East Chiltington Parish Council response to Draft Methodology Statement and Local
Knowledge to ascertain if this site is suitable or achievable.
Site EC11. 206 hectares. 3,000 houses (‘the Proposed Site’).
The following document has been written by members of East Chiltington Parish Council
(‘ECPC’), with input from neighbouring Parish Councils, local residents and special interest
groups and a Planning Consultant. It represents a local perspective on the Proposed Site. We
have taken the criteria set out in the appendix of the LDC’s Land Availability Assessment and
where appropriate, have addressed the criteria set out below:
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Policy Restrictions
Would development of the site result in the loss of an existing use?
Is the site within the setting of the South Downs National Park?
Contribution to regeneration priority areas
Current Use/surrounding uses
Environmental Constraints
Physical Site Issues, Topographical constraints and Flooding
Highways Infrastructure
Biodiversity/ecological sensitivity
Locational suitability of Residential Development
Commentary on this proposal

In summary, ECPC does not consider that the Proposed Site is ‘suitable’, ‘achievable’,
‘deliverable’ or ‘developable’ in terms for the purposes of the Land Availability Assessment
Draft Methodology dated February 2021 (‘LAA’). The ECPC considers that nothing has
changed regarding the Proposed Site, the needs of the local community and District, or relevant
local and national policies since the Proposed Site was previously considered in the 2018
Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (‘SHELAA’). That report (as
in the 2017 and 2015 SHELAAs) concluded that the Proposed Site was ‘Not Deliverable or
Developable - Not Suitable’ as outlined in the table below. The reasons given in the 2018
SHELAA (and the prior 2017 and 2015 SHELAAs) still apply today:
‘Extremely large site essentially the joining of two separate villages and formation of a new
settlement. Submission provides no justification as to how this site would be accommodated
without unacceptable impacts on local services and the environment. Significant adverse
impact upon the landscape character of this area, much of which forms a setting for the
National Park, would be unavoidable.’

Table shows previous site scoring by LDC of the Proposed Site.
PLEASE NOTE THAT THE TABLE ABOVE REFERS TO THE ‘LAND BETWEEN
PLUMPTON GREEN AND SOUTH CHAILEY’. THIS IS NOT CORRECT AS THE
LAND IS ENTIRELY WITHIN THE HAMLET OF EAST CHILTINGTON (Site EC11).

1. Policy Restrictions
As a preliminary point, the potential 3,000 units at the Proposed Site do not fulfil or meet any
‘need’ of either the local community or the District as a whole. Any suggestion that the
‘Standard Method’ requires or mandates an inflation in the number of houses to be provided
by the District beyond those already identified is wrong. As made clear by the Secretary of
State, Rt. Hon. Robert Jenrick MP in a parliamentary statement dated 16 December 2020:
‘There were many consultation responses which did not fully recognise that the standard
method does not present a ‘target’ in plan-making, but instead provides a starting point for
determining the level of need for housing in an area. It is only after consideration of this,
alongside what constraints areas face, such as the Green Belt, and the land that is actually
available for development, that the decision on how many homes should be planned for is
made. It is crucial that planning is more certain and more transparent, so we will explore how
we can make this clearer through our longer-term planning reforms, including considering the
right name for this approach.’
Specifically, the Secretary of State also issued on 16 December 2020 an Indicative Local
Housing Need Publication Table based upon a revised ‘Standard Method.’ This indicated 385
units for Lewes - before one took into account the specific and local factors relevant to the
District. Thus, the ‘Standard Method’ - whether in its original form or as amended - did not
provide a target to be achieved. Instead, the ‘target’ is that previously identified by in the Lewes
District Local Plan (LDLP).
Accordingly, §2.4 of the LAA appears to be wrong: it states that the ‘Standard Method’
calculation for the District is circa 782 homes per annum. This is contrary to the Secretary of
State’s revised guidance and the Indicative Local Housing Need Publication Table issued on
16 December 2020.
The National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) states that, as a threshold issue, large
settlements or new towns must be well located and must be supported by necessary
infrastructure and must have sufficient access to services and employment opportunities within
the development itself. Contrary to those fundamental requirements (and as explained below
in the relevant sections): the Proposed Site is a greenfield site unconnected to any local
infrastructure or amenities; the Proposed Site has no connectivity to local service centres or
employment opportunities; in any event the surrounding narrow lanes cannot support the
volume of traffic a development of this size would generate; further, there is nothing in the
proposed plans that would suggest any material sufficient employment opportunities will be
generated within the Proposed Site.
The proposal is also contrary to the principals and objectives in the LDLP.
LDLP Part 1, on which new local plans should be based (or in the absence of a current local
plan, planning decisions should be judged) identified the need for extra housing in the district
of Lewes (outside the National Park) as 5,494.

Of that figure, the vast majority were already being satisfied by existing developments
underway or approved. As a result, the residual figure which needed to be built across the
District was 1,660: see LDLP Part 2 at §2.3, table 2.
This figure then formed the basis of the allocation identified in LDLP Part 2. This process
involved the careful consideration of many policies, including the needs of the local
communities. Importantly, as made clear in LDLP Part 2 at §2.5, table 3, the allocation in
LDLP Part 2 for Plumpton Green was for just 50 housing units, in circumstances where the
Neighbourhood Plan had already agreed to 68 housing units. As such, Plumpton Green was
already in excess of that suggested by the LDLP Part 2. However, the Proposed Site in East
Chiltington would add yet another 3,000 units.
As identified in the settlement hierarchy in LDLP Part 1, §6.8, Table 2, the Proposed Site is a
‘hamlet’, i.e., an area that has few, if any, services. It is irrational to build in such a site at such
a scale without the attendant need for schools, doctors, shopping etc – all of which, if built,
would fundamentally alter the nature of the place.
Towns were the main focus of development: see LDLP Part 1 at §6.40. By way of derogation
from that principle, any development in villages was intended to help continue their vitality
and meet local housing needs. Again, the Proposed Site is contrary to this. It does not reflect
any housing need of East Chiltington or neighbouring parishes, nor does it seek to continue or
maintain their individual characteristics or vitality. Instead, the Proposed Site would dwarf the
existing settlements and transfer East Chiltington from a rural hamlet to a suburb of a new
town.
Likewise, Core Policy No.1 sought affordable housing for the needs of the district: see LDLP
Part 1 at §7.2. For units in excess of 10, this means that 40% must be ‘affordable’ housing. In
addition, Core Policy No.2 requires any development to accommodate the needs of the district
in a sustainable way and, importantly, to conserve the quality and character of villages and
rural environment: see LDLP Part 1, §7.21.
The more recent LDLP Part 2 likewise contains policies and an approach which are wholly
inconsistent with the Proposed Site, not least the modest increase in dwellings required for the
local parishes already identified above, i.e. 50 for Plumpton and 10 for South Chailey.
The LDLP Part 2 reinforces the presumption against building in the countryside and greenfield
sites, noting that any such development would be limited to where it is ‘to support vital rural
communities and also to conserve or enhance the intrinsic qualities of the rural area…’ What
is not contemplated is the creation of a ‘new town,’ still less one in land adjacent to the South
Downs National Park (‘SDNP’). Specifically, Policy DM1 (LDLP Part 2) states that
countryside developments will only be permitted ‘where the need for a countryside location
can be demonstrated.’
Consistent with that approach, rural housing will be permitted only on a small scale to provide
affordable housing for the local community. As stated in the LDLP Part 2 at §§4.8 – 4.411:
4.8. The shortage of affordable housing for local people can result from high house
prices driven up by demand from people moving to rural areas, coupled with restricted
scope for new house building. The strategic housing sites allocated in the Local Plan
Part 1 at Lewes town, Newhaven, Peacehaven and Ringmer will help to increase the

supply of affordable housing in the towns and larger villages in the district. However,
in smaller villages and rural areas which have very limited or no facilities, new
housing development will be focused on providing affordable homes which meet an
identified housing need among local people who are unable to compete in the private
housing market.
‘Rural Exception Sites’ can be used to release sites to deliver affordable housing in
rural communities where such land would not otherwise be used for housing. The
Coastal West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment recommends this as one of
a number of mechanisms which should be used to increase the supply of affordable
housing in rural areas. At the national level, the 2008 Taylor Review of Rural Economy
and Affordable Housing urges the need for more proactive engagement to bring
forward sites for affordable homes to meet local needs in smaller rural communities
(generally defined as settlements with populations under 3,000).
A development on this scale at the Proposed Site would not be justified in terms of satisfying
local need for affordable houses. Instead, its market attractiveness would bring new residents
into the area. Due to its rural location and absence of employment opportunities, those new
residents would inevitably be commuters, which would dramatically alter the nature of the
parish and local communities. Further, that would also increase car use for commuting and
other journeys.
2. Would development of the site result in the loss of an existing use?
Current use of the site is a productive working farm on previously undeveloped grade 3
farmland producing lamb, beef and cereals over approximately 181 hectares. There is a thriving
livery yard of 25 horses and rural business in the sheds. There are local businesses offering
accommodation to visitors to enjoy peace and tranquillity and to access the SDNP.
Further, the Proposed Site currently acts as an important adjunct to the SDNP which operates
a ‘soft boundary’ policy such that areas such as the Proposed Site which would abut the SDNP
should be treated as if it were a proposed development within the SDNP itself.
Likewise, the Proposed Site supports the SDNP’s function as an International Dark Skies
Reserve. The creation of a new town at the Proposed Site would give rise to significant light
pollution, thereby detrimentally affecting the SDNP’s status as an International Dark Skies
Reserve.
The Proposed Site is also immediately adjacent to the UNESCO Brighton & Lewes Downs
Biosphere, created in 2014 (and also falling within the SDNP). Again, the Proposed Site acts
as an important adjunct and buffer to that Biosphere which would be lost if the development
took place.
Any development at the Proposed Site would be contrary to existing policies (at both national
and local levels) preserving its existing use. LDC’s Core Policy 8 – Green Infrastructure states
that a Key Strategic Objective is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and
cultural heritage of the area; to take advantage of the richness and diversity of the District’s
natural and heritage assets to promote and achieve a sustainable tourism industry in and around
the District.

Map No.1
In addition, the land in question appears to be Defra Agricultural Land Classification Grade 3.
It is not clear whether it is 3a or 3b. Policy DM19 in LDLP Part 2 protects against development
on land which is grade 1, 2 or 3a unless there are no suitable alternative locations and also that
the proposal would have overriding sustainability benefits.

Further, development of the Proposed Site would result in a loss of amenity for cyclists, walkers
and riders who come to use the network of footpaths, lanes and bridleways for recreation from
all over the District offering tranquillity and the rural experience. This would affect not just
East Chiltington but also the surrounding communities, such as South Chailey (whose residents
use the Proposed Site to access the local area and the SDNP), Plumpton and Plumpton Green.
Accordingly, the ECPC does not consider the Proposed Site to be ‘suitable’ for the purposes
of the LAA.
3. Is the site within the setting of the South Downs National Park?
Yes, the Proposed Site is within the setting of the SDNP, being open farmland of prominent
topography sloping down to the Bevern Stream and prominent in the view from the South
Downs. The site is hard up against the National Park border and the recently designated (2014)
Brighton and Lewes Downs UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, bringing international recognition
to the area. The site lies between the SDNP and the Low Weald. The key characteristics of the
area are noted as important in the South Downs National Park Character Assessment as: “A
mosaic of farmland and woodland comprising irregular fields of arable and pasture bounded
by an intact network of thick hedgerows, with hedgerow oaks, and woodland. This is a deeply
rural landscape as a result of the low noise levels, peaceful villages, pastoral parklands and low
incidence of overt built human impact.”
Accordingly, the ECPC does not consider the Proposed Site to be ‘suitable’ for the purposes
of the LAA.
4. Contribution to regeneration priority areas
The site is not within a regeneration priority area.
5. Current Use/surrounding uses
Would the identified type of development be compatible with existing adjacent/ nearby
uses? No, a large scale housing estate is not compatible with an area currently made up of
farmland dotted with individual properties, and historically the setting for the 'Springline
Villages' which are all low density. The Proposed Site would be incompatible with the current
use of the land and the surrounding environment.
6. Environmental Constraints
There are ancient woodlands on and next to the Proposed Site: Hurters Wood, Middlehome
Wood, and Furzefield Wood. Ancient Woodlands require special consideration when they are
affected by a planning application. The NPPF states: ‘planning permission should be refused
for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including
ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless
the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss.’
Thick hedgerows containing many trees including mature oaks form a continuous mosaic
across the Proposed Site. Along with most of the hedgerows in East Chiltington, these meet
the criteria to be protected according to the Hedgerow Regulations 1997. Some of these hedges

are also important because they form the parish or manorial boundaries or are next to
archaeological sites. Maps indicate that East Chiltington’s hedgerows are more than 200 years
old.

In addition to ancient woodland, the Proposed Site has streams, and nature corridors for
migrating species, including great crested newts. Chalk streams arising from springs at the
foot of the chalk form part of the Ouse catchment; the Bevern stream is one of these which
flows across the site area. It is an important breeding habitat of sea trout and bullheads (Millers
Thumbs). The latter fish is listed in Annex II of the EU Habitats Directive in an attempt to
preserve its conservation.
These East Chiltington streams (including those flowing through the Proposed Site) are
important breeding sites for the sea trout for which the River Ouse is famous, and also native
crayfish and other species special to chalk streams.
In 2015 the Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre provided detailed records of species seen in
and around Hollycroft, East Chiltington. The details had been collected by a number of local
enthusiasts. Their records show 28 species of mammals including 8 species of bats and 121
bird species. They also recorded a huge number of butterflies, mayflies, dragonflies, bees and
other insects, numerous reptiles and amphibians.
In 2019, an enthusiastic birdwatcher in Chiltington Lane recorded 93 species of birds around
his home of which 22 are on the red list of endangered species, as seen in the table below:

Birds
Black redstart
Blackbird
Blackcap
Blue tit
Bullfinch
Canada goose
Carrion crow
Chaffinch
Chiffchaff
Coal tit
Collared dove
Common buzzard
Common gull
Cormorant
Cuckoo
Dunnock
Fieldfare
Firecrest
Garden warbler
Goldcrest
Goldfinch
Great black-backed gull
Great spotted woodpecker
Great tit
Greenfinch
Green woodpecker
Grey heron
Grey Partridge
Grey wagtail
Hobby
Hen Harrier
Herring gull
House martin
House sparrow
Jackdaw
Jay
Kestrel
Kingfisher
Lapwing
Lesser black-backed gull
Lesser redpoll
Lesser spotted woodpecker
Lesser whitethroat
Linnet
Little auk
Little egret

Long-eared owl
Long-tailed tit
Linnet
Little owl
Magpie
Mallard
Meadow pipit
Merlin
Mistle thrush
Moorhen
Mute swan
Nightingale
Nuthatch
Peregrine falcon
Pheasant
Pied flycatcher
Pied wagtail
Quail
Red kite
Red-legged partridge
Redwing
Redstart
Ring-necked parakeet
Robin
Rook
Sand martin
Siskin
Sedge warbler
Skylark
Song thrush
Sparrow hawk
Spotted fly catcher
Snipe
Starling
Stock dove
Stonechat
Swallow
Swift
Tawny owl
Tree creeper
Tree sparrow
Turtle Dove
Wheatear
Whitethroat
Willow tit
Willow warbler

Bees
Bombus humilis
Bombus hypnorum – tree
bumble (a new species here in
2014)
Rare
dragonflies
Coenagrion mercuriale
Libella fulva- the scarce chaser
Butterflies
Blue,
Purple Emperor
Scarlet Pimpernel,
Orchids
Early Purple orchid,
Spotted orchid
----------------------------------Total species seen in East
Chiltington.
Data
from
Sussex Biodiversity Record
Centre
Birds 121
Mammals 28
Amphibians 10
Snakes 3
Butterflies/moths 63
Insects 258
Bees/wasps 65
Plants - not including trees:
Flowering 532
non-flowering 179
Fungi 5

22 species of these birds are on the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Red List of Birds
- the highest conservation priority. Also recorded are 532 species of flowering plants, and many
fungi, lichens, liverworts, mosses and ferns. Many of these species are on the red list of
endangered species.
All these material assets provide what is known as valuable ecosystem services which
contribute towards genetic diversity, soil, water and air quality, tranquillity, carbon storage and
much more.
In addition, development of the Proposed Site will lead to a loss of the environmental protection
provided by the area as a buffer zone to the SDNP, the Brighton Biosphere and the International
Dark Skies Reserves.
The SDNP is an International Dark Sky Reserve (IDSR). Granted this status in 2016 it is one
of 18 in the world. This Dark Skies at night status at Blackcap would be severely disrupted by
light emitting from a development of this size.
Accordingly, the ECPC does not consider the Proposed Site to be ‘suitable’ for the purposes
of the LAA.
7. Physical Site Issues, Topographical constraints and Flooding
Is the site previously developed land?
No, the site is not made up of previously developed land. Policy DM24 prohibits planning
which would affect ancient woodlands unless there are wholly exceptional circumstances.
The Proposed Site is situated upon Weald clay. This gives rise to flooding issues in and around
East Chiltington (and the Low Weald more generally). The drainage of the area has very much
affected the settlement and land management pattern of the parish.

Flooding in the area is shown in the diagram below (taken from DEFRA)

Map No.2.
The southern section of the site has a considerable slope down to the Bevern Stream and this
regularly floods the site and blocks the road as evidenced by flood depth markers installed by
ESCC. The potential increased surface water runoff from this large scheme could exacerbate
flooding in these areas. This would also damage the critical role played by the Bevern Stream
(and other chalk streams in and around the Proposed Site) for biodiversity and supporting
various species, including trout and crayfish.
The Proposed Site is also in a nationally important area for archeological purposes, including
a large number of Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMS). The development of the Proposed
Site would damage and potentially destroy such historical assets. East Sussex County Council
has records of 57 finds of archaeological or historical interest in the parish of East Chiltington
alone, dating from early Palaeolithic (500,000BC), through the Neolithic, Bronze Age, Roman
and Anglo Saxon periods. More recently, the area immediately to the south of the Proposed
Site is the site of the Battle of Lewes between Henry III and Simon de Montfort in 1264.
Map No. 3 below shows a number of important ancient buildings in the parish.

As can be seen from Map No.3, the Proposed site extends over and/or abuts a number of
important historical building. It also will detrimentally affect the immediately areas around
North Hall, Hurst Barns Farm and Drapers Farm, the last of which is thought to be the oldest
building in the parish, dating from the 16th Century.
Immediately to the south of the Proposed Site and cutting across the parish along the dry
slightly raised ground is the Roman road called the Sussex Greensand Way. It was once an
important highway connecting the Roman settlement at Barcombe to another at Hardham.
Alongside it were vineyards and villas. There was probably a small settlement close to
Upper Burrells where the remains of two 3rd century AD kilns have been found.

Accordingly, the ECPC does not consider the Proposed Site to be ‘suitable’ for the purposes
of the LAA.
8. Highways Infrastructure
Assessment criteria: Is there capacity in the surrounding highway network capable of
supporting the identified type and amount of development?
The proposal suggests that the needs of people will be met “within a 10 or 15 minutes
walking or cycle ride”. The data does not support this. Therefore, it is our view this
would bring an unsustainable increase in the number of cars to the area which would not
be feasible with the existing infrastructure for the following reasons:
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

According to RAC figures and Government National Traffic Survey data 2018, 3,000
houses equates to 6,000 extra people and 4,200 additional cars. (If the proposal is for
family homes, it is likely that the actual number of extra people introduced into the area
will be significantly greater.) Each person makes on average 602 car trips per year
which would equate to 3,612,000 additional car trips each year if this development was
to go ahead.
A recent survey from 2016/17 revealed the number of households with two cars has
accelerated by more than half a million. Two-car homes are up 541,600 from 7,077,200
in 2016 to 7,618,800 in 2017, according to the UK's Office for National Statistics.
A study by LV= found work requirements are the biggest reason for a rise in multiple
car ownership, with 4 in 10 people needing a vehicle for commuting. Family journeys
are the second most popular reason for buying a second car (30%), and nearly a quarter
(24%) of people say taking children to and from hobbies has driven up mileage. With
little or no direct employment within walking/cycling distance from the Proposed Site,
the need for cars would be significant.
A study by neighbouring Wivelsfield Parish Council stated that local residents had an
average of 1.8 cars per household. This stems largely from the fact that there is little or
no public transport, few local facilities and therefore the need to travel for shopping or
work. The roundabout from Wivelsfield on to the B2112 is frequently congested with
existing levels of road use.
The proposed development would lead to a large increase in the movement of people
going out of the area to places of employment further afield in Sussex and, indeed, in
London. That would greatly increase traffic volumes on main roads as well as on local
lanes surrounding the proposed development.
The Highways Agency Regional Network Report 2008 anticipates that traffic on the
A27 (which carries 57,000 vehicles per day) will exceed capacity by 2026. That will
be exponentially worse with the proposed development as this would be the main
East/West ‘A’ road.
Given the remote nature of the Proposed Site location, residents would have to resort
to cars for longer journeys, especially given the very limited local bus service. Most
obviously, this will require travel by road to Burgess Hill, Haywards Heath, Lewes and
Brighton.
As noted in LDLP Part 1, §7.42, the policy is to reduce commuting and to retain within
the district the employment of those who will live in new developments. The creation
of a new town for commuters is contrary to this policy.
The developer is claiming that 80% of journeys will be internal and within the
community, therefore little movement outside would take place. However, lack of local

●
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●

employment and services do not support this, which would result in access roads
becoming gridlocked as people use cars for supermarket shopping, commuting and
access to mainline railway stations at Haywards Heath and Burgess Hill, not to mention
travel to Lewes and Brighton.
Access to Brighton by car from the Proposed Site would likely be via Lewes on the
A275 or via Ditchling on the B2112. In respect of the latter, Ditchling is severely
congested with existing traffic levels. Similarly, access to Ditchling Beacon, a popular
destination for the SDNP would put further pressure on roads through the village.
The two likely access roads to the Proposed Site are Mill Lane and South Road which
are both ‘B’ roads designed for low traffic density.
South Road (granting access to the north) towards Wivelsfield Primary School has cars
parked outside housing along the road, effectively turning it into a single carriageway.
It is not a road which could be widened or improved without loss of hedgerows and
alteration of the entire character of that area.
Heading south (towards Lewes and Brighton) Honeypot Lane, which becomes Mill
Lane at the A275 end, would be an access route to the Proposed Site. In and around
Chailey School, cars are parked on the road effectively turning it into a single lanecarriageway.

Photo showing cars parked on Mill Lane outside Chailey School – one of the main
access roads to the Proposed Site.

Like the situation in Wivelsfield, the nature of South Chailey means that there is no
option for residents other than to park on the road, with the resulting lack of capacity.
● An increase in capacity on South Road and Mill Lane would give rise to safety issues
to Wivelsfield Primary School and Chailey School respectively. Indeed, the existing
●
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●

●

●

●

traffic using Mill Lane gives rise to concerns for safety, concerns which will only be
exacerbated by the exponential increase in use by the proposed development.
Further, Mill Lane could not be altered to increase capacity because there is not the
physical space to do so because of the geography of South Chailey which is a relatively
linear settlement: see LLPP 1 at §2.105.
Regarding the above point, neither South Road or Honeypot Lane have pavements and
are already narrow for pedestrians and cyclists. The developers claim the proposed site
would be designed with access for “walkers and cyclists”, but the existing highway
infrastructure does not support this. South Lane towards the junction with Honeypot
Lane has a blind corner posing a danger for cyclists and pedestrians particularly during
the winter months when visibility is poor. There is a further blind corner where
Honeypot Lane meets Mill Lane, giving rise to the same concerns.
In light of the scale of the Proposed Site, the injection of so many people into a rural
area will not only affect the infrastructure in the immediate environs but also the ability
of the district’s infrastructure to cope with that influx.
In that regard, in addition to the problems with South Road and Mill Lane, the number
of additional journeys will place severe burdens on the A275 to Lewes and the A27 to
Brighton. At present, that journey in the morning from South Chailey can take 45 – 50
minutes. This will only increase due to the substantial volume of extra traffic on the
roads.
Access to the South Downs National Park from the Proposed Site would be via
Novington Lane which is a narrow single track road with very limited passing places.

Photo showing Novington Lane looking South – this would be the main access to the SDNP.
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Traffic impacts on local villages would erode (and nearly eradicate) the rural buffer
between Plumpton, Chailey and the SDNP harming its tranquillity.
Plumpton, Chailey and East Chiltington will be consumed into this new town
irrecoverably changing these historic villages forever. This new town will in turn put
pressure on all surrounding villages including Westmeston, Wivelsfield Green, Streat,
Ditchling, Newick and Offham, leading to potentially 6,000 extra car journeys through
these villages.
An extra 4,200 cars would significantly increase pollution levels. Despite the
developers claim that this development would be zero carbon, road transport accounts
for 22% of total UK emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) a major contributor to climate
change (source: Environmental Protection UK).
The developer may claim cars in the development would be electric or hybrid
technology, but this does not change the issue over congestion, and would be difficult
to mandate. Also, research shows noise from road traffic affects 30% of people in the
UK, not just engine noise, but tyre noise, car horns, car stereos, door slamming, and
squeaking brakes (source: Environmental Protection UK).
The developer may claim they would provide charging points, encourage car clubs and
enhance the existing bus service. Clearly, they have no control over the take up by the
residents of those facilities, and we would contest the validity of these claims.
The developer references the Prince of Wales development of Poundbury, as evidence
of a car independent development. Following “New Urbanist” principles, Poundbury
was intended to reduce car dependency and encourage walking, cycling, and public
transport. However, a survey conducted at the end of the first phase by Oxford Brookes
University, showed that car use was higher in Poundbury than in the surrounding (rural)
former district of West Dorset. We would therefore challenge any claims in this regard
made by the developer.
Further, a cursory review of Poundbury reveals very wide roads which permits parking
without restricting flow on the roads, which would be the problem with South Road
and Mill Lane. This aspect of the civic design of Poundbury also recognises that cars
will be used by any new inhabitants, with resulting increases in journeys and road use.
Furthermore, comparisons with Poundbury in terms of traffic usage are
unrepresentative as Poundbury is connected to Dorchester, where it is an extension to
that county town, whereas the Proposed Site is completely rural, making car use
essential.
The developers may argue that the Proposed Site is within “15 minutes” walking
distance of Plumpton train station. This would depend where on the site houses are
located. If, at the North/East ends of the land around South Road and Honeypot Lane
(around 40% of the land), it would certainly take longer than 15 minutes to walk to
Plumpton Station. Residents could not be “made” to walk/cycle to the station (the only
possible station without using a car) and certainly may not wish to in cold/wet weather.
The bus service is very limited: 4 journeys a week (Mon-Thu) and often cancelled when
the lane is flooded. Plumpton Green station has one train an hour and often the trains
do not stop even when scheduled.
Plumpton Station already serves 300 passengers a day (see table) on 8 coaches with one
train per hour going between London Victoria and Ore. It is hard to imagine it could
support an extra 6,000 people in its current state, which increases the likelihood of car
journeys to other stations on the mainline – Burgess Hill and Haywards Heath.

Ontimetrains.co.uk – Average 310 passengers per day
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Plumpton Station has parking space for 13 cars and storage space for 28 bikes and
would need to be significantly upgraded to support the proposed development.
The train station has no direct line to the nearest city (Brighton), a likely employment
destination.
Increased car usage with the potential for 4,200 extra cars on country roads not designed
for heavy use has the potential to lead to an increase in accidents. Over the last 5 years
there have been 120 road traffic accidents on roads around the potential development,
some fatal and many serious (see map).
A recent petition in February 2021 to highlight the danger of a ‘hotspot’ around the
B2116 and the junction of Plumpton Lane following an accident involving a coach
carrying students from Plumpton College.
The route to the secondary school at Chailey is dangerous and the children are banned
from cycling there along Honeypot Lane due to traffic concerns.

Map No.4: Crashmap – Open Source Government data – 2015-19
●

If the development went ahead any proposed changes to the highway infrastructure
which the developers would need to make, would result in significant disruption with
heavy equipment, lorries causing congestion to the area, pollution, noise and general
disturbance. An example of this is the current development of Old Hamsey Lakes in
which the A275 is currently a single carriageway due to construction works.

Photo showing current construction works on the A275 as part of the Old Hamsey
Lakes development.
Accordingly, the ECPC does not consider the Proposed Site to be ‘suitable’ for the purposes
of the LAA. Further, the expected costs of providing new urban infrastructure means that the
Proposed Site is not ‘achievable’ for the purposes of the LAA.

Utilities
Are there any existing utilities in close proximity?
This is a remote rural area. There is no gas or mains drainage. The broadband is poor. Power
cuts are frequent due to trees causing damage to overhead cables. There are no mains sewage
facilities, and Plumpton Green’s sewage system is regularly overwhelmed.
Accordingly, the ECPC does not consider the Proposed Site to be ‘suitable’ for the purposes
of the LAA.
Landscape sensitivity
Can the intended use be accommodated in landscape terms?
No - this is a rural area of small villages and gentle farmland. LDC Core Policy 10 – Natural
Environment and Landscape Character states that:
‘The natural environment of the district, including landscape assets, biodiversity,
geodiversity, priority habitats and species and statutory and locally designated sites,
will be conserved and enhanced by: Maintaining and where possible enhancing the
natural, locally distinctive and heritage landscape qualities and characteristics of the
district including hedgerows, ancient woodland and shaws, as informed by the East
Sussex County Landscape Assessment and the Lewes District Landscape Capacity
Study.’
Furthermore, Spatial Objective No.7 is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife
and cultural heritage of the area: see LDLP Part 1, §5.1. Spatial Objective No.8 is to maximise
the opportunity for re-using suitably previously developed land and to plan for new
development in highly sustainable locations without adversely affecting the character of the
environment. The proposed development is contrary to both objectives.
Core Policy No.5 (LDLP Part 1, §§7.50 & 7.51) is to take advantage of the rich and diverse
natural and heritage assets, including reducing the need for travel. However, creating a new
town will materially spoil the environment and increase travel because of the influx of
commuters who have no infrastructure nearby.
Core Policy No.8 relates to the ‘Green Infrastructure’ which requires any planning to ‘conserve
and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area’ and in particular the
rural environment. This is again repeated in Core Policy No.10 ‘Natural Environment and
Landscape Character’. In particular, LDLP Part 1, §7.92 states:
“The Low Weald, which offers a gentle rolling landscape north of the National Park,
has its own special character of low lying land with a patchwork of small fields,
hedgerows, ancient woodland and shaws, ponds and streams which collectively form
an enclosed and intimate landscape. There are also areas of ancient common land

with a rich diversity of plant and animal life (e.g. Chailey Common and Markstakes
Common). Although not afforded the same national level of recognition as the South
Downs, the Low Weald is a landscape that is highly valued. Of particular value, are
the extensive views that are obtained from the escarpment on the South Downs
looking north over the Low Weald area. These landscapes and the natural
environments that have evolved in the district, continue to be a resource for
agricultural practices, forestry, tourism, healthy activity and recreation.”
Similarly, §7.95 of the LDLP Part 1 states: “As well as protecting the significant landscape
qualities in the district, stewardship of natural habitats is of prime importance and ensuring
that development is sustainable in environmental terms, is a central theme in planning.” It is
difficult to see how the proposed development is consistent with this policy.
These policy constraints mean that the Proposed Site is not suitable for the purposes of the
LAA.
9. Biodiversity/ecological sensitivity
Are there any known protected species, or priority habitats on site or nearby?
In addition to the points made above, environmental constraints mean that the Proposed Site is
not suitable for the purposes of the LAA. The agricultural land currently supports a huge variety
of rare ecological niches including the globally rare chalk streams, ancient hedgerows and
keystone species like barn owls, nightjar, great crested newts, bats and of course the hugely
mature oak trees. It also has great potential to reverse biodiversity loss and sequester
atmospheric carbon with appropriate management. New government grants are coming on
stream soon to encourage this.
The Bevern Stream is an internationally rare chalk stream that is a major tributary of the Ouse.
The scale of this proposed scheme would increase surface water runoff into the Bevern and
then Ouse catchments, increasing the likelihood of extreme flood events in the lower
catchment, including Lewes.
Removing and degrading these habitats will not only have immediate local impacts but reduce
the ability for wildlife in the South Downs National Park to thrive as it will be cut off from
surrounding areas.
Policy DM24 prohibits planning which would affect ancient woodlands unless there are wholly
exceptional circumstances.
The National Planning Policy Framework February 2019 has an environmental objective – to
contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including
making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources
prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change,
including moving to a low carbon economy.
The proposed development in East Chiltington would have a damaging effect on the
biodiversity of meadows, woodlands and streams and the flora and fauna they support.

UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) habitats and Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP)
habitats
A range of habitats is designated for special conservation programmes under the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan and Local (Sussex) Biodiversity Action Plan
(www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/habitats). East Chiltington includes a number of the habitats
included under the general headings of Lowland Farmland, Wetland and Woodland.
The Bevern stream is a tributary of the Ouse. These streams spring from the Downs and are
considered chalk streams for the initial part of their passage. Such streams have a very rich
invertebrate fauna. At various points they become more clay streams, also with important
wildlife features. Sea trout spawn in some of the streams and bullheads (Miller’s thumbs) are
numerous. The latter fish is declining throughout its range in Europe and has been listed on
Annex II of the EU Habitats Directive in an attempt to improve its conservation. The Bevern
stream feeds into the Ouse at Barcombe where breeding Lamprey can be found. The streams
and their surroundings attract a variety of birds, including kingfishers, and insects, including
dragonflies and damselflies.
North Barns stream flows centrally through the Proposed Site and at various points is bounded
by ancient hedges which support a variety of flower species.
The building of 3,000 homes would compromise the Bevern and its tributaries.
Birds
According to the British Trust for Ornithology’s Red and Amber lists, the following birds are
present throughout the proposed development site and its immediate neighbouring vicinity:
RED LIST: Nightingale, Willow tit, Skylark, House sparrow, Yellow wagtail, Woodcock,
Grey wagtail, Starling, Linnet, Fieldfare, Song thrush, Yellowhammer, Cuckoo, Redwing,
Mistle thrush.
AMBER LIST: Stock dove, Tawny owl, Short-eared owl, Kingfisher, Snipe, Kestrel, Brent
goose, House martin, Mallard, Dunnock, Bullfinch.
Bats
All bat species are included in Annex IV of the Habitats Directive and in the Annex of species
to which EUROBATS applies. Roosts of common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus), soprano
pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus), brown long-eared (Plecotus auritus) and serotine bats
(Eptesicus serotinus) are recorded widely through the Parish, including maternity colonies for
common pipistrelle and brown long-eared bats. A Parish bat walk in 2019 on the adjacent
village green also recorded the presence of Daubenton’s bat (Myotis daubentonii), and
Natterer’s bat (Myotis nattereri).
Ancient woodlands (Ancient Woodland Indicator (AWI) species).
Lists of AWI species have been compiled for each region of England. The list for the South
East region (Kent, Sussex, Surrey, London and Hertfordshire) contains 100 species. Woods
designated as ancient usually have more than 20 of these species. Whilst no formal survey of

species has taken place at this point it would be expected that many endangered plants would
be present in these long term undisturbed woods.

10. Locational suitability of Residential Development
This is not a suitable location for a residential development on this scale. Parts of the site may
be within walking distance of the station at Plumpton, but this would not be practical for
housing at the northern end of the site. Access to the nearest village centre, being one shop and
a pub is irrelevant for 3,000 homes. The presently available bus service is sporadic and
inadequate. The surrounding lanes are presently used by riders, walkers and cyclists due to
their quiet rural nature. Highbridge Lane is part of the proposed Sustrans cycle route from
Lewes to Ditchling and Burgess Hill because it is relatively quiet. The area is unsuitable for
large volumes of traffic. There is a lack of local employment, certainly nothing like enough for
an extra 6,000 residents.
11. Commentary on this proposal
James Macleary Head of Lewes District Council
“I don't really have the words to say how strongly I would oppose this application…building
3,000 houses on East Chiltington is unacceptable…..with any luck this will be stopped at an
early stage.”
Maria Caulfield MP
“The Eton college proposal is completely unacceptable, and I have offered to call this in with
the Secretary of State”.
Emily O’Brien Cabinet Member for Planning and Infrastructure
“I would like to confirm that the Government does require LDC to more than double our
housing target from May to approximately 780 households per year for 20 years. ……..This
gives us a housing target equivalent to two new Lewes or three new Newhavens. There is no
appeal on the target, which we don't agree with and which I will continue to lobby on.”
Transport for new homes steering group (RAC Foundation, CPRE, RTPI, Network
Rail, Go South Coast) - “The Garden Village Dream vs The Tarmac Estate”
“Our conclusion from our visits and our research is that there is an enormous gap between the
garden community visions presented by the government consultants and local councils and
the developments likely to build in reality. The problem centres on building in the wrong
location and around the wrong kind of transport”
John Kay CPRE
“......big schemes in which you need to deliver infrastructure like schools first before you can
start building new houses require so much up front capital and risk that they are not going to
help your 5 year Housing Land Supply, whilst anything that needs significant new roads is
not going to contribute new housing within the planning period, highway construction being
measured in decades.”

Cllr Sarah Osbourne (County) and Cllr Rob Banks (District)
“The government wants to more than double the number of new houses built in LDC ….over
a 15 year period that is more than 11,700 houses. We believe that the impact on the District
could be devastating for our countryside. Housing numbers should be decided locally and
according to local needs and not central government formulas”.
Paul Murrain, Welbeck Designer – YouTube talk
“As planners we often put something the size of a town in a place where a town would never
logically go. We should build settlements for one reason only, which is to maximise the
natural patterns of exchange in all its forms including trade, employment, psychological and
spiritual exchange, friendships and interaction with other population centres. New towns
should maximise the exchange while minimising the travel and other disruptions required to
achieve this. Desperately trying to make a town in the wrong place behave like one in the
right place is not town planning, it is opportunistically putting towns where land may be
available. That is not sustainability.”

