landscapes. The application site falls within a landscape that has been
valued by the community and has been protected for more than 50 years. It
is protected in the emerging District Plan and the emerging Neighbourhood
Plan.

Whilst there may be benefits that derive from the development proposed, they
do not outweigh the loss of such a valued landscape. When assessed against
the Framework as a whole, the proposal conflicts with policies and therefore,
even in the alternative scenario envisaged by Framework paragraph 14, the
proposal should be rejected.

The case for Mr Maidment

The opening statement for the applicant referred to the weight to be given to
the Neighbourhood Plan, the purpose of which, together with localism, is to
empower local people. Even the earlier Structure Plan promoted partnerships.
I am particularly concerned that the sewage infrastructure for the development
proposed is an afterthought. The original siting for the proposed pumping
station would not allow sufficient storage provision for a minimum of 24 hours.
The applicant now suggests that it could be located within the wildlife corridor
along the eastern site boundary. Where would the sewage go? The Council’s
drainage officer has not commented on the revised location.”* Where is the
partnership in that?

9.15 The sewage infrastructure on which the application site would rely is the

9.16

9.17

10.
10.1

Goddards Green Plant. In storm conditions the four combined sewer overflows
linked to the plant discharge untreated sewage into the local water network,
which they can do under current legislation. This is a problem, since there is
no definition of storm conditions. In 2004, there were 134 such discharges.
The application needs to be accompanied by sufficient detail to demonstrate
that the on-site pumping station proposed will operate properly, stopping
pumping and holding back the sewage in wet conditions. It is not sufficient to
leave these matters to be dealt with by conditions.

Any surface water run-off from the site would go into Herring Brook before
getting to the River Adur. Herring Brook is a protected chalk stream and a
protected habitat. Any discharge to the stream will need proper management
to prevent pollution.

Protection is afforded to this land as a Strategic and Local Gap. That
protection has been in place for many years. This is the first time that the
strength of the policy protection has been tested. If the application is allowed
at the first attempt, it does not say much for proactive planning.

Written Representations

Some 255 letters of objection were submitted at application stage. These are
summarised in the officer’'s committee report. The many responses submitted
in relation to the call in, summarised here, cover much the same ground:

74 On day 2 of the Inquiry, the Council produced a note from its Senior Drainage Engineer confirming that no
objections were raised in principle to either of the two locations for the proposed pumping station shown on Plan No

7777
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¢ Existing foul and surface water drainage and flooding problems would be
exacerbated.

¢ Trees and hedges on the site have already been grubbed out and hoardings
have been erected that hide the site. Buildings materials and containers
have also been moved onto the site. All this in advance of any decision by
the Secretary of State.

¢ The emerging District Plan has been rejected by the examining Inspector
and the application site is not identified as a suitable or sustainable location
for development in the draft Neighbourhood Plan. Allowing development
here would be to ignore the wishes of local people as expressed in the
Neighbourhood Plan which is at an advanced stage.

¢ The village boundary between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks runs along the
eastern side of the application site. 96% of those who responded to the
Neighbourhood Plan agreed that local gaps should be protected to avoid
coalescence of settlements. The application site is such a parcel of land. If
the development was to go ahead, Hurstpierpoint would lose its separate
identity. There is already talk of development on the Hassocks side of the
boundary. It is vital that this gap be kept open and undeveloped to prevent
coalescence.

e Contrary to policies C2 and C3 of the Local Plan and the Framework.

e The development would exacerbate existing congestion problems on the
very narrow High Street in Hurstpierpoint and at the Stonepound crossroads
on the A273. In addition, Stonepound crossroads is already an air quality
management area because of high levels of nitrogen oxide.

e The location of the proposed site access is dangerous.

¢ Even with its very restricted width, College Lane has seen a considerable
increase in traffic over the last few years, as drivers seek to avoid the
bottlenecks, in addition to people taking children to an ever expanding
College. There are no footways along the lane for the most part and it
cannot cope with any further increase in traffic.

e Parking in the village and at the station is impossible and local services,
schools and facilities are already stretched to their limit.

¢ Local planning policies and the wishes of local people are being ignored.
Localism seems to have been overwhelmed and destroyed. The
Neighbourhood Plan is at an advanced stage and takes account of the issues
that will affect the village. The application site was excluded from the Plan
in favour of more appropriate and sustainable sites which provide for the
construction of some 255 homes to meet future housing needs of the Parish.
The application is premature, pre-empting the Neighbourhood Plan process.

e Local residents are being besieged by applications for new residential
development, with little regard for the realities of daily living. The
development will seriously and permanently harm the character of this area
and the village feel will be lost forever.

e Impact on local wildlife and ecological interest.
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Impact on the character and environment of Belmont Lane, a bridleway.

Not a sustainable location in terms of access to bus services. Future
residents will be reliant on their cars.

Impact on the setting of historic buildings opposite the proposed site access,
and on the nearby Hurst Wickham Conservation Area. Impact on the setting
of the South Downs National Park.

Concern that Members overrode the recommendation of officers to refuse
the application.

Increased noise and light pollution.

Visual impact of the built development proposed, particularly during winter
months.

The parkland open space proposed would be a long distance from the centre
of the village and so would be of very little use to most of the local
community. There is already a large recreation ground at the Wickham Hill
end of Belmont Lane, serving the needs of all those in the area.

10.2 In addition, representation was received on behalf of Rydon Homes Limited,
the appellant in relation to a proposed development at Little Park Farm/
Highfield Drive, which is the subject of a separate Report that is currently with
the Secretary of State.”® The representation was accompanied by copies of
documents relating to that appeal, namely the Statement of Common Ground,
proofs of evidence of Messrs Huskisson and Hough, and the closing
submissions for the District Council and Rydon Homes.

10.3 Among other things, the representation makes the following points:

A similar application for 93 dwellings on the site was refused. The changes
made do not fundamentally alter the nature and impact of the proposal and
do not justify a different decision.

The College Lane site was assessed in the Council’s SHLAA in 2009, 2010
and 2013. It concludes that the site is not considered currently developable
due to unacceptable contribution towards coalescence of Hurstpierpoint and
Hassocks and could set a precedent for the further expansion of
Hurstpierpoint to the north and east.

The emerging Neighbourhood Plan proposed the allocation of the Little Park
Farm/Highfield Road sites, which are fundamental to the implementation of
the vision and objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan. The College Lane and
Sayers Common (Kingsland Laines) sites were not included in the Plan.

The Parish Council continues to object to the College Lane and Sayers
Common sites, consistent with the reasons for not including them as
housing allocations in the Neighbourhood Plan.

The evidence base to the Neighbourhood Plan includes a specific local scale
landscape character area assessment and it was the subject of a

7> Appeal Ref: APP/D3830/A/13/2203080
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Sustainability Appraisal and has been the subject of a full consultation
exercise. In accordance with paragraph 216 of the Framework, the
Neighbourhood Plan can be afforded significant weight.

e The College Lane proposal is prejudicial to the Neighbourhood Plan and
provides few benefits to the local community beyond the provision of
housing.

¢ If the consequence of a grant of permission on the College Lane site were to
have a negative impact on the prospects of the Rydon Homes proposal, that
would be a further adverse impact to be weighed in the balance against the
Thakeham scheme.

11. Conditions

11.1 A list of conditions suggested by the Council and the applicant is set out at
Section 7 of the SoCG, with additional conditions emerging during the related
discussion. All conditions were discussed in detail at the Inquiry. Alterations
to some were subsequently made in the interests of precision and, in some
cases, to deal with implementation. In the event that planning permission was
to be granted, recommended conditions based on those suggested and
discussed at the Inquiry, are attached at Appendix C below.

11.2 It was agreed that suggested condition 23, which relates to the submission of
a Travel Plan, be deleted since its provisions are duplicated in the Section 106
Agreement.’®

11.3 The trees and vegetation shown as ‘to be removed’ on plan No THA18444-03A,
which forms part of the Arboricultural Method Statement submitted with the
planning application,”’ had already been removed by the time of the Inquiry. |
am also mindful that bats are protected by other legislation. On that basis,
suggested condition 7, which required that the trees to be removed be
checked for bats prior to removal, and suggested that a licence may be
required if bats were found to be present, no longer serves a useful purpose
and | have not included it in the list of recommended conditions attached at
the end of this Report.

11.4 In addition to the standard condition relating to the time limit on
commencement of development, (1) a condition to control external materials
is necessary in the interest of visual amenity. (2) Details of boundary
treatments, including the boundaries to the development site and inter-plot
boundaries, are necessary in the interest of visual amenity and to protect the
living conditions of future occupiers. (3) To avoid duplication, the parkland
and wildlife corridor (land hatched blue on Plan 3 attached to the Section 106
Agreement) is excluded from this and other conditions. Paragraph 3.2 of the
Section 106 requires that a separate parkland landscape plan for that hatched
area be submitted to and agreed by the District Council. If permission was
granted, the land would, ultimately, be transferred to the Parish Council.

11.5 Hard and soft landscaping details, together with ongoing management and
maintenance requirements, are required in the interest of visual amenity and

6 Doc 3
"7 Prepared by ACD Arboricultural dated 17 January 2013
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protecting/improving biodiversity. (4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9). Although suggested
condition 3 included specific reference to the bridge over the SUDs pond, there
iS no need to refer to it in relation to the details to be submitted as part of the
planning conditions, since the Section 106 Agreement requires that those
details be submitted to the Council for approval in any event.”®

11.6 The ecology update letter (10 June 2013)° confirms that the majority of the
site is sub-optimal in terms of supporting reptile species. Reptiles are,
however, known to be using the eastern edge of the site. A condition to
secure the mitigation and enhancement measures set out in that letter is
necessary in the interest of nature conservation. (10)

11.7 The applicant has already removed most of the trees and vegetation shown as
being ‘to be removed’ on plan No THA18444-03A. However, it is necessary to
ensure that the timing of the removal of any further trees/vegetation is
undertaken outside the main nesting season, again in order to safeguard
nature conservation interests. (11).

11.8 In the interest of highway safety, conditions relating to the construction of the
site access off College Lane, including visibility splays, the internal access
roads and footways, and the cycle/pedestrian link to Belmont Lane, are
necessary. Since the access road would also be used by construction traffic, it
would be impractical to construct the top layers until such time as construction
work is largely complete. Accordingly, the recommended conditions include a
requirement for a timetable for construction of the different stages. (12, 13,
14) Details of on-site garaging and parking are required in the interest of
highway safety. (15) Provision of cycle storage will promote sustainable travel
choices in accordance with national and development plan policies. (16)

11.9 A programme of archaeological work is necessary to ensure protection of the
heritage assets identified in the applicant’s desk based heritage assessment
(Thames Valley Archaeological Services South, dated July 2012). (17)

11.10 In order to ensure that the development site is satisfactorily drained, and to
avoid increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere, a condition is required to
secure the sustainable treatment of surface water. At the Inquiry, it was
agreed that a condition based on the wording of the PINS model sustainable
drainage condition would be more appropriate than suggested condition 13.
(18)

11.11 The layout plan before the Inquiry (Plan No 7777) includes two possible
locations for the underground pumping station. The wording of the
recommended condition set out in the schedule below allows for the final
position, and associated details, to be assessed by the Council in the first
instance, in the interest of visual amenity. (19) Southern Water indicates that
the local sewage system does not have the capacity to accept the sewage from
further development. Since developers have a right to connect to the local
system, irrespective of capacity issues, it is necessary to ensure that suitable
disposal arrangements are in place prior to occupation of the dwellings, in

8 See the definition of the Parkland Management Plan set out on page 10 of the Section 106 Agreement.
79
Doc 15
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11.12

11.13

11.14

11.15

11.16

11.17

12.
12.1

12.2

order to prevent pollution, and in the interests of amenity and the
environment. (20)

It is necessary to ensure that the play area proposed for the development is
secured, together with its future management/maintenance, in order to
provide a necessary community facility for future occupiers. (21)

Suggested conditions 6 and 26 relate to external lighting. The reason for
suggested condition 6 is to protect wildlife interests, whilst it was confirmed
that suggested condition 26 was to protect the living conditions of those
existing residents living adjacent to the proposed communal parking area on
the western site boundary. Both are valid reasons for the suggested
conditions, but | consider that a single condition, requiring that any external
lighting would need to be agreed with the Council prior to its installation,
would be sufficient to protect those interests. (22)

The applicant’s Phase 1 Contamination Assessment Report (May 2012) has
identified potential sources of contamination on and close to the site.
Conditions requiring an on-site investigation, assessment and, as necessary,
remediation measures, will ensure that the health and safety of future
residents is protected. (23, 24)

A construction management plan is necessary in the interest of highway safety
and to safeguard the living conditions of local residents. (25) Conditions
controlling hours of working on the site, and preventing the burning of
construction waste, are also necessary to protect the living conditions of local
residents. (26, 27)

A number of the dwelling units proposed have relatively limited garden areas.
In such circumstances, it would be appropriate to remove permitted
development rights in relation to extensions to those dwellings, including the
erection of buildings and structures within their curtilages, in order to ensure
that sufficient outdoor amenity space is retained for future occupiers and that
the living conditions of both adjoining occupiers and future occupiers of the
development, are protected. | have however, deleted the reference to plot 53
from the condition. The garden area to that property is larger than many
others within the development. (28)

For the avoidance of doubt, and in the interests of proper planning, it is
necessary to list the plans to which any permission would relate. (29)

Planning Obligation

A completed planning obligation in the form of a bilateral agreement was
submitted at the Inquiry.®® It secures various financial contributions under a
number of heads of terms, together with other arrangements.

Relevant baseline information with regard to the context for calculating the
contributions sought by the District and County Councils is provided through
policies G3 and CS11 of the Local Plan, which require that the necessary
infrastructure to support new development should exist, or can be provided.

8 Doc 3
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The policies support the Council’s Development and Infrastructure SPD.®! The
contributions are intended to meet a range of local policy objectives with the
aim of overcoming, or substantially mitigating, identified problems.

12.3 Consideration of the obligation must be undertaken in the light of the advice at
paragraph 204 of the National Planning Policy Framework and the statutory
requirements of Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations. These require that planning obligations should only be accepted
where they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms; are directly related to the development; and are fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to it.

12.4 Contributions towards primary and secondary education facilities, based on the
formulae in the SPD, are secured. The population increase generated by the
development proposed would give rise to increased pressure at Albourne and
St Lawrence Church of England primary schools, at Hassocks infants’ school
and Windmills junior school, and Downlands secondary school, which would
need to be expanded and/or improved to meet that increased demand, since
they are all at or near to capacity.

12.5 The libraries contribution would be used to improve services at the
Hurstpierpoint library to meet increased demand. Again, the calculation is
based on the formula in the SPD.

12.6 Future occupiers of the development proposed would place increased pressure
on the local highway network. The highways contribution secured (the Total
Access Demand Contribution which comprises an infrastructure contribution
and a sustainable transport contribution) would be pooled for use towards a
cycleway between Hassocks and Sayers Common via Hurstpierpoint,
pedestrian enhancements and traffic management along Albourne Road and a
school safety zone at St Lawrence Church of England primary school.®?

12.7 There is a shortfall in the provision of outdoor playing space across the
District, with the SPD confirming that the leisure and recreation needs
generated by new housing development will need to be met by the developer.
The recreation (formal sport) contribution secured by the planning obligation is
based on the formula in the SPD, supported by Local Plan policies R3 and R4,
and would be used to enhance and add capacity to the playing pitch
infrastructure at Fairfield Recreation ground. In addition, the community
building contribution, based on the SPD formula as supported by Local Plan
policy CS9, would be used to help develop the pavilion at the recreation
ground as a multi-purpose sports and community facility.

12.8 The development of sustainable communities requires the provision of a wide
range of local facilities and services. Whilst many are specifically identified in
the SPD, others are not specified but are still needed by the respective
communities — listing them all would be impractical. 1 am mindful in this
regard, that the Parish Council has an infrastructure programme for 2013-
2018. The planning obligation secures a local community infrastructure
contribution for those purposes, based on the formula in the SPD.

81

Doc 17
82 These are listed at paragraph 3.4 of the County Council’s written submission, which is with third party responses to
the application being called in. In addition, see further clarification in Doc 17.
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12.9 The obligation requires that a Travel Plan be submitted to the Council and that
it be approved in writing. It is to be in place prior to first occupation of any
dwelling on the site and is necessary to promote the use of more sustainable
modes of transport in accordance with national guidance.

12.10 As referred to earlier, the planning obligation requires that a landscaping plan
for the parkland and wildlife corridor i.e. that area hatched blue on plan 3
attached to the Agreement, is to be submitted to and approved in writing by
the District Council. The land is also to be transferred to the Parish Council,
together with a sum for landscaping and ongoing management and
maintenance. This would ensure that the area would be available for use of
the public in perpetuity. In addition, the obligation provides for a resident’s
management company (RMC) to be set up for the purpose of carrying out
ongoing maintenance, renewal and upkeep of the sustainable surface water
drainage works (SUDs) (hatched yellow on Plan 3 attached to the obligation).
A commuted sum is also secured for those works, to be paid to the RMC.

12.11 The obligation secures the on-site provision of 30% affordable housing units
(24 units in total). The level of provision accords with policy H4 of the Local
Plan and the SPD, and would meet an identified need.

12.12 As required by the County Council, and referred to in the SPD, the planning
obligation secures the provision of two fire hydrants within the development
site, for the safety of future occupiers.
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13.
13.1

13.2

13.3

13.4

13.5

Inspector’s Conclusions

The following conclusions are based on my report of the oral and written
representations to the Inquiry, and on my inspection of the site and its
surroundings. The numbers in parentheses thus [ ], refer to paragraphs in the
preceding sections of the Report from which these conclusions are drawn.

The application site lies adjacent to, but outside the development boundary for
Hurstpierpoint as defined on the Local Plan Proposals Map.*3! In planning
policy terms therefore, the site lies in open countryside. General residential
development in the open countryside is contrary to the relevant policies of the
development plan (policies C1, C2 and C3 of the Mid Sussex Local Plan).-3 &1
However, the Council has a substantial shortfall in its five year supply of
housing land.[®* 7207271 |n such circumstances, Framework paragraphs 49 and
14 make it clear that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be
considered up to date and that permission should be granted, unless any
adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits when assessed against the policies of the Framework as a whole.

On the basis of the written representations and the evidence presented and
examined at the Inquiry, and bearing in mind the Framework’s presumption in
favour of sustainable development, | consider the main consideration in this
case to be whether the potential contribution of the development proposed to
the supply of housing is outweighed by other considerations, specifically the
effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the surrounding
countryside, in particular, the role of the application site as part of a defined
Local Gap, when assessed against the policies of the Framework as a whole.
First though, | need to address the weight to be afforded to the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.

The Government’s recent planning guidance contains advice entitled ‘What
weight can be attached to an emerging Neighbourhood Plan when determining
planning applications?’®® It confirms that an emerging Neighbourhood Plan may
be a material consideration in the determination of planning applications,
although the development plan remains as the starting point. Framework
paragraph 216 sets out the weight that may be given to relevant policies in
emerging plans in decision taking. Factors to consider include the stage of
preparation of the Plan and the extent to which there are unresolved
objections to relevant policies.

Thakeham Homes objected to the inclusion of the application site within the
policy area intended to prevent coalescence (Neighbourhood Plan policy C3).%*
The company also maintained, among other things, that the Plan should make
much greater provision for new homes, and that the application site is
preferable to other allocated sites in terms of constraints and deliverability. To
the extent that the application site remains within the Local Gap defined by the
Neighbourhood Plan, and that the housing numbers were not increased to the
extent suggested by the applicant, those objections are clearly unresolved.

8% Reference ID: 41-007-20140306
84 PC/1/A Tab PC7 Section 7.9 pages 23-25 (Consultee No. 27)
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13.6

13.7

13.8

13.9

The planning guidance confirms that, whilst a referendum ensures that the
community has the final say on whether the Neighbourhood Plan comes into
force, decision makers should respect evidence of local support prior to the
referendum when seeking to apply weight to an emerging Plan. It adds that
the Neighbourhood Plan consultation statement should reveal the quality and
effectiveness of the consultation that has informed the plan proposals and that
it is for the decision maker in each case to determine what a material
consideration is and what weight to give to it.

It is clear from the many letters submitted to the Council in response to the
planning application, and the responses submitted following its calling in, that
local residents are particularly engaged with the emerging Plan and place a
great deal of faith in it. 1 am in no doubt, in this regard, that there is
considerable local support for the Plan prior to the formal referendum. The
Consultation Statement also demonstrates the quality and effectiveness of the
extensive efforts of the Parish Council in seeking to engage the local
population with the process. Among other things, the Statement includes an
assessment of the comments received during the consultation process and
considers the main issues raised, including the applicant’'s comments in
relation to Neighbourhood Plan policy C3, and the number of dwellings
accommodated within the Plan.®

The applicant maintained that, since there are unresolved objections, and that
the Plan has not been to Examination or referendum, it should attract very
little weight. [-497%21 The Parish Council, supported by local residents,
unsurprisingly took the opposite view and held that it should attract substantial
weight, given its advanced stage. [8-18-8-31. 8.34]

As confirmed in the SoCG, to which the Parish Council is not a party, there has
been a change in circumstances since the District Council agreed a statement
of common ground with Rydon Homes in relation to the Little Park Farm/
Highfield Drive appeal,®® relating to an assessment of the weight to be afforded
to the Neighbourhood Plan.?’ First, the withdrawal of the District Plan, which
currently has no weight in the decision making process — at the time of the
previous appeal it had not actually been withdrawn, although it was agreed
between the parties in that case that it should be given little weight, other
than to the extent that its policies are consistent with the Framework.

Second, the Slaugham Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2031 has reached
examination stage and the Examiner’s Report has been published.?®

13.10 Slaugham is the first Neighbourhood Plan in Mid Sussex to reach examination

stage and, as such, the issues that have arisen with that Plan potentially affect
other Neighbourhood Plans in the District. One of the key issues raised by the
Examining Inspector related to the issue of housing numbers, given the lack of
an up-to-date District level Local Plan. As confirmed in the SoCG, she noted
that ‘it would be useful for the Parish to make an objective assessment of the
level of residential development it needs as part of the neighbourhood planning

process.’®°

8 pPC/1/A paragraphs 8.12, 8.14, 8.15, 8.50-8.53

8¢ Appeal Ref: APP/D3830/A/13/2203080 — currently with the Secretary of State
87 APP/1/A Tab 19

8 Ibid Tab 12

8 50CG paragraph 4.14 and APP/1/A/ Tab 12 paragraph 9.10
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13.11 As set out in the planning guidance, whilst emerging plans may acquire weight
during the plan-making process, in the context of the National Planning Policy
Framework, and in particular, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development, arguments that an application is premature are unlikely to
justify a refusal of planning permission, other than in exceptional
circumstances (where it is clear that the adverse impacts of granting
permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, taking
the policies in the Framework, and any other material considerations, into
account).®® Such circumstances are likely to be limited to situations where
both:

a) the development proposed is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would
be so significant, that to grant permission would undermine the plan-making
process by predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of
new development that are central to an emerging Local Plan or
Neighbourhood Plan; and,

b) the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but has not yet been adopted
(or, in the case of a Neighbourhood Plan, been made).

13.12 It might be that the housing numbers in the Plan may need to be re-visited (in
the light of the comments of the Examiner in relation to the Slaugham
Neighbourhood Plan).®* I am mindful though, as confirmed in the Consultation
Statement for the Neighbourhood Plan, that the amount of housing provided
for in the Submission Version of the Plan was formulated in the absence of any
considerations of social or environmental constraints, and that the provision of
a larger number of dwellings was found to be unsustainable with regard to the
Sustainability Appraisal.®” The Consultation Statement also notes that any
larger provision could also fail to meet with the aims of other policies in the
Neighbourhood Plan, specifically those which seek protection of the
countryside, the National Park, settlement identity and delivery of
infrastructure, and that there could be adverse impacts on social objectives
and the key Parish Vision of retaining a village feel. Nonetheless, the planning
guidance makes it clear that refusal of planning permission on the grounds of
prematurity will seldom be justified in the case of a Neighbourhood Plan,
before the end of the local planning authority publicity period. On that basis,
since the local authority publicity period had, at the time of the Inquiry, yet to
be commenced, and the Plan has not been submitted for examination it
seems, with regard to current guidance and advice, that it can only be
afforded little weight as a material consideration in this case.

Character and Appearance

13.13 Local Plan policy C1 is a settlement boundary policy that defines all land
beyond settlement boundaries as countryside, where all development (other
than recognised countryside uses) is resisted, including housing. In proposing
housing development within such an area, there would be conflict with this
policy. However, whilst it is not exclusively a housing supply policy, it clearly
has significant implications for the supply of housing, given the identified

9 Reference ID: 21b-014-20140306
9% APP/1/P paragraphs 7.35 — 7.36
92 PC/1/A Tab PC7 paragraphs 8.50-8.53
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housing shortfall and the fact that it encompasses all land outside
development boundaries. Indeed, the preamble to policy C1 makes it plain
that the settlement boundaries in the 2004 Local Plan were drawn to
accommodate housing needs judged at the time.®® | recognise, in this regard,
that the 2004 Local Plan only provided for development up to 2006 and does
not, therefore, provide for the objectively judged needs for development in
2014 and beyond. That conflict renders the settlement boundaries upon which
the operation of the policy relies, out of date by reference to paragraph 215.
On that basis, | agree with the District Council and the applicant that, in the
light of the Cotswold judgement, the policy should be considered as out of
date, to the extent that it seeks to restrict the supply of housing.t6-* 72 7-22. 8.2]

13.14 The Local Plan also refers to areas of countryside which have special
qualities,®* which include Strategic and Local Gaps and affords those areas
further protection. The application site lies within a defined Strategic Gap
between Hurstpierpoint/Keymer/Hassocks and Burgess Hill. It is also within a
Local Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks. Policies C2 and C3 of the
Local Plan seek, respectively, to safeguard Strategic and Local Gaps, with the
objectives of preventing coalescence and retaining the separate and identity
and amenity of settlements. Development within those areas is resisted unless
it is necessary for the purposes of agriculture or some other use which has to
be located within the countryside; unless it makes a valuable contribution to
the landscape and amenity of the gap and enhances its value as open
countryside; and unless it would not comprise individually or cumulatively the
objectives and fundamental integrity of the gap. The designations are
targeted, covering less land than policy C1. In particular, they do not envelop
the entire settlement boundary of Hurstpierpoint.®®

13.15 Insofar as policy C2 is concerned, whether or not it accords with the
Framework and/or is a policy relevant to the supply of housing, it was a matter
of agreement that it is not offended by the development proposed.®!! Given
the location of the application site on the southeastern side of Hurstpierpoint,
and the established development pattern here, with existing built development
extending further north, closer to Burgess Hill, | agree that the development
proposed would not lead to coalescence with Burgess Hill and would not affect
the separate identities or amenities of that settlement or Hurstpierpoint.

13.16 That brings me to Local Gap policy C3. The explanatory text to the policy®®
indicates that these areas are particularly vulnerable to development pressure,
the loss or erosion of which would have a harmful effect on the character of
the rural areas and the amenity and setting of villages. In proposing housing
development within a Local Gap, the proposal conflicts with policy C3 (and, by
implication, policy C3 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, which is similar in
intent).®” However, whilst the Parish Council and Wickham Action Group
(WAG) maintained that the policy is not out of date, 8387833 9.11-9.12] o
applicant took a contrary view.”-197-27]

% pC/1/A Tab PC2

94 Local Plan paragraph 3.25 — see PC/1/A Tab PC2
% pC/1/A Tab PC5

% |bid Tab PC2 paragraph 3.30

7 |bid Tab PC4
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13.17 | have had regard to the Cotswold and Davis judgements (the former preferred
by the applicant,”-?*7-2%] the latter by the Parish Council and WAG®>37-9-11]) ag
well as the appeal decisions and officer report referred to.l”-2* 7-22: 7-26, 9.11]
Whilst the whole of the relevant Plan in each of the two court judgements
referred to was not before the Inquiry, it seems to me that the intention and
purpose of the policies at issue can be gleaned. Based on the policy extracts
provided by the Parish Council,[’?*7-21 | consider the judgements to be
distinguishable, given the justification and purposes of the different policies.
For the same reason though, the judgements do not, in my view, necessarily
pull in opposite directions.

13.18 So, to the extent that policy C3 impacts upon the supply of housing, it is out of
date. However, the policy serves an important planning function in preventing
the coalescence of settlements. Although not supported by Government policy
in the same way, for instance, as Green Belts, the policy identifies smaller
areas of separation between settlements. | find nothing inherently unsuitable
therefore (either in terms of its location or its characteristics) in the Local Gap
designation for this particular piece of ‘urban fringe’ countryside. It is where it
is, simply because it separates two settlements — Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks
— and, up to now, has remained open and undeveloped even though the area
is not designated in any statutory plan for its landscape or other intrinsic
environmental quality.®-*-1% It is distinguishable, in this regard, from the
Pease Pottage appeal decision relied on the applicant,®® which makes no
reference at all to policy C3.[7-2 7321

13.19 The application site is, of itself, fairly unremarkable, largely comprising open
fields with minor undulations and variations in topography and numerous
hedgerows and individual trees. Having said that, it is by no means
unattractive, and remains intact and unspoilt, providing pleasant and
unobstructed views from College Lane, from Belmont Lane (also a public
bridleway) and from the houses that back onto and which overlook the site.
Crucially though, it forms what | consider to be an integral part of an area that
provides very clear separation between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks,
particularly when seen from College Lane and Belmont Lane. | am mindful, in
this regard, that that visual separation has already been lost along Wickham
Hill, where ribbon development extends along the northern side of the road
between the two settlements.®* 738 That blurring of the boundaries means,
when travelling along Wickham Hill, that there is little sense of leaving
Hurstpierpoint and entering Hassocks (or vice versa). To my mind, that serves
to enhance the importance, in terms of the character, and thus the function, of
the remaining open land within the Gap and its role in retaining the separate
identity and amenity of the two settlements.

13.20 All in all, I find no conflict with the thrust of the Framework in terms of the
Local Gap designation. In particular, | note that Framework paragraph 114
requires that local planning authorities should, among other things, set out a
strategic approach for the protection of green infrastructure (a term defined in
its glossary as a network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, that
is capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life
benefits for local communities) with paragraph 109 confirming that valued

98 APP/1/A Tab 17
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13.21

landscapes be protected and enhanced. Moreover, one of the core land use
planning principles at Framework paragraph 17 requires, among other things,
that account should be taken of the different roles and character of different
areas, recognising the different characters of the countryside.

I recognise that the applicant has, in consultation with the planning officers,
evolved a scheme for the site which is designed to mitigate its impact on the
character and appearance of the Local Gap. Indeed, the built development
proposed is constrained to the southern part of the site, with an area of
parkland/wildlife corridor encompassing the site to the north and along the
eastern boundary with Belmont Lane, which would provide an undeveloped
buffer some 50-60 metres in width between the housing proposed and
Belmont Lane.®*! | am mindful, in this regard, that neither the officer’s report
to the planning committee, the Parish Council, or WAG, takes any material
point in terms of landscape impact. Indeed, the landscape assessment that
informed the emerging Neighbourhood Plan®® confirms, among other things,
that the site has a rural character, although the edge of Hurstpierpoint is
visible across the character area, and that it forms the setting to the east of
Hurstpierpoint. The assessment indicates that the site has a medium capacity
for development. However, that assessment is a landscape capacity

assessment and takes no account of its function/role as a Local Gap.
7.39]

[7.34-7.36,

13.22 During cross-examination, it was accepted for the applicant that the site has a

role in preventing coalescence, albeit qualified as being a limited role .80 8-14]

I recognise, in this regard, that neither the built development proposed, nor
the application site as a whole, would entirely 'fill’ the gap between the built up
edges of the two settlements and the proposal would not, of itself, result in
coalescence in that regard. However, the site does extend up to the boundary
between the two settlements, as defined by Belmont Lane. Although the
parkland/wildlife corridor would provide a buffer between the houses proposed
and Belmont Lane, the development would, nevertheless, erode the Gap at
what is already its narrowest, and thus its most sensitive, point, the gap
between the built up edges of the settlements being as little as 900 metres at
this point.!** 89 |In my view, that erosion of the Gap would permanently impair
the character of this part of the Local Gap, and thus the amenity and setting of
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.

13.23 With regard to paragraph 109 of the Framework, it is clear from the

representations at application stage, and in response to the call in, as well as
the number of residents who attended the Inquiry itself, that local people
greatly value this green area of open countryside on the edge of Hurstpierpoint
and want to preserve its status as a Local Gap, which has been protected from
development for many years. In my opinion, the Gap has served, and
continues to serve a useful and much valued planning purpose. | consider that
the increase in built development here, at the edge of the settlement, would
result in a small but nevertheless significant diminution of this part of the Local
Gap: physically, it would reduce forever the amount of land available to form
the separation function: visually it would introduce built form onto currently
open and undeveloped land, reducing the openness of this part of the Gap.

% APP/2/A/Tab D (Character Area 15)
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The development would undermine the purposes of the Gap and would change
its character.

Highways and Parking

13.24 Saved policies T4 and T5 of the Local Plan set out the requirements for parking
provision and access to new developments, with policy T6 seeking to secure
cycle storage provision within new development. The Development and
Infrastructure SPD also sets out maximum parking requirements. There is no
conflict in terms of the proposed layout with any of those requirements, which
could be secured by condition were planning permission to be granted.

13.25 Local residents are very concerned in relation to the highways implications of
the development proposed. The application is supported by a Transport
assessment (TA), which includes a Travel Plan and Stage One Road Safety
Audit. The TA modelled the distribution of the resultant development traffic in
relation to the local highway network, to determine whether there are likely to
be any capacity issues and to identify which junctions might require further
analysis. The local Highway Authority confirms that the access onto College
Lane is forecast to operate within capacity, and that there are no capacity
concerns in respect of the junction of College Lane and the B2116. Although
the development would increase traffic along Hurstpierpoint High Street (an
existing bottleneck) based upon the distribution provided, this would equate to
just one additional traffic movement there every three minutes at peak times.
On that basis, the Highway Authority is satisfied that the development could
not be resisted on the basis of increased traffic through the High Street. The
Highway Authority also concludes that the development would not lead to any
highway safety issues.[®* 7-¢]

13.26 Framework paragraph 32 (last bullet) indicates that permission should only be
refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of
development are severe. | am mindful, in this regard, that the applicant has
also carried out work in relation to the potential cumulative impact of this
proposal together with the application at Little Park Farm/ Highfield Drive in
Hurstpierpoint (157 dwellings) and the application at Kingsland Laines in
Sayers Common (120 dwellings) both of which are currently with the Secretary
of State for determination. Even taking those developments into account, the
Highway Authority is satisfied that there would be no material impact in
highway capacity terms that could be considered severe.

13.27 In the absence of any substantiated evidence to the contrary, | have no reason
to demur from the view of the Highway Authority, and find that the
development proposed would not result in material harm in terms of any
impact on the safety and free flow of traffic on the local highway network.

Living Conditions

13.28 The officer's committee report and the SoCG set out a comprehensive
consideration of these matters, including visual impact, privacy and loss of
light, noise and disturbance and air quality. They conclude that, subject to
conditions, there would be no material adverse impact on the living conditions
of local residents in these regards.!® In the absence of any substantiated
evidence to the contrary, | have no reason to disagree to take a different view.
There would be no conflict, therefore, with policy B3 of the Local Plan, or with
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the thrust of the Framework, which together and among other things, seek to
protect residential amenity.

Trees and Ecology

13.29 There was considerable disquiet among local residents that the applicant has
already moved plant and machinery onto the site and has removed trees and
vegetation, particularly along the watercourse that dissects the site.[*0-* 171100
However, none of the trees was covered by a preservation order and no
permission was required for their felling. In general, the removal of hedgerow
and scrub does not require consent either: where it does, it is covered by other
legislation and would have been a matter for the contractors involved.
Similarly, any impact on protected species, which again are protected by other
legislation, would have been a matter for the contractors involved.

13.30 The planning application was accompanied by a Tree Report (tree survey and
constraint advice), an Arboricultural Impact Assessment and an Arboricultural
Method Statement. The layout proposed incorporates the majority of the
better more sustainable specimens and the relationship of built development to
those trees would not result in situations that may lead to unreasonable
pressure being brought to bear by future occupants for heavy pruning. The
trees shown as ‘to be removed*®* are identified as Category C (i.e. of low
quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 10 years, or
young trees with a stem diameter below 150mm) and were not of a quality
that represented a constraint to development of the site. They were located
within the interior of the site and their loss was not identified as having any
significant adverse impact on the visual amenity of the surrounding area.

The imposition of a suitable condition, were permission to be granted, could
ensure that the Arboricultural Method Statement was adhered to during the
construction process.

13.31 Prior to submission of the initial planning application, the applicant
commissioned an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and a Great Crested Newt
Survey of the site. It identified that several trees on the site supported
features which could be used by bats and also that some areas of the site
could support common reptile species. All those areas were subsequently
surveyed. Subsequent surveys were undertaken in 2013. The later surveys
reconfirmed that bats were using the tree lined edges of the site, with
numerous individuals using the pond area, where mature trees were present,
for foraging. Bats were also recorded using the tree line along Belmont Lane,
to the east of the application site. No roosts were identified, but all the trees
referred to would be retained in any event. So, even were they used for
roosting, the roosts would not be affected by the development proposed and
there would be no adverse impact in terms of foraging routes.

13.32 The majority of the site was found to be sub-optimal in terms of support for
reptile species, although it does support a low population of slow worms. With
regard to Great Crested Newts, although there are known populations in the
vicinity, they are separated from the site by significant infrastructure (both
housing and roads). The development proposed is unlikely to impact upon any

100 Also as referred to the discussion on conditions at the Inquiry.
101 G7 - a group of mixed species trees. T32 — white willow. T36 — common oak. T37 — common alder
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reptile species. However, given the slow worm population, the eastern edges
of the site, where a wildlife corridor would be maintained, would be fenced off
with specialised reptile fencing to ensure that reptiles could not enter the site
during construction works. In additional, the wildlife corridor would include
enhanced reptile habitat. These are all matters that could be controlled by
condition were the application to be successful. All in all, I have no reason to
suppose that the favourable conservation status of the bats and slow worms
that are using the site would be compromised by the development proposed,
subject to appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures.

13.33 In the absence of any objective evidence to the contrary, | consider that the
development proposed would not have a material adverse impact on the
ecological or arboricultural interest of the application site. There would be no
conflict therefore, with policies C5 and B7 of the Local Plan, or the objectives
of the Framework in this regard, which together seek to minimise the impact of
development on biodiversity and trees, providing net gains where possible.

Flooding and Drainage

13.34 Although the application site lies within Flood Zone 1, local residents refer to
localised flooding of the site and nearby gardens.

13.35 The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). At present,
surface water drains overland to the stream that runs across the site from
west to east. The stream empties into a pond on the eastern site boundary,
with an outfall offsite across Belmont Lane, draining eventually into the River
Adur. As set out in the FRA, it is proposed to carry out improvements to the
existing watercourse, which would be realigned to run into the existing pond,
to be relocated and enlarged. Water levels within the pond would be
controlled by the existing culvert beneath Belmont Lane. The culvert, which is
currently heavily silted, would be cleared out to ensure that it functions at
capacity.

13.36 Surface water from the proposed dwellings and roads would be collected in a
piped system that would discharge to a new SUDs pond and new ditches that
would, in turn, be linked to a new balancing pond. The pond would have the
capacity to accommodate surface water from the site during a 1 in 100 year
storm plus climate change, with no discharge (since the ditch would be likely
to be running full during such an event). Discharge from the pond would be
controlled at a lesser rate than the calculated green field run-off rate.

13.37 The Council’s senior drainage engineer confirms that the arrangement
proposed would represent an improvement over the existing situation and
raises no objection to the proposal.’®® | have no reason to disagree.

13.38 With regard to sewage disposal, the plan originally submitted showed a
pumping station to the north of the vehicular access to the site, close to
College Lane.®!! At the Inquiry, it was confirmed for the applicant that the
pumping station would be an underground facility, the only above ground
evidence being fencing round a hardsurfaced area. In that location, the
system would connect to the foul sewer that runs along College Lane. |
understand that currently, there is inadequate capacity in the local network to

102 Attached to the officer’s report to the planning committee.
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provide foul sewage disposal to service the development proposed. However,
should permission be granted, a Grampian type condition could prevent
commencement of development until such time as details of how foul sewage
would be addressed have been agreed.

13.39 The revised plan submitted for the consideration of the Secretary of State
shows a possible alternative location for the proposed pumping station (option
2) on the eastern site boundary, within the parkland/wildlife corridor. At the
Inquiry, the Parish Council expressed concern that that location would require
the formation of a new access road off Belmont Lane, with implications for the
integrity of the buffer zone."® There was also mention of a transformer which,
whilst shown on an earlier version of the plan, is not shown on plan No 7777.

I share those concerns: although of single track width, the access and turning
area shown would have the effect of narrowing the landscape buffer in a part
of the site where it is already at its narrowest. Having said that, | am satisfied
that the final location of the pumping station could be left to conditions, with
details to be considered by the Council in the first instance. Indeed, on day 2
of the Inquiry, the Council produced a note from its Senior Drainage Engineer
confirming that no objections were raised in principle to either of the two
locations for the proposed pumping station shown on Plan No 7777.°*4

13.40 There clearly are existing problems with localised flooding and sewage
disposal. However, based on the information before me, | consider that,
subject to appropriate conditions, the development proposed would not
exacerbate existing sewage disposal problems. Moreover, it would not be at
risk from flooding and flood risk in the wider area would not be exacerbated.
There would be no conflict therefore, with policy CS13 of the Local Plan, or
with the objectives of the Framework in this regard which, together, seek to
protect such interests.

Heritage Assets

13.41 As heritage assets, listed buildings possess significance, which the Framework
defines as their value to this and future generations because of their heritage
interest. Significance derives not only from the assets’ physical presence, but
also from their setting, defined by the Framework as the surroundings in which
the asset is experienced. Elements of a setting may make a positive or
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to
appreciate that significance, or may be neutral. 1 am mindful, in this regard,
that there is a statutory duty to have special regard to the desirability of
preserving the setting of listed buildings,*°® with paragraph 132 of the
Framework advising that the significance of a heritage asset can be harmed by
development within its setting.

13.42 The applicant’s desk based heritage assessment (Thames Valley Archaeological
Services South, dated July 2012) confirms that there are listed buildings in the
vicinity of the site, the closest being Wickham Farmhouse. Wickham
Farmhouse (No 14 College Lane) a grade 11 listed building,*® is offset from the
proposed site access, on the opposite side of the road. It is a restored 17"

103 gection 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as

amended)
1% Doc 5
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13.43

Century (or earlier) timber framed building with red brick infilling, largely
refaced with red brick and grey headers on the ground floor with tile hanging
above. The farmhouse is a very attractive building, its special interest deriving
from its design, detailing, proportions, materials and historical development.

It sits well back from College Lane, behind a large fore garden and detached
garage, and occupies a slightly elevated position in relation to the application
site. However, there is nothing to indicate, apart from any former agricultural
use, that the site had any formal relationship or designed vistas across it
related to the farmhouse. Whilst the building can be appreciated in views from
College Lane, outside its immediate curtilage, those views of the building
would not change as a consequence of the development proposed. All in all, |
consider that the application site contributes little, if anything, to the
significance of the listed building and its setting, other than allowing for views
of the building from private land. However, those views are not country views
of the farmhouse, it being clearly seen in the context of the village housing
which surrounds it on three sides. The ability to appreciate and understand its
past connection with agricultural use would not be materially affected by
development of the application site. 1 find, therefore, that the special interest
and significance of the listed building, and its setting, would be preserved.

13.44 Hurst Wickham Conservation Area lies to the north of the application site. It is

linear in nature, centred along that part of College Lane that winds through
Hurst Wickham, once a separate hamlet but now linked to Hurstpierpoint. The
Conservation Area is generally inward looking characterised by mid-late 19t
Century workers’ cottages and terraces along the narrow and steeply banked
College Lane. Its southern end merges with existing residential development
at Highfield Drive and Hurst Wickham Close. That part of the application site
on which the dwellings are proposed would be separated from the
Conservation Area by the existing open field to the south of Hurst Wickham
Barn and the proposed parkland. On that basis, | am satisfied that there
would be no material harm to the character, appearance or setting of the
Conservation Area, and there would be no harm, therefore, to its significance
as a heritage asset.

13.45 The applicant’s desk based heritage assessment also identifies that the site lies

Accessibility

within an area of moderate to high archaeological potential, with important
regional sites being recorded nearby. The assessment recommends the
imposition of a condition to ensure that a programme of archaeological work is
implemented in accordance with a written scheme of investigation that shall
previously been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. Whilst the development proposed, particularly the housing element
of the scheme, has the potential to disturb any remains, | have no reason to
suppose that the suggested condition would not afford sufficient protection.

105

13.46 The application site lies adjacent to the southeastern side of the

Hurstpierpoint, within walking distance of the majority of the facilities provided
in the village centre. Hurstpierpoint has the third highest level of service
provision of all rural settlements in the District and is identified in the Local

105 50CG paragraphs 2.1-2.3 and the plans attached thereto.
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Plan as a local service centre. With a population of around 5,000, it is the
third largest rural settlement in the District and | have no doubt that it is a
sustainable settlement that can accommodate some future growth. Although
there is no railway station or secondary school in the village, these are
available in the adjoining village of Hassocks (approximately 1.4km from the
application site). The facilities in Hurstpierpoint, and the walking/cycling
catchment, are shown on the plans attached to the SoCG.

13.47 1 consider that existing public transport provision in the area, and the walking
and cycling links included in the scheme, would be sufficient to ensure that
access to those services and facilities required by people on an everyday basis,
by sustainable transport modes, would be a realistic prospect.l”-!

Benefitst®-1: 7-8-7-171

13.48 As reported above, the Council accepts that it does not have a five year
housing land supply and that, as a consequence, related policies in the Local
Plan are to be considered as out of date. In such circumstances, paragraphs
49 and 14 of the Framework indicate that planning permission should be
granted for the development proposed, unless any adverse impact of doing so
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the policies of the Framework as a whole.

13.49 | have found no harm in terms of highway impacts, living conditions, trees and
biodiversity, flooding and drainage, heritage assets or the sustainability of the
location. However, the absence of harm in those regards does not add positive
weight in the overall balance as a benefit.

13.50 Benefits of the proposal include the provision of a large area of publicly
accessible parkland open space/wildlife corridor, together with a management
plan for that area. The dwellings proposed would also make a contribution
towards the acknowledged shortfall of both open market and affordable
housing within the District. | am mindful, in this regard, that this is a full
application with the applicant confirming that the scheme could be delivered
within five years if permission was granted. In addition, the development
would bring economic benefits in terms of some 70 construction jobs per year;
it would support a further 106 spin-off jobs; it would inject some £2 million of
total private sector investment; it would generate £2.3 million GVA (gross
value added) from construction of the scheme; annual residential expenditure
would be in the region of £2 million; it would generate £133,000 additional
Council Tax receipts once occupied, and the scheme would attract some
£823,000 of New Homes Bonus over the first six year period.'®® |1 am mindful
in particular that, under the Localism Act 2011, the Bonus qualifies as a local
finance consideration, and thus is a material consideration in this appeal.

Other Matters

13.51 Local residents express concern at the capacity of the local heath centre.
However, NHS Sussex, who were consulted on the planning application,
confirm that the new Hurstpierpoint Primary Care Centre was future proofed to
accept new patients, the response confirming that the Centre has the
necessary capacity to accept new patients from the development proposed.

106 APP/1/P paragraphs 9.14 and 9.15
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13.52 Other concerns related to impact on the South Downs National Park. At its
closest, the application site lies within approximately 194 metres of the Park
boundary. However, since the site is separated from that boundary by existing
housing on Wickham Hill, the Council took no issue in terms of any adverse
impact on the Park itself. |1 have no reason to disagree.

Planning Balance

13.53 The Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of housing land. Indeed,
there is acknowledged to be a significant shortfall and thus, policies for the
supply of housing cannot be considered as up to date. As such, the
development needs to be considered in the context of the presumption in
favour of sustainable development, elaborated at Framework paragraph 14.

13.54 There are clearly a number of benefits that weigh in favour of the proposed
development. | attach much weight to the fact that it would deliver both
open-market and much-needed affordable housing, in a sustainable location in
terms of access to everyday services and facilities. The development would
also assist the local economy, through the generation of construction and other
jobs, private sector investment, gross value added, increased local spend, plus
Council Tax receipts and a payment to the Council under the New Homes
Bonus scheme. There is also the provision of a publicly accessible
parkland/wildlife corridor, on land currently in private ownership, which could
be enjoyed not only by future residents, but also existing members of the
community. The combination of those factors accords with the principal
thrusts of the Framework of securing economic growth and boosting
significantly the supply of housing, and are sound arguments weighing in
favour of the proposal.

13.55 | am also mindful of the matters secured by the planning obligation which, for
the reasons set out in Section 12 of this Report, meet the Framework tests and
comply with the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations.

13.56 However, other planning and policy considerations cannot simply be set aside.
I consider that the justification for the Local Gap policy carries substantial
weight, given its consistency with the Framework. All in all, I am of the view
that, whilst the site provides a valuable opportunity to contribute to the
District’s housing requirements, the scheme is unacceptable in terms of its
impact on the Local Gap. Given that the development proposed would take
place within what is already a particularly narrow part of the Gap, that harm is
serious enough to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the scheme’s
benefits and brings it into conflict with the development plan and the
Framework taken as a whole.

13.57 The Framework confirms that, to achieve sustainable development, economic,
social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously
through the planning system. Whilst the scheme may meet the economic and
social dimensions, it fails in my view, given the harm that | have identified, to
meet the environmental dimension. | am not convinced, therefore, that the
proposal can be regarded as sustainable development. Accordingly, it does not
enjoy the presumption on favour of such development, as set out in the
Framework.
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14. Recommendation
File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499

14.1 For the reasons set out above, | recommend, on balance, that the planning
permission be refused. Should the Secretary of State come to a different
conclusion, the conditions set out at Appendix C attached hereto are
recommended.

Jennifer A Vyse

INSEPCTOR
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APPENDIX A: APPEARANCES

FOR THE APPLICANT:

Mr J Litton of Queen’s Counsel Instructed by Boyer Planning Limited
He called:
Mr A Ross Director of Boyer Planning Limited

BSc(Hons), MA, MRTPI

Mr R Murphy Director of Bradley Murphy Design
BA(Hons), DipLA, DipUD, MAUD,
CMLI

FOR THE PARISH COUNCIL (Rule 6(6) party):

Mr D Mayhew Director of DOWSETTMAYHEW Planning
BA(Hons), BTP, MRTPI Partnership Limited

INTERESTED PERSONS:

Mr Gunne-Jones On behalf of Wickham Action Group

Mr C Maidment Local resident

In addition, Mr S King, Team Leader of the District Council’s Planning Investigation
and Enforcement Team, attended the Inquiry. He did not give evidence but
participated in the discussion on possible conditions and S106 contributions and
assisted with administrative matters.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 49



File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499

APPENDIX B: DOCUMENTS

SoCG

Statement of Common Ground between the District Council and applicant

IAPPLICANT’'S DOCUMENTS|

APP/1/P Proof of evidence of Mr Ross

APP/1/A Appendices to the proof of Mr Ross (Tabs 1-20)
APP/1/S Summary of the proof of Mr Ross

APP/1/Sup Supplementary proof of Mr Ross

APP/2/P Proof of evidence of Mr Murphy

APP/2/A Appendices to the proof of Mr Murphy (Tabs A-E)
APP/2/S Summary to the proof of Mr Murphy

PARISH COUNCIL DOCUMENTS ‘

PC/1/P
PC/1/A
PC/1/S

Proof of evidence of Mr Mayhew (as amended at the Inquiry)
Appendices to the proof of Mr Mayhew (Tabs PC1-PC8)
Summary of the proof of Mr Mayhew

PC/1/Sup Supplementary proof of Mr Mayhew

DOCUMENTS TABLED AT THE INQUIRY ‘

Doc 1
Doc 2
Doc 3
Doc 4

Doc 5

Doc 6

Doc 7

Doc 8
Doc 9

Doc 10

Doc 11

Doc 12
Doc 13
Doc 14

Opening statement for the applicant

Opening statement on behalf of the Parish Council

Engrossed copy of the Planning Obligation

Letter from Mid Sussex District Council confirming the need for a Habitats
Regulations assessment in relation to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan
(28 March 2014)

Statutory list description and location plan for 14 College Lane (Wickham
Farmhouse)

Inspector’s conclusions on the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ in relation to the Mid
Sussex District Plan (2 December 2013)

Briefing Note from Wickham Action Group

Extract from the recent planning guidance Paragraph ID: 3-035-20140306
Copy of policy 19 referred to in Cotswold DC v SSCLG and Fay and Son
Limited [2013] EWHC 3719 (Admin) submitted by the Parish Council in
cross examination of Mr Ross

Copy of policy E20 referred to in William Davis Ltd and Jelson Limited vs
SSCLG and North West Leicestershire DC [2013] EWHC 3058 (Admin)
submitted by the Parish Council in cross examination of Mr Ross
Comments from the Council’s Senior Engineer in relation to the ‘Option 2
siting’ for the proposed pumping station (1 April 2014)

Written copy of the closing submissions for the Parish Council

Written copy of the closing submissions for the applicant

Office copy entries in relation to the S106

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AFTER THE INQUIRY

Doc 15
Doc 16

Doc 17

Letter from PJC Ecology updating survey information (10 June 2013)
Letter and attachment from the County Council explaining the highway
schemes referred to in the Section 106 Agreement (8 April 2014)

Dwelling Space Standards and Development Infrastructure Supplementary
Planning Documents
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APPENDIX C: RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS IN THE EVENT THAT PLANNING
PERMISSION IS GRANTED

TIME LIMIT

1)

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years
from the date of this decision.

MATERIALS

2)

No development shall take place until a schedule/samples of the materials
and finishes to be used in the construction of the external walls, roofs,
windows and doors of the buildings hereby permitted have been submitted
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

BOUNDARY TREATMENT

3)

No development shall take place until there has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority details of the positions,
design, materials, finishes and type of boundary treatment to be erected on
the site (other than that land shown as Parkland and which is hatched blue
on Plan 3 attached to the Section 106 Agreement). The details to be
submitted shall also include a timetable for implementation. Development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and timetable.

TREES/ECOLOGY/LANDSCAPE MANAGEMENT

4)

5)

6)

No development shall take place until full details of both hard and soft
landscaping for the site (other than that land shown as Parkland and which
is hatched blue on Plan 3 attached to the Section 106 Agreement) have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
The details to be submitted shall include existing and proposed contours
and finished ground levels and minor artefacts and structures (e.g. street
furniture, refuse or other storage units, signs, lighting etc). Soft
landscaping details shall include planting plans; written specifications
(including cultivation and other operations associated with plant and grass
establishment); schedules of plants, noting species, plant sizes and
proposed numbers/densities where appropriate; and an implementation
programme. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details.

All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of
landscaping shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons
following first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby permitted, or
completion of development, whichever is the sooner. Any trees or plants,
which, within a period of 5 years from the completion of the development
die, are removed, or become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be
replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species.

Development of the site, including works of site clearance and preparation,
shall not take place other than in accordance with the Arboricultural Method
Statement (AMS) submitted with the planning application (prepared by ACD
Arboricultural dated 17 January 2013) and the accompanying plan

No THA18444-03A.
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7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

In this condition “retained tree” means an existing tree which is to be
retained in accordance with the approved plans and particulars:

)} No retained tree shown on plan No THA18444-01 (which forms part
of the AMS referred to in condition 6 above) shall be cut down,
uprooted or destroyed, nor shall any retained tree be topped or
lopped without the prior written approval of the local planning
authority. Any topping or lopping approved shall be carried out in
accordance with British Standard 3998:2010 Tree Work -
Recommendations.

i) If any retained tree is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies,
another tree shall be planted at the same place and that tree shall be
of such size and species, and shall be planted at such time, as may
be specified in writing by the local planning authority.

A landscape management plan, including long term design objectives,
management responsibilities and maintenance schedules for all landscaped
and open areas, other than privately owned domestic gardens, and that
land shown as Parkland and which is hatched blue on Plan 3 attached to the
Section 106 Agreement, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the local planning authority prior to first occupation of any dwelling on the
site. The landscape management plan shall be carried out as approved.

No dwelling shall be occupied until the ecological enhancements set out at
paragraphs 4.20-4.27 of the applicant’s Extended Phase 1 Habitat
Survey/Great Crested Newt Survey (dated May 2012) have been completed
and evidence to that effect submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority.

No tree felling/vegetation clearance works, or other works that may affect
nesting birds, shall take place between 1 March and 31 August inclusive. In
the event that works are required to be carried out during the nesting
period, a prior survey to establish the absence/presence of nesting birds
should be undertaken by an appropriately qualified ecologist. A report of
the assessment, together with proposals for any required mitigation/
compensation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority prior to any works being undertaken. Thereafter, the
works shall be carried out in accordance with any necessary mitigation/
compensation measures.

Prior to development, or any preparatory works, a reptile mitigation and
enhancement strategy, including a timetable for implementation, is to be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority, as
outlined in the Reptile and Bat Surveys update letter (10 June 2013).
Required mitigation measures shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved details and timetable under the supervision an Ecological Clerk of
Works.

ACCESS/HIGHWAYS

12)

Prior to commencement of development, including works of ground
clearance or site preparation, full details of the access to the site off College
Lane, including a timetable for implementation of the different stages of its
construction, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
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13)

14)

15)

16)

planning authority. The access shall be constructed in accordance with the
approved details and timetable.

Prior to first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby permitted, visibility
splays of 2.4 metres by 63 metres to the north and 62 metres to the south,
shall have been provided at the junction of the site access with College
Lane, in accordance with the details shown on plan No T0222-SK02P2
which forms part of the Transport Assessment prepared by DHA Transport,
dated April 2013). Once provided, the splays shall thereafter be retained
and kept free of all obstructions over a height of 0.6 metre above adjoining
carriageway level.

Prior to commencement of development, details for the construction,
surfacing and drainage of the cycle/pedestrian link to Belmont Lane,
internal roads, footways and casual parking areas serving the development
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The details to be submitted shall include a timetable for
implementation of the different stages of construction of the different
elements. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details and timetable.

None of the accommodation hereby permitted shall be occupied until the
car parking, garaging and visitor spaces associated with that particular unit
of accommodation have been constructed in accordance with the approved
plans. The respective spaces shall thereafter be retained at all times for
their designated purpose.

None of the accommodation hereby permitted shall be occupied until
associated covered and secure cycle parking spaces for that particular unit
of accommodation have been provided in accordance with plans and details
that shall previously have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. The respective spaces shall thereafter be retained
at all times for their designated purpose.

ARCHAEOLOGY

17)

No development shall take place, including any works of ground clearance
or site preparation, until a programme of archaeological work has been
implemented in accordance with a written scheme of investigation that has
previously been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority.

DRAINAGE

18)

None of the dwellings hereby permitted shall be occupied until sustainable
surface water drainage works have been implemented in accordance with
details that shall have previously been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The submitted details shall:

) provide information about the design storm period and intensity, the
method employed to delay and control the surface water discharged
from the site and the measures taken to prevent pollution of the
receiving groundwater and/or surface waters;

i) include a timetable for its implementation in relation to each phase of
the development; and,
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19)

20)

iii) provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the
development which shall include the arrangements for adoption by
any public authority or statutory undertaker, or any other
arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme throughout its
lifetime.

No development shall take place until details of the location of the required
pumping station, the boundary treatment for the associated enclosure,
access thereto, and any necessary transformer, together with a timetable
for implementation, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance
with the approved details and timetable.

None of the dwellings hereby permitted shall be occupied until works for
the disposal of sewage have been provided to serve the development
hereby permitted, in accordance with details that shall previously have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.

PLAY SPACE

21)

Prior to first occupation of any of the accommodation hereby permitted,
details of the layout and equipment for the Local Equipped Area of Play
(LEAP) shown on the approved plans, together with a timetable for its
construction and details of future management and maintenance, shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
LEAP shall be installed in accordance with the approved details and
timetable and retained thereafter. The management/maintenance plan
shall be implemented in accordance with the approved arrangements.

LIGHTING

22)

No external lighting shall be installed within any part of the site (other than
within private domestic curtilages) other than in accordance with details
that shall previously have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority.

CONTAMINATED LAND

23)

24)

Other than as may be required by an approved scheme of remediation, no
development, including works of ground clearance and site preparation,
shall take place on any phase of the development hereby permitted until a
full contaminated land assessment for that phase has been carried out, and
a remediation strategy to deal with any contamination has been submitted
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority for the relevant
part. The contaminated land assessment shall identify the extent of any
contamination and the measures to be taken to avoid risk to the
environment, the general public and the proposed development. It shall
include a timetable of works. Any necessary remediation strategy shall be
implemented in accordance with the approved details and timetable. No
part of the development shall be occupied until a Completion Report,
confirming that the remediation has been carried out as approved, has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

If, during development, contamination not previously identified, is found to
be present on any phase of the development hereby permitted, then no
further development on that part of the site (unless otherwise agreed in
writing by the local planning authority) shall be carried out until
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remediation works, in accordance with a Method Statement for
remediation, including a timetable that has previously been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority, have been
completed and a verification report demonstrating completion of the works
set out in the Method Statement has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The Method Statement shall detail
how the unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with. The verification
report demonstrating completion of the works set out in the Method
Statement shall include results of any sampling and monitoring. It shall
also include any plan for longer term monitoring of pollutant linkages,
maintenance and arrangements for contingency action and for the
reporting of this to the local planning authority.

CONSTRUCTION

25)

26)

27)

No development shall take place, including any works of ground clearance
and site preparation, until a Construction Management Plan (CMP) has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The CMP shall address, but is not restricted to the following matters:

)} measures for the management of construction traffic, including
access and routing of vehicles;

i) on-site parking provision for site operatives and visitors;

iii) on-site provision for the loading/unloading of plant, materials and
waste;

iv) on-site provision for the storage of plant and materials used in the
construction of the development hereby permitted;

V) a detailed site waste management plan that shall identify the main
waste materials expected to be generated by the development
during construction, together with measures for dealing with such
materials so as to minimise waste and to maximise re-use, recycling
and recovery;

vi) the size, siting and design of any security hoardings to be erected;

vii) a communication plan for liaising with the public both prior to and
during construction works; and,

viii)  wheel-washing facilities.
The approved CMP shall be implemented and adhered to throughout the
construction period.

Works of demolition, site clearance, or construction, including the use of
plant and machinery on the site, shall not take place other than between
08.00-18.00 hours Monday to Friday and 09.00-13.00 hours on a Saturday,
and at no time on Sundays or bank/public holidays.

No burning of construction waste shall take place on any phase of the
development hereby permitted.

PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

28)

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (as amended) (or any order revoking,
re-enacting or modifying that Order) no works falling within Classes A, B
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and E of Schedule 2 to Part 1 of that Order shall be carried out to the units
on the following plots: 1, 2, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 29, 30, 31, 32,
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 54, 55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 74, 75,
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, and 81.

PLANS

29) With the exception of the location of the pumping station, the development
hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
approved plans:

12.25.00B

Site location

12.25.81/7777

Site layout

12.25.81/102B

Site sections 1-1, 2-2

12.25.81/103B

Site sections 3-3, 4-4

12.25.81/104B

Site sections 5-5, 6-6

12.25.81/201B Plots 1/2
12.25.81/202E Plot 3
12.25.81/203B Plot 4
12.25.81/204C Plot 5

12.25.81/205D

Plots 6 and 45

12.25.81/206C Plot 7
12.25.81/207E Plot 8
12.25.81/208B Plot 9
12.25.81/209D Plot 10
12.25.81/210C Plot 11
12.25.81/211C Plots 12/13
12.25.81/212B Plots 14/15

12.25.81/213B

Plots 16/17/18/19/20

12.25.81/214C Plot 21
12.25.81/215C Plot 22
12.25.81/216C Plot 23

12.25.81/217C

Plots 24/25/26/27

12.25.81/219C

Plot 28

12.25.81/2208B

Plots 29/43/44

12.25.81/221B

Plot 30

12.25.81/222C

Plots 31/32/33/34/35
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12.25.81/223B Plot 36
12.25.81/224B Plots 37/38
12.25.81/225B Plot 39
12.25.81/226A Plot 40
12.25.81/227D Plots 41/42
12.25.81/228D Plot 46
12.25.81/229C Plot 47
12.25.81/230B Plots 48/49

12.25.81/231C

Plots 50/51/52/65

12.25.81/232C Plots 53-60
12.25.81/233B Plot 61
12.25.81/234B Plot 62
12.25.81/235C Plot 63
12.25.81/236C Plot 64

12.25.81/237A

Plots 66-69/70-73

12.25.81/238C

Plots 74/75/76/77

12.25.81/239C

Plots 78/79/80/81

12.25.81/240

Plots 44/29, 37/38
15/16 Twin garages

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate

Page 57




Department for
Communities and
Local Government

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or
making an application for Judicial review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, Strand,
London, WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000).

The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The Secretary of
State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State
only if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is redetermined, it does not
necessarily follow that the original decision will be reversed.

SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS;
The decision may be challenged by making an application to the High Court under Section 288 of
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act).

Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act

Decisions on called-in applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under
section 78 (planning) may be challenged under this section.  Any person aggrieved by the
decision may question the validity of the decision on the grounds that it is not within the powers of
the Act or that any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with in relation to the
decision. An application under this section must be made within six weeks from the date of the
decision.

SECTION 2: AWARDS OF COSTS

There is no statutory provision for challenging the decision on an application for an award of
costs. The procedure is to make an application for Judicial Review.

SECTION 3: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS

Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the
decision has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix
to the report of the Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the date of the
decision. If you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch
with the office at the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on
the decision letter, quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit. At
least 3 days notice should be given, if possible.

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-
government
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Extract from Hurst Wickham Conservation Area
Appraisal, including the plan delineating the
extent of the Conservation Area
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1. Introduction

A conservation area is defined as an area of
special architectural or historic interest, the
character or appearance of which it is desirable
to preserve or enhance.

Mid Sussex District Council in association with
the Hurstpierpoint Society has produced the
Hurstpierpoint Conservation Areas Appraisal
in order to clearly identify what qualities make
the three separate Conservation Areas in the
village special and how these qualities can be
preserved and enhanced.

The three Conservation Areas within the village
are Hurstpierpoint Conservation Area, which
includes part of the main village and was
designated in 1972 and extended in 1999,
Langton Lane Conservation Area, situated to
the west of the village centre and designated in
1999, and Hurst Wickham Conservation Area,
located to the east of the centre and designated
in 1989. This appraisal document considers all
three areas in turn.

After establishing the Planning Policy context
and the location and setting of the Conservation
Areas the appraisal moves on to consider

the elements that contribute to the special
historic and architectural character of each

of the Conservation Areas in turn, as well as
those features that detract from them. Finally
the appraisal details management proposals,
comprising proposed changes to the boundaries
of two of the conservation areas (Hurstpierpoint
and Hurst Wickham Conservation Areas). Maps
showing the proposed changes are on pages
67 and 68.

It is good practice, as advocated by Historic
England in their publication “Conservation
Area Designation, Appraisal and Management”
for a local planning authority to periodically
review the boundaries of its conservation
areas with a view to establishing whether
changes should be made. The survey work for
this appraisal, undertaken in partnership with
the Hurstpierpoint Society, has highlighted a
small number of instances where it is felt the
boundaries of the Conservation Areas could be
usefully extended to include adjoining areas

which are considered to have sufficient special
interest to merit designation, as well as one
instance where it is considered the boundary
could be altered to omit buildings which detract
from the special interest of the Conservation
Area concerned.

This document will be given material
consideration and will inform planning practice
and policies for the area, providing guidance for
Development Management officers in assessing
planning applications. It will also give the local
community clear advice on what should be
cared for and preserved within the conservation
areas.

The three conservation areas make a positive
contribution to the overall character of
Hurstpierpoint, and make the village what it is —
a desirable and vibrant place for residents and
visitors alike.

2. Planning policy context

A conservation area is defined as an area of
‘special architectural or historic interest the
character or appearance of which it is desirable
to preserve or enhance’. Conservation areas
were originally introduced through the Civic
Amenities Act in 1967. They are designated
by local authorities under the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 and the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990. Designation of a conservation area
is in recognition that an area has a special
character and identity that is worth preserving
or enhancing.

Government policy relating to Conservation
Areas is set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (2012) and the Planning
Practice Guidance. The Planning Practice
Guidance states that the ‘conservation of
heritage assets in a manner appropriate to
their significance is a core planning principle.
Heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource
and effective conservation delivers wider social,
cultural, economic and environmental benefits’.

The emerging Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-
2031 includes a policy relating to conservation
areas. The policy seeks to conserve and
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enhance conservation areas by setting out
requirements for development. The setting of a
conservation area will also be protected. There
are also policies in the emerging District Plan
that relate to listed buildings and other heritage
assets, and historic parks and gardens.

The Hurstpierpoint Conservation Areas
Appraisal will include an assessment of

the character of each of the three areas

and will support the policies in the Mid

Sussex District Plan by identifying the key
characteristics of each of the conservation
areas. The Conservation Areas Appraisal will
consider what features make a positive or
negative contribution to the significance of

the conservation areas, thereby identifying
opportunities for beneficial change or the need
for planning protection. The Conservation Areas
Appraisal will be a material consideration when
determining planning applications.

3. Location and Setting of the
three Conservation Areas

Hurstpierpoint sits on a fertile Greensand
ridge, with the heavy clay of the Weald to the
north and Gault clay and then the chalk South
Downs rising in the south. The boundary of

the South Downs National Park runs along the
southern edge of the village, giving a setting of
open fields and spectacular views, especially
towards the distinctive feature of Wolstonbury
Hill. Wolstonbury Hill and the South Downs can
be seen from a number of locations around the
village and are considered an integral part of
the setting of Hurstpierpoint.

PHOTO 2 — A view of Wolstonbury Hill from
Hurstpierpoint

Greensand ridge and parallel with the South
Downs. Where this route runs through the
village centre (the Hurstpierpoint Conservation
Area), it is known as the High Street, becoming
Hassocks road as it runs eastwards out of the
village. The hamlet of Hurst Wickham is located
west of the village centre, on College Lane,
which runs north from Hassocks Road at the
edge of the village. To the west, the main route
is known as Albourne Road - Langton Lane is
a rural lane running north from Albourne Road
a short distance outside the village centre.

A cluster of buildings is located around the
junction of the roads and extending north along
Langton Lane into the countryside. Map 1
shows the location and boundaries of the three
Conservation Areas at Hurstpierpoint, Hurst
Wickham and Langton Lane.

Map of the three conservation areas (Map 1)

When Hurstpierpoint is viewed from the South
Downs or the many footpaths in the surrounding
countryside, the village almost disappears
within trees, which provide a verdant backdrop
to an ancient settlement. All woodlands within
the parish have been classified in the Mid
Sussex Ancient Woodland Survey 2005 as
Ancient Semi Natural Woodlands, and although
not within the Conservation Areas form an
important part of their setting.

Photo 3 View of Hurstpierpoint from the South
Downs
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important to its character, and to the way in
which its special interest as a historic Sussex
village which has grown and changed over
many centuries within its rural context is
appreciated. New development within the
setting of the Conservation Area, where this
is acceptable, should be respectful of this and
should in particular preserve important views
into and out of the Conservation Area.

8. Hurstpierpoint
Conservation Area: Negative
features

In general the quality of the streetscape within
Hurstpierpoint is high, and new development
has been respectful of the character and
appearance of the Conservation Area. However
certain works, often carried out under permitted
development rights, can be harmful to the
Conservation Area and should be discouraged
or reversed where possible. These include:

- The loss of front garden walls or other
boundary treatments, and of front gardens, to
create off street parking.

- The loss of original timber sash or casement
windows in favour of unsympathetic uPVC
replacements

- The loss of original tile or slate roof coverings
in favour of concrete tiles.

- The loss of original features or materials from
shopfronts to the High Street.

- Unsympathetic modern signage to some
shopfronts within the High Street.

There are a small number of poor quality
modern infill developments within the
Conservation Area which offer an opportunity
for more sympathetic replacement buildings.

Traffic management / parking

Traffic volume and on street parking can be
detrimental to the character and appearance of
the Conservation Area. The narrow High Street

presents a considerable problem for traffic.
Recent work by West Sussex County Council
and the Parish Council has led to a number of
chicanes, but there still remains the problem of
drivers not adhering to the signs and exceeding
the 20 mph speed limit. Local traders wish to
have on-street parking for customers, which
narrows the street further. The sizeable car
parks on Trinity Road can be reached only from
the west end, leading to further congestion with
vehicles from Hassocks having to pass through
the High Street and then back out again. The
small amount of off-road parking available
means that Trinity Road is continually full of
parked vehicles.

9. Hurst Wickham
Conservation Area

Hurst Wickham lies on College Lane, one

of the ancient lanes running north from
Hassocks Road which took its name after

the establishment of St John’s College (now
Hurstpierpoint College) on its present site in
1853. In 1873 it consisted of Wickham Farm (of
which Hurst Wickham Barn now survives- see
‘Boundary extensions’ below) with a couple

of associated cottages, including Wickham
Cottage, now 59 College Lane. By 1896,
following the opening of the railway station at
nearby Hassocks, the row of semidetached
villas at 22-32 College Lane, addressing a
track running perpendicular to College Lane
at the southern end of the hamlet was under
construction, and the first of the brick terraces
to the north (Alice Terrace) had been built.
Other brick terraces followed as the hamlet
developed, and Hurst Wickham continued
expand into the 20th century, particularly to the
north along College Lane.

The hamlet had a sub post office and shop,
now closed. The expansion of Hurstpierpoint
has long since linked it to the village, but it
retains its own distinct character and semi-rural
appearance. It remains a very narrow winding
lane, partly lined with terraced cottages.
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Photo 107: College Lane

To the southern part of the area, the winding
lane has a more spacious character, with 19th
and 20th century houses set back from the road
behind deep front gardens. The earlier houses
are characterised by render or polychrome
brickwork, hipped roofs and and sash windows.
Two pairs of early 20th century semi-detached
cottages to the east of the road at nos. 47 — 53
have pebbledash and hung tile elevations with
elevations enlivened by prominent gables or
projecting bay windows.

Photo 108: 47-53 College Lane EW

To the northern part of the area terraced or
semi-detached houses are set well above
road level with brick retaining walls supporting
attractive iron railings, giving a pleasing
continuity which is enhanced by the consistent
building line. The height of the buildings above
street level and the shallowness of the front
gardens creates a strong sense of enclosure,
although this is partially softened by glimpsed
rural views between the houses and along the
occasional tracks providing access to the rear of
the buildings.

Photo 109: The houses on College Lane are
raised above street level, giving a greater sense
of enclosure

Photo 110: Views between the houses on
College Lane towards the open countryside
beyond

Many terraces have their original lead name
plaques, such as Francis, Victoria, Pretoria,
Hothye and Rose Villas. These are important as
they are part of the social history of the village.
The houses themselves are consistently of

two storeys, brick built (some with polychrome
brick work) or rendered, and originally pitched
slate roofs. Where slate has been replaced
with concrete tiles this detracts from the
appearance of the buildings. The consistent
roofline is enlivened by regularly spaced
chimney stacks. Windows were originally timber
sashes, some tri-partite, of which many remain.
Where replacement uPVC windows have been
installed this is to the detriment of the character
of the area. Some houses have projecting bay
windows, some recessed porches with arched
heads, which add movement and interest to
the elevations. The early six cottages that

form Alice Terrace have decorative brickwork
over doorways and windows, some with later
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porch additions which again detract from the Photo 113: The George R post box set into the
appearance of the buildings. wall below no. 73 College Lane

Photo 111: Tripartite sash windows to houses
on College Lane

Photo 112: Porch additions detract from the
appearance of the terraced cottages

Street lighting is limited and utilitarian in nature
and is fixed to the timber pylons lining College
Lane.

Walls and fences

To the south of the area front garden
boundaries which are straight onto the back of
the road are typically stone or brick walls, or
hedges.

Photo 114: Boundary treatments to the south of
Paving surfaces the Conservation Area

College Lane itself is a tarmacked road, with no
footways. To the north of the area less formal
gravelled tracks lead off the road between

the houses, giving access to the rear of the
adjoining buildings and providing views of the
countryside beyond.

Street furniture and lighting

Hurst Wickham had its own sub post office in
the front room of No.73 and the original red
George R (1910-1936) post box embedded in
the garden wall is still there today.

To the north of the area, the houses on either
side of College lane are set above road level

behind brick or brick and flint retaining walls,

some of which are topped by iron railings.

e
53



Hurstpierpoint Conservation Area Appraisal

Photo 115: Decorative iron railings topping
boundary walls to the north of the Area
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These boundary treatments are important to
the character of the street scene within the two
distinct parts of the Conservation Area. Where
they have been lost to front garden parking

or to create accesses to more modern infill
development this is detrimental to the character
and appearance of the Conservation Area.

Open space and trees

To the south of the area there are a number of
mature trees, which together with the hedges
and other vegetation to the deep front and
rear gardens here create a soft and verdant
character, which complements the spacious
nature of this part of the Conservation Area,
creating a gentle transition between the centre
of the hamlet and the open fields to the south.

To the north of the area front gardens are more
shallow, and are set above the road behind
brick retaining walls. However their presence
softens the strong sense of enclosure to

this part of the Conservation Area, and the
vegetation within them enlivens the street
scene. Glimpsed views between the buildings of
the rear gardens and open fields beyond create
a semi-rural character and place the hamlet
within the broader countryside setting.
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Photo 116: Lush vegetation to the front gardens
of properties along the northern part of College
Lane enlivens the street scene

10. The setting Hurst
Wickham the Conservation
Area

Despite the spread of development from
Hurstpierpoint to the south west, Hurst
Wickham remains largely surrounded by open
fields. This open, rural setting is very important
to the character of the area as a small hamlet.
Countryside views between the properties lining
College Lane and from their rear gardens help
to place the settlement in its rural context, as
does the approach to the hamlet along College
lane with fields to one or both sides of the road.
The open fields to the south of Hurst Wickham
to the east of College Lane are particularly
important in retaining a feeling of separation
from Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.

Photo 117: The open fields to the south of the
Conservation Area are particularly important to
its setting and retain a sense of separation from
Hurstpierpoint to the south and west

% Y



Hurstpierpoint Conservation Area Appraisal

Development within the setting of the
Conservation Area

The setting of the Conservation Area is very
important to the manner in which its special
interest as a rural hamlet close to, but separate
from, the larger villages of Hurstpierpoint and
Hassocks is appreciated. Development within
the setting of the Conservation Area, where

this is acceptable, should be respectful of this,
and in particular should preserve important
views into and out of the Conservation Area, the
character of the approaches to it, and the sense
of separation from adjacent settlements.

11. Negative features of Hurst
Wickham Conservation Area

Features detracting from the character of the
area include unsympathetic alterations to the
original buildings such as replacement uPVC
windows and rendering of brickwork. Car
parking along College Lane, which is in parts
very narrow, and traffic congestion can also
detract from the semi-rural nature of the hamlet.
The loss of front garden boundaries to allow

off street parking or to create new accesses is
detrimental to the character of the street scene.

Photo 118: uPVC windows detract from the
character and appearance of buildings within
the Conservation Area.
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12. Langton Lane
Conservation Area

Langton Lane Conservation Area is located

to the west of Hurstpierpoint Village beyond
the area known as West Town. It is centred on
Langton Lane, a rural lane running north from
Albourne Road, opposite the most significant
building in the area, Pakyns Manor.

This Grade Il listed L shaped 16th century
timber framed building is set back from the
south side of Albourne Road and well screened
by trees along the road frontage. There has
been a manor house in this location since the
12th century, when it was occupied by Paganus,
Sheriff of Sussex - William Pakyns became
Lord of the Manor in 1216, and was followed
until the 16th century by a succession of his
descendants. The manorial land was originally
extensive, including parts of Langton Lane.
The current, more restricted but still substantial
grounds were divided for sale as smaller lots

in 1953, since which a number of other houses
have been built in the setting of the Manor
House, as well as former ancillary buildings
converted for residential use. Nonetheless,

the verdant nature of the setting of the Manor
House is important to both the special interest
of the listed building and the character and
appearance of this part of the Conservation
Area.

More prominent from the road than the Manor
itself is Pakyns Lodge, a small but charming
early 19th century Gothic style red brick
building with gabled and half hipped stone
slab roofs with deep eaves and carved timber
bargeboards, prominent brick chimneys, a
projecting brick porch with Gothic arched
doorway and carved bargeboards under a
gabled roof, and elongated timber casement
windows under rubbed brick drip moulds.




MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL
PLANNING (LISTED BUILDINGS AND CONSERVATION AREAS) ACT 1990 SECTIONS 69 AND 70

NOTICE OF VARIATION OF THE HURSTPIERPOINT AND
THE HURST WICKHAM CONSERVATION AREAS

Mid Sussex District Cauncil (“the Council®) hereby gives notice in accordance with Section 70 of the Planning
{Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended, that on the 19" day of July 2018, boundary
changes to the Hurstpierpoint and Hurst Wickham Conservation Areas in West Sussex were confirmed. This
followed a public consultation on the draft Hurstpierpoint Conservation Area Appraisal between 16™ April
2018 and 28" May 2018.

The amendments are described below and the extent of land involved in the boundary changes are shown on
plans numbered HPP/CA/1 and HW/CA/1.

Hurstpierpoint Conservation Area

Additional properties in Hurstpierpoint included within the Hurstpierpoint Conservation Area:

= 28-150 (evens) Western Road (including The Bakehouse, rear of 44 Western Read and Flats 1
and 2, 128 Western Road)

St Christophers Home (including all flats within), 12 Cuckfield Road

Halton Lodge (including all flats within), Halton Shaws
Wych House, Halten Shaws

Redroofs, Halton Shaws

Colwood, Halton Shaws

Cornercroft, Halton Shaws

14-40 (evens) Cuckfield Road 31 and 33 Cuckfield Road

35A-E Cuckfield Road Methodist Church/Church  Hall, 42
St Georges Church, St Georges Lane Cuckfield Road

Bee Coltage, St Georges Lane The Bee Garden, St Georges Lane

Pooh Corner Studio, St Georges Lane Paoh Corner, St Georges Lane
1-5 Brewery Mews Russells Farmhouse, St Georges Lane

Little Withiel, Hassocks Road 14 Hassocks Road
Fieldside, Hassocks Road

e ¢ » 9 & 0 0 @ 9 ¢ o
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Hurst Wickham Conservation Area

Additional properties in Hurstpierpoint included within the Hurst Wickham Conservation Area:

» 16-20 (evens) College Lane e Hurst Wickham Barn, College Lane
e 1-3 Hurst Wickham Close

Properties in Hurstpierpoint excluded from the Hurst Wickham Conservation Area:

= Tree Tops, 82 College Lane = 109 and 111 College Lane

A Conservation Area is an area of special architectural or historic interest, the character or appearance of
which it is desirable to preserve or enhance.

The main effects of the properties and land referred to above being included within a Conservation Area
inciude the following:

1. In camying out any function under the planning Acts (Including the determination of planning
applications) within Conservation Areas, the Council and the Secretary of State have a duly to pay
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of these
areas.

Permitted development rights are restricted within Conservation Areas,

Additional controis over demalition within Conservation Areas,

Special publicity requirements apply to planning applications within Conservation Areas.

Notice must be given to the Council before work can be carried out to any tree within Conservation
Areas.

@ AN
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A copy of the Hurstpierpoint Conservaltion Area Appraisal and the plans numbered: HPP/CA/1 and HW/CA/1
can be viewed online at the Council’s website: www.midsussex.gov.uk or may be inspected free of charge at
the offices of the Council, Oaklands, Oaklands Road, Haywards Heath, West Sussex, RH16 1SS during
normal office hours.

For enquiries or further information please contact the Conservation Officer on 01444 477385.

g "™ = (V)

Tom Clark Dated: 10" September 2018
Head of Regulalory Services

Mid Sussex District Council

Qaklands, Oakiands Road

Haywards Heath

West Sussex

RH18 1SS
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APPENDIX 5

Historic England Location Plan Identifying the
Grade |l Listed Wickham Farmhouse
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Heritage Category:

Listing
List Entry No : 1025662
Grade: I

County: West Sussex
District: Mid Sussex

Parish:  Hurstpierpoint and Sayers
Common

Name: WICKHAM FARMHOUSE

, This is an A4 sized map and should be printed full size at A4 with no page scaling set.

For all entries pre-dating 4 April 2011 maps and national
grid references do not form part of the official record of
a listed building. In such cases the map here and the
national grid reference are generated from the list entry
in the official record and added later to aid identification
of the principal listed building or buildings.

For all list entries made on or after 4 April 2011 the map
here and the national grid reference do form part of the
official record. In such cases the map and the national
grid reference are to aid identification of the principal
listed building or buildings only and must be read in
conjunction with other information in the record.

Unless otherwise stated, any object or structure fixed to
the principal building or buildings and any object or
structure within the curtilage of the building, which,
although not fixed to the building, forms part of the land
and has done so since before 1st July, 1948 is by law to
be treated as part of the listed building.

This map was delivered electronically and when printed
may not be to scale and may be subject to distortions.

List Entry NGR: TQ 29082 16182
Map Scale: 1:2500
Print Date: 28 August 2026
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APPENDIX 6

Plan Extract of 1897 Map (Second Edition) of
Hurst Wickham and Environs
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	14-09-04 FINAL DL College Lane Sussex 2211499
	TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 77
	4. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, for the reasons given at IR1.3, the minor amendments agreed following the calling in of the application do not/need not materially change the nature of the development for which permission is s...
	11. In the light of this, the Secretary of State considers it appropriate (as stated in the Written Ministerial Statement of 10 July 2014 - referred to in paragraph 8 above) to give local people an opportunity to ensure they get the right types of dev...

	14-09-04 IR College Lane Sussex 2211499
	1.      Procedural and Background Matters
	1.1 The Inquiry sat for two days (1-2 April 2014).  I undertook an accompanied visit to the site and its surroundings during the second day.
	1.2 Notwithstanding a recommendation for refusal, at its meeting on 11 July 2013, the District Council’s South West Area Planning Committee resolved that planning permission should be granted, subject to conditions and subject to the applicant first e...
	1.3 Subsequent to the calling in of the application, the applicant agreed minor amendments to the scheme with the District Council.  At the Inquiry, it was confirmed that, for the most part, the alterations related to what were referred to as ‘slight ...
	1.4 Shortly before the Inquiry opened, the Government published its Planning Policy Guidance (planning guidance).  The advice set out therein, at ID:21b-014-20140306,  resulted in the striking through of some of the written  evidence of the Parish Cou...
	1.5 The District Council, although represented at the Inquiry by Mr King in order to assist with the discussion on conditions and the planning obligation, as well as administrative matters, did not present any evidence to the Inquiry.  Accordingly, th...
	1.6 This Report includes a description of the application site and its surroundings, the gist of the representations made at the Inquiry and in writing, and my conclusions and recommendation.  Lists of appearances and documents are attached as Appendi...
	2.      The Site and its Surroundings

	2.1 The 7.86 hectare application site lies on the southeastern side the village of Hurstpierpoint, north of Wickham Hill (B2116) and to the south of the separate hamlet of Hurst Wickham.  Hurst Wickham is a designated Conservation Area.  To the east i...
	2.2 The site is laid to grass and was previously used for the grazing of horses.  A small watercourse runs across the site from east to west, dividing the larger southern part, most of which is proposed to be developed, from the narrower northern part...
	2.3 The northern site boundaries, which comprise hedgerow and hedgerow trees, are adjoined by an open field close to College Lane, with the northernmost extent of the site adjoining the southern garden boundaries of a couple of large detached properti...
	2.4 The eastern site boundary runs alongside Belmont Lane, a single width private access road and public bridleway that is sunken into the land at various points.  The boundary between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks runs along Belmont Lane at this point....
	2.5 The southern boundary of the site is formed by the rear gardens to properties on Wickham Hill and a small paddock area.  In the main, the boundary is marked by existing trees and hedgerow.  The western site boundary abuts the rear gardens of dwell...
	2.6 Vehicular access to the site would be taken from College Lane, immediately to the north of No 31, opposite to an attractive flint cottage (12 College Lane) and Wickham Farmhouse (14 College Lane) a Grade II listed building.
	2.7 Ground levels fall gently from both north and south, towards the small water course that dissects the site.  There are two small ponds at the eastern end of the stream.  Beyond the site levels rise, in particular to the south, where the Wickham Hi...
	3.      Planning History

	3.1 In March 2013, planning permission was refused for 93 dwellings on the site and associated infrastructure, plus change of use of an area of land to informal open space with landscape planting and other works, on land at College Lane.   Six reasons...
	4.      The Proposal

	4.1 Permission is sought for the erection of 81 dwellings, access roads, car parking facilities, footways and footpaths and associated infrastructure, plus change of use of land to informal open space with landscape planting and other works.
	4.2 The scheme comprises 57 market properties as a mix of two, three and four  bed houses and a one bed flat, and 24 affordable units as a mix of one and two bed flats, two, three and four bed properties.  The plans show detached, semi-detached and te...
	4.3 Vehicular access would be from College Lane, some 10m to the north of No 31.  The road layout would be broadly circular, around a landscaped amenity space within the centre of the site.  A pedestrian/cycle link to Belmont Lane is shown within the ...
	4.4 Two ponds associated with the proposed sustainable surface water drainage arrangements (SUDs) are shown as located within the parkland area, as well as a habitat pond and a locally equipped area for play.  The plans also indicate that the pumping ...
	4.5 All the roads and footpaths would have properties fronting onto them and there are no areas where there would be dead frontages facing onto the public realm.  Car parking courts have been placed to the rear of dwellings to minimise the impact of c...
	5.      Planning Policy and Guidance
	5.1 In addition to the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) reference was made to:
	The Mid Sussex Local Plan
	5.2   At the time of the Inquiry, the statutory development plan for the site included the saved policies of the Mid Sussex Local Plan, adopted in May 2004.  The policies referred to below are those most relevant to the issues raised by this applicati...
	5.3 The application site lies adjacent to, but outwith, the defined settlement boundary for Hurstpierpoint, in a Countryside Area of Development Restraint.  Within such areas, policy C1 resists new development other than in particular circumstances, i...
	5.4 Policy B10 reflects the statutory duty to protect listed buildings and their settings.
	5.5 Policy H4 seeks to secure 30% provision of affordable units on sites proposing more than 15 dwellings.
	5.6   Policies G3, CS9 and CS11 require that the infrastructure necessary to support new development either exists or can be provided, including new community facilities.
	The Mid Sussex District Plan
	5.7 The submission version of this emerging plan was submitted to the Secretary of State in July 2013.  Following a Hearing session in November 2013, the Examining Inspector issued a Note advising of his conclusion that the legal duty to cooperate had...
	5.8 The Plan is still the subject of considerable objection and remains to be independently tested, both in relation to the duty to cooperate, and whether it meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing ma...
	The Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish 2031 Neighbourhood Plan – Submission Version
	5.9   At the time of this Inquiry, the Submission Version of the Neighbourhood Plan, together with a Basic Conditions Statement,  Consultation Statement  and updated Sustainability Appraisal (incorporating SEA)  had been submitted to the District Coun...
	5.10   Although it was hoped that the Local Authority consultation process would have been underway by the time of the Inquiry, a single issue relating to the Habitats Regulations was outstanding: the District Council had received legal advice that, s...
	5.11   A Habitats Regulations Assessment of the now withdrawn District Plan found that the only likely significant effect relates to recreational disturbance from visitors to the Forest.  Since the majority of such visitors originate from within 7 kil...
	5.12   The Submission Version of the Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate the application site for housing development.  Instead, it lies in countryside within a defined Local Gap.  Policy C1 ‘Conserving and Enhancing Character’ is permissive of devel...
	5.13   Given the reasons for the Secretary of State calling in this application, I deal with the weight to be afforded to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan in Section 13 of this Report.
	Supplementary Planning Documents
	5.14 The Council has produced a number of Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs).  Although part of the Local Development Framework, they are not part of the development plan.  Of particular relevance to this application is the Development and Infras...
	6.      Agreed Matters
	6.1 A statement of common ground (SoCG) between the applicant and the District Council (but not the Parish Council who had Rule 6(6) status at the Inquiry) was submitted prior to the Inquiry.  Among other things, it is agreed, in summary, that:
	 The application site lies within a Countryside Area of Development Restraint (Local Plan policy C1).  Within this area, only certain categories of development are allowed as an exception to the general policy of restraint that applies.  The proposal...
	 The site also falls within the Burgess Hill and Hurstpierpoint/Keymer/ Hassocks Strategic Gap (policy C2 of the Local Plan) and the Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks Local Gap (policy C3 of the Local Plan).
	 There is already further development to the northwest of the application site and the development proposed would not bring the existing settlement boundary of Hurstpierpoint any closer to Burgess Hill than it already is and the proposal would not co...
	 The Local Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks is already relatively small (some 0.9km when measured in a straight line from the rear gardens on College Lane, Hurstpierpoint, to the rear gardens of properties on London Road in Hassocks) although ...
	 The housing supply policies of the Local Plan are out-of-date because they do not provide housing numbers beyond 2006.
	 The housing figure that has been subject of examination is the revoked South East Plan figure of 17,100 new dwellings in the period 2006 to 2026 (equating to an annual figure of 855).  The Council cannot currently demonstrate a five-year housing lan...
	 The recent (27 November 2013) High Court decision in Cotswold District Council Vs SoSCLG  sets out important legal tests that apply to the calculation of a five year supply of housing land, the calculation of a buffer, and the interpretation of para...
	 With regard to paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework, it is agreed that, for the purposes of housing supply, Local Plan policies C1 and C2 are out-of-date.
	 All of the dwellings would meet the authority’s dwelling space standards  and no issue is taken with the proposed layout and design principles demonstrated by the development proposed, which includes a direct pedestrian link from the site onto Belmo...
	 A Landscape and Visual Assessment was submitted in support of the application.  It assesses the application site as being low to medium in terms of landscape quality, as it is not subject to any national designations and has an urban fringe quality....
	 The distance separation between existing and proposed dwellings would be sufficient to protect the living conditions of existing residents.
	 There is sufficient highway and junction capacity on the local highway network to safely accommodate anticipated traffic movements associated with the development proposed, even when considered in conjunction with other possible developments at Saye...
	 The impact of the proposed development on air quality for sensitive receptors in the vicinity of Stonepound crossroads will be negligible.
	 The application would provide 30% affordable housing as required by Local Plan policy H4.
	 The survey work undertaken demonstrates that the development proposed would have no material adverse implications for protected species.
	 The site is in Flood Zone 1, where there is a low risk of flooding from rivers or other sources of flooding.  The Council’s drainage engineer considers that the proposal would provide improvements over the current situation and there would be no inc...
	 In respect of sewage, the original plans showed a pumping station to the north of the vehicular access to the site which would connect to the foul sewer that runs along College Lane.
	 The site is not within a conservation area nor does it have any listed buildings within it.  Given the distance between the development site and Hurst Wickham Conservation Area, it is agreed that the development would not have any material effect on...
	 There is potential for below ground heritage assets and a scheme of investigation will need to take place prior to the commencement of development.
	 The New Homes Bonus is a material planning consideration which should weigh in favour of granting consent for the development proposed.  There would also be economic benefits in terms of the direct boost to the local economy during the construction ...
	 Mid Sussex Health Care provides primary care in this area and has no objection to this application.
	 It is agreed that the provisions of the Section 106 Agreement ensure that the local infrastructure can accommodate the proposed development.
	 There would be no adverse impact on the setting of the South Downs National Park.
	7.      The Case for the applicant - Thakeham Homes (Southern) Limited
	7.1 The applicant’s opening and closing submissions to the Inquiry set out a résumé of the company’s case.  The material points are summarised below.
	7.2 Although recommended for refusal, Mid Sussex District Council resolved to grant planning permission for the development subject only to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement.  Before that Agreement could be completed, the application was calle...
	Objections and the main objectors
	7.3 The principal objector and only Rule 6 party has been the Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish Council.  As made clear in cross-examination, the only significant and demonstrable adverse impact it relies on, and which it says outweighs the bene...
	7.4 The Wickham Action Group (WAG) representing local residents also presented evidence through Mr Gunne-Jones.  However, it was also principally concerned with the impact the development would have on the Local Gap and its case did not add materially...
	7.5 The only other person opposed to the development who chose to give evidence at the Inquiry itself, was Mr Maidment.  He appeared to be concerned with the foul and surface water drainage arrangements and suggested that there were fundamental concer...
	7.6 Moreover, as is evident from the SoCG, there is much agreement with the District Council on a wide range of matters, including:-
	7.7 Therefore, discounting Mr Maidment’s objections, the Parish Council and WAG’s cases at the Inquiry raise a narrow issue for determination.  Namely, whether the development is sustainable development having regard to the effect on the character and...
	Benefits
	7.8 There is no disagreement as to what the benefits of the development would be.  These are set out by Mr Ross in his proof of evidence at paragraphs 9.14 and 9.15.  The Parish Council did not dispute those benefits and WAG expressly agreed that the ...
	7.9 Hurstpierpoint is a sustainable settlement with a full range of shops, services and facilities where additional housing development is encouraged.  The application site is adjacent to existing urban development and the accepted benefits include de...
	7.10 The benefit of delivering 81 houses should be given very substantial weight, because of the Council’s desperate need for housing land.  The Framework requires the Council to demonstrate that it has a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites....
	7.11 The housing need taken from the revoked South East Plan is 855 dwellings per annum and is consistent with the more recent objective assessment undertaken by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP), which identifies a range between 620 – 880 dwelli...
	7.12 The requirement to deliver 855 new dwellings per year generates a need for 4,275 new dwellings over the next five years (5 x 855). However, the Council accepts that its historic underperformance in delivering housing means that a 20% (rather than...
	7.13 The exercise conducted by Mr Ross,  at which he arrives at a land supply of 1.42 years is, therefore, entirely supported by the Framework and the planning guidance and demonstrates the real shortfall in the Council’s housing land supply.  No-one ...
	7.14 The shortfall for the District also has to be seen in the context of the need for additional housing in Hurstpierpoint itself.  The most up to date objective assessment of the District’s full housing needs is that carried out by NLP.   That confi...
	‘5.17 Whilst the district-wide assessment concludes that an objective assessment for Mid Sussex District would fall within the range 12,400 – 17,600 dwellings in total it is considered that of this District-wide requirement, between 700 and 1,500 dwel...
	5.18 A level below 700 dwellings within Hurstpierpoint would not meet the likely minimum estimates of migration-led pressures for housing need and demand within the settlement.  The implication of this is that, locally, house prices may become relativ...
	5.19 Whilst this assessment provides an estimate of needs within Hurstpierpoint, the District-wide strategy may legitimately seek to meet this need in other locations as part of a spatial strategy that takes account of all policy in the Framework.  Ho...
	7.15 Mr Mayhew’s reliance on Scenarios A and B modelled in the NLP Report  to suggest that the need in Hurstpierpoint was less than 300, is entirely misplaced.  NLP makes clear that these 2 scenarios were modelled on the basis of nil migration.  It sa...
	7.16 Plainly, nil-migration is a wholly unrealistic scenario and cannot realistically be assumed.  However, it underlines the inadequacy of the Neighbourhood Plan, which has a target of 252 new houses.  That figure is not enough to meet even the wholl...
	7.17 The evidence, therefore, robustly demonstrates that there is a pressing need for new housing not only in the District as a whole, but that there is an acute need in Hurstpierpoint itself.  In these circumstances, it is submitted that very great w...
	7.18 Against these benefits must be weighed any significant and demonstrable adverse impacts.  The only adverse impact which the Parish Council and/or WAG seeks to rely on, is the actual or perceived effect that the development would have on the Local...
	7.19 The significance of whether policy C3 is up-to-date arises from Framework paragraph 49 and the Government’s policy that housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as set out i...
	7.20 In this regard, it is submitted that policies C1, C2 and C3 are all relevant policies to the supply of housing land.  They all seek to restrict development (including housing development) in certain areas, whether that is in the countryside (C1) ...
	7.21 The District Council rightly accepts that policies C1 and C2, insofar as they restrict housing, are relevant housing supply policies for the purposes of Framework paragraphs 49 and 14.  It conceded as such at the Little Park Farm appeal and in th...
	7.22 If, as has previously been found and accepted, policy C2 is relevant to housing supply and is out of date in so far as it relates to housing land supply, there is no logical reason why C3 should be treated any differently.  They both restrict dev...
	7.23 Reliance on the High Court decision in the William Davis case  by the Parish Council and WAG is misplaced.  Quite apart from the fact that such reliance was demonstrably an afterthought by the Parish Council (apparently because Mr Mayhew incorrec...
	7.24 Sprung upon him in cross-examination, Mr Ross correctly said that policy E20 engaged in the William Davis case was similar to Policy C3 of the Local Plan, but that it had to be seen in the context of the other policies in that Plan, which he did ...
	7.25 Moreover, Lang J applied a very restrictive (and, it is submitted, incorrect) meaning to the expression ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing’ in paragraph 49 of the Framework.  The better view (and the one accepted by the Council) is that...
	7.26 It is accepted by everyone that policy C1 restricts development (including housing) and is out-of-date.  Policies C2 and C3 impose an even greater layer of restriction on development (including housing) in those areas defined as Strategic and Loc...
	7.27 Save for its impact on the Local Gap, no one has argued that Hurstpierpoint is not a sustainable settlement for new housing; or that the application site is not a sustainable location within Hurstpierpoint; or that the proposed development is not...
	7.28 This raises the question whether there are any such significant and demonstrable adverse impacts.  The only impact relied on by the Parish Council and WAG is the impact on the Local Gap and, even if harm can be shown, that harm would have to sign...
	7.29 It is submitted that there is no harm to the Local Gap.  Even if there is some harm, that does not significantly outweigh the benefits.  Mr Murphy has undertaken a full landscape and visual impact assessment in accordance with standard methodolog...
	7.30 The answer from the only qualified expert to have undertaken any structured assessment and to give evidence at the Inquiry on the issue (i.e. Mr Murphy) was ‘no’ and he was not challenged on his conclusion, or the reasons for arriving at it.  Ins...
	7.31 Not only is that simplistic but, in the Parish Council’s case, inconsistent with the advice that its own landscape advisors (Hankinson Duckett Associates)(HDA) have given when carrying out a comprehensive assessment of the landscape around Hurstp...
	7.32 Mr Mayhew made no reference to the HDA report, notwithstanding its clear relevance to the issue and it had to be brought to the Inquiry’s attention by Thakeham.  When asked in cross-examination whether the application site was capable of acceptin...
	7.33 The HDA report makes clear that it was prepared, inter alia, to evaluate and appraise key sites that protect the separation between Hurstpierpoint and surrounding towns and settlements,  and to identify areas where future development would be ina...
	7.34 Area 15 is essentially the application site and was assessed by HDA as:-
	7.35 Based on that analysis, HDA concluded that Area 15 had a moderate landscape sensitivity and a medium capacity to accept development.  Insofar as its importance to the Local Gap is concerned, the HDA report at paragraph 7.2.1 identified that Area ...
	‘Area 15 has a Medium landscape capacity [for development] as the character area relates more closely to the surrounding settlement than Area 16, which has more significance when considering the perception of a gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks’;
	7.36 Astonishingly, when the HDA assessment was put to Mr Mayhew, and that his evidence that the application site was incapable of accepting any development (other than some field shelters) was inconsistent with that advice, his response was to say th...
	7.37 In light of that answer, it must also follow that he also disagrees with HDA’s assessment of Area 13 (which comprises Little Park Farm and is an allocated site in the Neighbourhood Plan for housing) although it was assessed as being ‘an area of r...
	7.38 The out-turn from the evidence is that the qualified landscape consultants agree that the application site is not wholly rural in character, is heavily influenced by urban development on two sides of the application site and only performs a limit...
	7.39 The consequence of a proper understanding of the character of the landscape, the role the application site performs in that landscape, and the form/design of the proposed development, is that the landscape character of the field will undoubtedly ...
	The Neighbourhood Plan
	7.40 An issue identified by the Inspector in opening the Inquiry, was the weight to be given to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.  This arose because, whereas  the District Council and Thakeham say that no or little weight should be given to it, the Pa...
	7.41 If, as is submitted above, there is no significant and demonstrable adverse effect on the Local Gap to weigh in the balance against the acknowledged benefits of the scheme then, even if substantial weight is given to the Neighbourhood Plan, the o...
	7.42 For all these reasons, it would be irrational to give the Neighbourhood Plan more than minimal weight.
	Third Parties
	7.43 A number of other matters have been raised by the third parties, although no evidence has been presented by anyone in relation to them.  WAG suggested that the Council had not been satisfied that there was nothing in them, having, recommended the...
	Conclusion
	7.44 The application is one for sustainable development.  It will make a real contribution to meeting the housing needs of the District and Hurstpierpoint, at a time when the Council has a very serious shortfall in its five-year supply of housing land...
	8.      The Case for Sayers Common and Hurstpierpoint Parish Council      (Rule 6(6) party at the Inquiry)

	8.1 The opening and closing submissions for the Parish Council set out a résumé of its case.  The material points are summarised below.
	Sustainable Development
	8.2 It was accepted by all parties that the site lies within a Countryside Area of Development Restraint, as defined in the adopted Local Plan.  Whilst policy C1 seeks to restrict housing in such locations, it is also accepted that the Local Planning ...
	Local Gap
	8.3 The application site is located on the eastern edge of Hurstpierpoint, and currently comprises semi-improved grassland.  It is part of the defined Local Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks as set out in Policy C3 of the Local Plan.
	8.4 Mr Ross sought to argue that policy C3 is out of date.  His justification for this relies heavily on the High Court decision in Cotswold District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government & Anor [2013] EWHC 3719 (Admin).  H...
	8.5 It is submitted that policy C3 is not out of date.  In support of this, reference is made to the High Court decision in William Davis Ltd & Jelson Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and North West Leicestershire DC [2013...
	8.6 That case relates to a Green Wedge area (policy E20 of the North-West Leicestershire Local Plan (Adopted 2002)).  In cross-examination, Mr Ross accepted that the construction of this policy appeared to relate more to a specific area (like policy C...
	8.7 Notwithstanding Mr Ross’s reluctance on this point, it is submitted that the William Davis case  clearly demonstrates that policy C3 is not to be treated as a policy for the supply of housing within the meaning of the Framework, and is therefore n...
	8.8 Policy C3 notes that Local Gaps are identified in areas between towns and villages which are particularly vulnerable to development pressure, the loss or erosion of which would have a harmful effect on the character of the rural areas and the amen...
	8.9 This Gap is already relatively small at this point, some 0.9km when measured in a straight line from the rear gardens on College Lane to the rear gardens on London Road in Hassocks.
	8.10 Mr Ross accepts that the application site plays a role in preventing coalescence, but he considers that this is limited and that the site has some capacity to contain development.
	8.11 When asked by the Inspector to clarify the role of the space between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks, which includes the application site, having regard to paragraph 17 of the Framework, Mr Ross confirmed that it was an historic designation that soug...
	8.12 Mr Murphy acknowledged that his Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and so, in turn, his consideration of the likely landscape and visual effects of the proposed development,  are based on a methodology that does not include considerati...
	8.13 Mr Murphy’s analysis of the proposed development in relation to non-landscape quality designation policies, such as policy C3, is reserved for Section 5 of his proof.  In this, he accepts that the site does make a contribution to the objectives o...
	8.14 It can thus be seen that there is a consensus that the site is both within, and makes a contribution to, the objectives of the Local Gap.  The dispute lies over the extent of the contribution.
	8.15 We submit that the contribution is significant.  It is an integral part of the Gap.
	8.16 The application proposal would result in the substantial urbanising development of the site, significantly eroding the separation of Hurstpierpoint from Hassocks.  This would harm the individual identity and character of these two settlements.  T...
	8.17 That harm would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the development when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole.   As such it is submitted it does not represent sustainable development.
	The Emerging Neighbourhood Plan
	8.18 The Parish Council has been working on its Neighbourhood Plan for over two years.  The first three stages  had been completed by summer 2013 and, in early March 2014, the Parish Council provided the Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan, with the...
	8.19 The District Council has confirmed that it is carrying out the required formal legal check of the documents and has only one outstanding issue.  In light of recent legal advice, they consider it is necessary to screen to assess whether the Plan w...
	8.20 It is anticipated that that the Plan will shortly move forward to its local authority publicity period.
	8.21 Framework paragraph 216 gives guidance on the weight to be attached to emerging plans.  This has now been helpfully expanded by the recent planning guidance, which makes clear that an emerging Neighbourhood Plan may be a material consideration.  ...
	8.22 Mr Ross, acknowledging the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan, agreed that it is now a material consideration that carries weight. However, he considers that this should be ‘very limited.’
	8.23 The Parish Council disputes this, and it is submitted that the Neighbourhood Plan has reached a sufficiently advanced stage that it should carry significant weight in the determination of this application.
	8.24 The Consultation Statement sets out the quality and effectiveness of the consultation that has informed the plan’s proposals.  This shows that at the Regulation 14 Consultation stage, of the 30 responses received, only two, including the applican...
	8.25 The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to support the delivery of housing growth within the Parish over the plan period, comprising 282 - 292 new dwellings on land beyond settlement boundaries,  with more in built up-areas.  This was on the basis of an ana...
	8.26 Mr Ross criticises the level of proposed housing delivery in the Neighbourhood Plan.  In his Supplementary Proof, he argues that this is in part due to the fact that the figure of 10600 new homes required in the District between 2011-2031, as set...
	8.27 Mr Ross accepted that, whilst NLP have made representations on this basis, neither the District Council nor the Planning Inspector who undertook the initial Hearing Session on the District Plan, have concluded that this figure is incorrect.  In p...
	8.28 Mr Ross argued that the Parish should seek to deliver 700-1500 new homes over the plan period based on the conclusions of the NLP report May 2013.  He acknowledged that these figures were derived from different in-migration scenarios.  They did n...
	8.29 The housing target set out in the Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan is not a full and objectively assessed housing need for the Parish.  Indeed, Mr Ross accepted that this was difficult to do, due to the limitation on obtaining background dat...
	8.30 The Submission Version Plan, and the supporting suite of documents, have considered a range of housing sites, concluding that housing development in Hurstpierpoint, outside the settlement boundaries is best delivered on sites contained in Policy ...
	8.31 Indeed, within the Neighbourhood Plan, the application site is identified as a Local Gap between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks.  Its development would, therefore, conflict with policy C3 of this Plan, which seeks to prevent development that would i...
	Conclusion
	8.32 The approach to the determination of this application flows from the advice in Framework paragraph 14, and whether the scheme represents sustainable development, defined by the three limbs and roles.
	8.33 The proposal would result in the substantial urbanising development of the site, significantly eroding the separation of Hurstpierpoint from Hassocks.  This would harm the individual identity and character of these two settlements.  This would co...
	8.34 The Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan is a material consideration, having regard to guidance in both the Framework and more recently the planning guidance.  It is considered that that this Plan should carry significant weight in the determina...
	8.35 It is considered that the harm resulting from the development is adverse and would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  It does not represent sustainable development.
	8.36 For these reasons, and in light of the evidence given on behalf of the Parish Council, planning permission should be refused.
	9.      The Case for Interested Parties
	9.1 Oral representations made in addition to the written submissions:
	The case for Wickham Action Group (represented by Mr Gunne-Jones)
	9.2 Our main objections are that the development conflicts with the adopted development plan and the emerging development plan and that the development would cause adverse impacts that would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of ...
	9.3 In terms of the development plan, the protection of this important parcel of open countryside can be traced back to at least the 1960s if not earlier.  It has been maintained as an open area between Hurstpierpoint and neighbouring Hassocks for a c...
	9.4 In a 1988 appeal decision for the erection of two bungalows, the function of the land was considered.  Attention is drawn to paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Decision.  In particular, paragraph 5 cites an earlier 1973 Decision in which the Inspector refe...
	9.5 A consultation draft of the Mid Sussex Local Plan (1996 and again in 1997) included general policies for the whole of the District.  A District-wide housing consultation exercise was held in early 2000, which helped to determine the housing alloca...
	9.6 The Deposit Draft was published and placed on deposit in November 2000.  Following consideration of objections received, the Council published and placed on deposit, a revised deposit draft (August 2001).  In December 2001, the Council published a...
	9.7 This status has been carried over in the Draft District Plan, which was initially published for consultation in October 2011, was published as a Proposed Submission District Plan in May 2013, and was submitted to the Secretary of State in July 201...
	9.8 Our point is that the application site has been afforded protection from development for a period in excess of 50 years and that its status has been tested through four rounds of consultation and one examination.
	9.9 Support for the protection of the site is sustained in the draft Neighbourhood Plan as well, which was published in March 2013 and was the subject of public consultation in April/May of the same year.
	9.10 To consider release of the site against such a strong protectionist stance would, therefore, be wholly unreasonable and unjustified.
	9.11 With regard to our second substantive objection, the applicant’s case is that, in the absence of a five year supply of housing land, the proposal should benefit from the presumption in favour of housing development that derives from the Framework...
	9.12 In our view, Local Plan policies C2 and C3 are not housing supply policies per se and thus, they are not out of date.  They are still valid and the development proposed conflicts with their provisions.  However, even if they were to be considered...
	9.13 Whilst there may be benefits that derive from the development proposed, they do not outweigh the loss of such a valued landscape.  When assessed against the Framework as a whole, the proposal conflicts with policies and therefore, even in the alt...
	The case for Mr Maidment
	9.14   The opening statement for the applicant referred to the weight to be given to the Neighbourhood Plan, the purpose of which, together with localism, is to empower local people.  Even the earlier Structure Plan promoted partnerships.  I am partic...
	9.15  The sewage infrastructure on which the application site would rely is the Goddards Green Plant.  In storm conditions the four combined sewer overflows linked to the plant discharge untreated sewage into the local water network, which they can do...
	9.16 Any surface water run-off from the site would go into Herring Brook before getting to the River Adur.  Herring Brook is a protected chalk stream and a protected habitat.  Any discharge to the stream will need proper management to prevent pollution.
	9.17 Protection is afforded to this land as a Strategic and Local Gap.  That protection has been in place for many years.  This is the first time that the strength of the policy protection has been tested.  If the application is allowed at the first a...
	10.    Written Representations

	10.1 Some 255 letters of objection were submitted at application stage.  These are summarised in the officer’s committee report.  The many responses submitted in relation to the call in, summarised here, cover much the same ground:
	 Existing foul and surface water drainage and flooding problems would be exacerbated.
	 Trees and hedges on the site have already been grubbed out and hoardings have been erected that hide the site.  Buildings materials and containers have also been moved onto the site.  All this in advance of any decision by the Secretary of State.
	 The emerging District Plan has been rejected by the examining Inspector and the application site is not identified as a suitable or sustainable location for development in the draft Neighbourhood Plan.  Allowing development here would be to ignore t...
	 The village boundary between Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks runs along the eastern side of the application site.  96% of those who responded to the Neighbourhood Plan agreed that local gaps should be protected to avoid coalescence of settlements.  The ...
	 Contrary to policies C2 and C3 of the Local Plan and the Framework.
	 The development would exacerbate existing congestion problems on the very narrow High Street in Hurstpierpoint and at the Stonepound crossroads on the A273.  In addition, Stonepound crossroads is already an air quality management area because of hig...
	 The location of the proposed site access is dangerous.
	 Even with its very restricted width, College Lane has seen a considerable increase in traffic over the last few years, as drivers seek to avoid the bottlenecks, in addition to people taking children to an ever expanding College.  There are no footwa...
	 Parking in the village and at the station is impossible and local services, schools and facilities are already stretched to their limit.
	 Local planning policies and the wishes of local people are being ignored.  Localism seems to have been overwhelmed and destroyed.  The Neighbourhood Plan is at an advanced stage and takes account of the issues that will affect the village.  The appl...
	 Local residents are being besieged by applications for new residential development, with little regard for the realities of daily living.  The development will seriously and permanently harm the character of this area and the village feel will be lo...
	 Impact on local wildlife and ecological interest.
	 Impact on the character and environment of Belmont Lane, a bridleway.
	 Not a sustainable location in terms of access to bus services.  Future residents will be reliant on their cars.
	 Impact on the setting of historic buildings opposite the proposed site access, and on the nearby Hurst Wickham Conservation Area.  Impact on the setting of the South Downs National Park.
	 Concern that Members overrode the recommendation of officers to refuse the application.
	 Increased noise and light pollution.
	 Visual impact of the built development proposed, particularly during winter months.
	 The parkland open space proposed would be a long distance from the centre of the village and so would be of very little use to most of the local community.  There is already a large recreation ground at the Wickham Hill end of Belmont Lane, serving ...
	10.2 In addition, representation was received on behalf of Rydon Homes Limited, the appellant in relation to a proposed development at Little Park Farm/ Highfield Drive, which is the subject of a separate Report that is currently with the Secretary of...
	10.3 Among other things, the representation makes the following points:
	 A similar application for 93 dwellings on the site was refused.  The changes made do not fundamentally alter the nature and impact of the proposal and do not justify a different decision.
	 The College Lane site was assessed in the Council’s SHLAA in 2009, 2010 and 2013.  It concludes that the site is not considered currently developable due to unacceptable contribution towards coalescence of Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks and could set a...
	 The emerging Neighbourhood Plan proposed the allocation of the Little Park Farm/Highfield Road sites, which are fundamental to the implementation of the vision and objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan.  The College Lane and Sayers Common (Kingsland ...
	 The Parish Council continues to object to the College Lane and Sayers Common sites, consistent with the reasons for not including them as housing allocations in the Neighbourhood Plan.
	 The evidence base to the Neighbourhood Plan includes a specific local scale landscape character area assessment and it was the subject of a Sustainability Appraisal and has been the subject of a full consultation exercise.  In accordance with paragr...
	 The College Lane proposal is prejudicial to the Neighbourhood Plan and provides few benefits to the local community beyond the provision of housing.
	 If the consequence of a grant of permission on the College Lane site were to have a negative impact on the prospects of the Rydon Homes proposal, that would be a further adverse impact to be weighed in the balance against the Thakeham scheme.
	11.    Conditions
	11.1 A list of conditions suggested by the Council and the applicant is set out at Section 7 of the SoCG, with additional conditions emerging during the related discussion.  All conditions were discussed in detail at the Inquiry.  Alterations to some ...
	11.2 It was agreed that suggested condition 23, which relates to the submission of a Travel Plan, be deleted since its provisions are duplicated in the Section 106 Agreement.
	11.3 The trees and vegetation shown as ‘to be removed’ on plan No THA18444-03A, which forms part of the Arboricultural Method Statement submitted with the planning application,  had already been removed by the time of the Inquiry.  I am also mindful t...
	11.4 In addition to the standard condition relating to the time limit on commencement of development, (1) a condition to control external materials is necessary in the interest of visual amenity. (2) Details of boundary treatments, including the bound...
	11.5 Hard and soft landscaping details, together with ongoing management and maintenance requirements, are required in the interest of visual amenity and protecting/improving biodiversity.  (4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9).  Although suggested condition 3 included ...
	11.6 The ecology update letter (10 June 2013)  confirms that the majority of the site is sub-optimal in terms of supporting reptile species.  Reptiles are, however, known to be using the eastern edge of the site.  A condition to secure the mitigation ...
	11.7 The applicant has already removed most of the trees and vegetation shown as being ‘to be removed’ on plan No THA18444-03A.  However, it is necessary to ensure that the timing of the removal of any further trees/vegetation is undertaken outside th...
	11.8 In the interest of highway safety, conditions relating to the construction of the site access off College Lane, including visibility splays, the internal access roads and footways, and the cycle/pedestrian link to Belmont Lane, are necessary.  Si...
	11.9 A programme of archaeological work is necessary to ensure protection of the  heritage assets identified in the applicant’s desk based heritage assessment (Thames Valley Archaeological Services South, dated July 2012). (17)
	11.10 In order to ensure that the development site is satisfactorily drained, and to avoid increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere, a condition is required to secure the sustainable treatment of surface water.  At the Inquiry, it was agreed that a c...
	11.11 The layout plan before the Inquiry (Plan No 7777) includes two possible locations for the underground pumping station.  The wording of the recommended condition set out in the schedule below allows for the final position, and associated details,...
	11.12 It is necessary to ensure that the play area proposed for the development is secured, together with its future management/maintenance, in order to provide a necessary community facility for future occupiers. (21)
	11.13 Suggested conditions 6 and 26 relate to external lighting.  The reason for suggested condition 6 is to protect wildlife interests, whilst it was confirmed that suggested condition 26 was to protect the living conditions of those existing residen...
	11.14 The applicant’s Phase 1 Contamination Assessment Report (May 2012) has identified potential sources of contamination on and close to the site.  Conditions requiring an on-site investigation, assessment and, as necessary, remediation measures, wi...
	11.15 A construction management plan is necessary in the interest of highway safety and to safeguard the living conditions of local residents. (25) Conditions controlling hours of working on the site, and preventing the burning of construction waste, ...
	11.16 A number of the dwelling units proposed have relatively limited garden areas.  In such circumstances, it would be appropriate to remove permitted development rights in relation to extensions to those dwellings, including the erection of building...
	11.17 For the avoidance of doubt, and in the interests of proper planning, it is necessary to list the plans to which any permission would relate. (29)
	12.    Planning Obligation
	12.1 A completed planning obligation in the form of a bilateral agreement was submitted at the Inquiry.  It secures various financial contributions under a number of heads of terms, together with other arrangements.
	12.2 Relevant baseline information with regard to the context for calculating the contributions sought by the District and County Councils is provided through policies G3 and CS11 of the Local Plan, which require that the necessary infrastructure to s...
	12.3 Consideration of the obligation must be undertaken in the light of the advice at paragraph 204 of the National Planning Policy Framework and the statutory requirements of Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations.  These req...
	12.4 Contributions towards primary and secondary education facilities, based on the formulae in the SPD, are secured.  The population increase generated by the development proposed would give rise to increased pressure at Albourne and St Lawrence Chur...
	12.5 The libraries contribution would be used to improve services at the Hurstpierpoint library to meet increased demand.  Again, the calculation is based on the formula in the SPD.
	12.6 Future occupiers of the development proposed would place increased pressure on the local highway network.  The highways contribution secured (the Total Access Demand Contribution which comprises an infrastructure contribution and a sustainable tr...
	12.7 There is a shortfall in the provision of outdoor playing space across the District, with the SPD confirming that the leisure and recreation needs generated by new housing development will need to be met by the developer.  The recreation (formal s...
	12.8 The development of sustainable communities requires the provision of a wide range of local facilities and services.  Whilst many are specifically identified in the SPD, others are not specified but are still needed by the respective communities –...
	12.9 The obligation requires that a Travel Plan be submitted to the Council and that it be approved in writing.  It is to be in place prior to first occupation of any dwelling on the site and is necessary to promote the use of more sustainable modes o...
	12.10 As referred to earlier, the planning obligation requires that a landscaping plan for the parkland and wildlife corridor i.e. that area hatched blue on plan 3 attached to the Agreement, is to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Distric...
	12.11 The obligation secures the on-site provision of 30% affordable housing units (24 units in total).  The level of provision accords with policy H4 of the Local Plan and the SPD, and would meet an identified need.
	12.12 As required by the County Council, and referred to in the SPD, the planning obligation secures the provision of two fire hydrants within the development site, for the safety of future occupiers.
	13.    Inspector’s Conclusions
	13.1 The following conclusions are based on my report of the oral and written representations to the Inquiry, and on my inspection of the site and its surroundings.  The numbers in parentheses thus [ ], refer to paragraphs in the preceding sections of...
	13.2 The application site lies adjacent to, but outside the development boundary for Hurstpierpoint as defined on the Local Plan Proposals Map.[5.3] In planning policy terms therefore, the site lies in open countryside.  General residential developmen...
	13.3 On the basis of the written representations and the evidence presented and examined at the Inquiry, and bearing in mind the Framework’s presumption in favour of sustainable development, I consider the main consideration in this case to be whether...
	13.4 The Government’s recent planning guidance contains advice entitled ‘What weight can be attached to an emerging Neighbourhood Plan when determining planning applications?’  It confirms that an emerging Neighbourhood Plan may be a material consider...
	13.5 Thakeham Homes objected to the inclusion of the application site within the policy area intended to prevent coalescence (Neighbourhood Plan policy C3).  The company also maintained, among other things, that the Plan should make much greater provi...
	13.6 The planning guidance confirms that, whilst a referendum ensures that the community has the final say on whether the Neighbourhood Plan comes into force, decision makers should respect evidence of local support prior to the referendum when seekin...
	13.7 It is clear from the many letters submitted to the Council in response to the planning application, and the responses submitted following its calling in, that local residents are particularly engaged with the emerging Plan and place a great deal ...
	13.8 The applicant maintained that, since there are unresolved objections, and that the Plan has not been to Examination or referendum, it should attract very little weight. [7.40-7.42] The Parish Council, supported by local residents, unsurprisingly ...
	13.9 As confirmed in the SoCG, to which the Parish Council is not a party, there has been a change in circumstances since the District Council agreed a statement of common ground with Rydon Homes in relation to the Little Park Farm/ Highfield Drive ap...
	13.10 Slaugham is the first Neighbourhood Plan in Mid Sussex to reach examination stage and, as such, the issues that have arisen with that Plan potentially affect other Neighbourhood Plans in the District.  One of the key issues raised by the Examini...
	13.11 As set out in the planning guidance, whilst emerging plans may acquire weight during the plan-making process, in the context of the National Planning Policy Framework, and in particular, the presumption in favour of sustainable development, argu...
	13.12 It might be that the housing numbers in the Plan may need to be re-visited (in the light of the comments of the Examiner in relation to the Slaugham Neighbourhood Plan).  I am mindful though, as confirmed in the Consultation Statement for the Ne...
	Character and Appearance
	13.13 Local Plan policy C1 is a settlement boundary policy that defines all land beyond settlement boundaries as countryside, where all development (other than recognised countryside uses) is resisted, including housing.  In proposing housing developm...
	13.14 The Local Plan also refers to areas of countryside which have special qualities,  which include Strategic and Local Gaps and affords those areas further protection.  The application site lies within a defined Strategic Gap between Hurstpierpoint...
	13.15 Insofar as policy C2 is concerned, whether or not it accords with the Framework and/or is a policy relevant to the supply of housing, it was a matter of agreement that it is not offended by the development proposed.[6.1] Given the location of th...
	13.16 That brings me to Local Gap policy C3.  The explanatory text to the policy  indicates that these areas are particularly vulnerable to development pressure, the loss or erosion of which would have a harmful effect on the character of the rural ar...
	13.17 I have had regard to the Cotswold and Davis judgements (the former preferred by the applicant,[7.23-7.26] the latter by the Parish Council and WAG[8.5-8.7, 9.11]) as well as the appeal decisions and officer report referred to.[7.21, 7.22, 7.26, ...
	13.18 So, to the extent that policy C3 impacts upon the supply of housing, it is out of date.  However, the policy serves an important planning function in preventing the coalescence of settlements.  Although not supported by Government policy in the ...
	13.19 The application site is, of itself, fairly unremarkable, largely comprising open fields with minor undulations and variations in topography and numerous hedgerows and individual trees.  Having said that, it is by no means unattractive, and remai...
	13.20 All in all, I find no conflict with the thrust of the Framework in terms of the Local Gap designation.  In particular, I note that Framework paragraph 114 requires that local planning authorities should, among other things, set out a strategic a...
	13.21 I recognise that the applicant has, in consultation with the planning officers, evolved a scheme for the site which is designed to mitigate its impact on the character and appearance of the Local Gap.  Indeed, the built development proposed is c...
	13.22 During cross-examination, it was accepted for the applicant that the site has a role in preventing coalescence, albeit qualified as being a limited role.[8.10, 8.14]  I recognise, in this regard, that neither the built development proposed, nor ...
	13.23 With regard to paragraph 109 of the Framework, it is clear from the representations at application stage, and in response to the call in, as well as the number of residents who attended the Inquiry itself, that local people greatly value this gr...
	Highways and Parking
	13.24 Saved policies T4 and T5 of the Local Plan set out the requirements for parking provision and access to new developments, with policy T6 seeking to secure cycle storage provision within new development.  The Development and Infrastructure SPD al...
	13.25 Local residents are very concerned in relation to the highways implications of the development proposed.  The application is supported by a Transport assessment (TA), which includes a Travel Plan and Stage One Road Safety Audit.  The TA modelled...
	13.26 Framework paragraph 32 (last bullet) indicates that permission should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  I am mindful, in this regard, that the applicant has also carried out wo...
	13.27 In the absence of any substantiated evidence to the contrary, I have no reason to demur from the view of the Highway Authority, and find that the development proposed would not result in material harm in terms of any impact on the safety and fre...
	Living Conditions
	13.28 The officer’s committee report and the SoCG set out a comprehensive consideration of these matters, including visual impact, privacy and loss of light, noise and disturbance and air quality.  They conclude that, subject to conditions, there woul...
	Trees and Ecology
	13.29 There was considerable disquiet among local residents that the applicant has already moved plant and machinery onto the site and has removed trees and vegetation, particularly along the watercourse that dissects the site.[10.1, 11.7]    However,...
	13.30 The planning application was accompanied by a Tree Report (tree survey and constraint advice), an Arboricultural Impact Assessment and an Arboricultural Method Statement.  The layout proposed incorporates the majority of the better more sustaina...
	13.31 Prior to submission of the initial planning application, the applicant commissioned an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and a Great Crested Newt Survey of the site.  It identified that several trees on the site supported features which could be u...
	13.32 The majority of the site was found to be sub-optimal in terms of support for reptile species, although it does support a low population of slow worms.  With regard to Great Crested Newts, although there are known populations in the vicinity, the...
	13.33 In the absence of any objective evidence to the contrary, I consider that the development proposed would not have a material adverse impact on the ecological or arboricultural interest of the application site.  There would be no conflict therefo...
	Flooding and Drainage
	13.34 Although the application site lies within Flood Zone 1, local residents refer to localised flooding of the site and nearby gardens.
	13.35 The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).  At present, surface water drains overland to the stream that runs across the site from west to east.  The stream empties into a pond on the eastern site boundary, with an outfall ...
	13.36 Surface water from the proposed dwellings and roads would be collected in a piped system that would discharge to a new SUDs pond and new ditches that would, in turn, be linked to a new balancing pond.  The pond would have the capacity to accommo...
	13.37 The Council’s senior drainage engineer confirms that the arrangement proposed would represent an improvement over the existing situation and raises no objection to the proposal.   I have no reason to disagree.
	13.38 With regard to sewage disposal, the plan originally submitted showed a pumping station to the north of the vehicular access to the site, close to College Lane.[6.1] At the Inquiry, it was confirmed for the applicant that the pumping station woul...
	13.39 The revised plan submitted for the consideration of the Secretary of State shows a possible alternative location for the proposed pumping station (option 2) on the eastern site boundary, within the parkland/wildlife corridor.  At the Inquiry, th...
	13.40 There clearly are existing problems with localised flooding and sewage disposal.  However, based on the information before me, I consider that, subject to appropriate conditions, the development proposed would not exacerbate existing sewage disp...
	Heritage Assets
	13.41 As heritage assets, listed buildings possess significance, which the Framework defines as their value to this and future generations because of their heritage interest.  Significance derives not only from the assets’ physical presence, but also ...
	13.42 The applicant’s desk based heritage assessment (Thames Valley Archaeological Services South, dated July 2012) confirms that there are listed buildings in the vicinity of the site, the closest being Wickham Farmhouse.  Wickham Farmhouse (No 14 Co...
	13.43 It sits well back from College Lane, behind a large fore garden and detached garage, and occupies a slightly elevated position in relation to the application site.  However, there is nothing to indicate, apart from any former agricultural use, t...
	13.44 Hurst Wickham Conservation Area lies to the north of the application site.  It is linear in nature, centred along that part of College Lane that winds through Hurst Wickham, once a separate hamlet but now linked to Hurstpierpoint.  The Conservat...
	13.45 The applicant’s desk based heritage assessment also identifies that the site lies within an area of moderate to high archaeological potential, with important regional sites being recorded nearby.  The assessment recommends the imposition of a co...
	Accessibility
	13.46 The application site lies adjacent to the southeastern side of the Hurstpierpoint, within walking distance of the majority of the facilities provided in the village centre.  Hurstpierpoint has the third highest level of service provision of all ...
	13.47 I consider that existing public transport provision in the area, and the walking and cycling links included in the scheme, would be sufficient to ensure that access to those services and facilities required by people on an everyday basis, by sus...
	Benefits[6.1, 7.8-7.17]
	13.48 As reported above, the Council accepts that it does not have a five year housing land supply and that, as a consequence, related policies in the Local Plan are to be considered as out of date.  In such circumstances, paragraphs 49 and 14 of the ...
	13.49 I have found no harm in terms of highway impacts, living conditions, trees and biodiversity, flooding and drainage, heritage assets or the sustainability of the location.  However, the absence of harm in those regards does not add positive weigh...
	13.50 Benefits of the proposal include the provision of a large area of publicly accessible parkland open space/wildlife corridor, together with a management plan for that area.  The dwellings proposed would also make a contribution towards the acknow...
	Other Matters
	13.51 Local residents express concern at the capacity of the local heath centre.  However, NHS Sussex, who were consulted on the planning application, confirm that the new Hurstpierpoint Primary Care Centre was future proofed to accept new patients, t...
	13.52 Other concerns related to impact on the South Downs National Park.  At its closest, the application site lies within approximately 194 metres of the Park boundary.  However, since the site is separated from that boundary by existing housing on W...
	Planning Balance
	13.53 The Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of housing land.  Indeed, there is acknowledged to be a significant shortfall and thus, policies for the supply of housing cannot be considered as up to date.  As such, the development needs to b...
	13.54 There are clearly a number of benefits that weigh in favour of the proposed development.  I attach much weight to the fact that it would deliver both open-market and much-needed affordable housing, in a sustainable location in terms of access to...
	13.55 I am also mindful of the matters secured by the planning obligation which, for the reasons set out in Section 12 of this Report, meet the Framework tests and comply with the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations.
	13.56 However, other planning and policy considerations cannot simply be set aside.  I consider that the justification for the Local Gap policy carries substantial weight, given its consistency with the Framework.  All in all, I am of the view that, w...
	13.57 The Framework confirms that, to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system.  Whilst the scheme may meet the economic and social dimensions, it...
	14. Recommendation
	File Ref: APP/D3830/V/14/2211499
	14.1 For the reasons set out above, I recommend, on balance, that the planning permission be refused.  Should the Secretary of State come to a different conclusion, the conditions set out at Appendix C attached hereto are recommended.
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