
HORSTED KEYNES PARISH COUNCIL 

Date of meeting:  23 February 2021 

Subject: Response to planning application DM/20/4692 

Address: Land south of St Stephens Church, Hamsland. 

Proposed erection of 30 dwellings (30% affordable). There will be a mix of 

dwelling types including 1 bed apartments and 2, 3 and 4 bed houses. 

__________________________________________________________________ 

NOTES: 

(a) References to policies beginning with “DP” relate to the MSDC District Plan, 

formally adopted in March 2018.  

 

(b) References to policies beginning with “SA” relate to the MSDC Site 

Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) which completed public 

consultation (Regulation 19) on Monday 28th September 2020 and has now 

been submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.  

 

(c) References to policies beginning with “HK” relate to the Horsted Keynes 

Neighbourhood Development Plan (NPD) which completed its public 

consultation (Regulation 14) on Monday 7th December 2020. Comments 

received have been tabulated and published online and have yet to be 

considered by HKPC. 

All NDP documents published for public consultation in October 2020 are listed 

under the following link: 

Public Consultation (Reg 14) 

▪ Neighbourhood Plan. 

▪ Site Appraisal for Possible Housing Development Allocations. 

▪ Sustainability Appraisal incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment. 

▪ Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report. 

▪ Updated Evidence Base. 

__________________________________________________________________ 

1. The application site and its surroundings 

1.1 The application site is situated on the south side of the village, accessed off 

Hamsland, an existing area of housing which adjoins the site on its northern 

side. It is currently open pasture with hedgerows and a number of trees 

around its western and southern boundaries. The site extends to 

approximately 1.13 Ha (2.79 acres). It is roughly triangular in shape and 

generally slopes down from north to south. 

1.2 Existing planning policy indicates the site as open countryside beyond the 

“Built Up Area Boundary “(BUAB) of the village, where development is strictly 

https://horstedkeynesparishcouncil.com/public-consultation-reg-14/


controlled. However, policy DP6 allows development of up to 10 dwellings on 

sites contiguous with the BUAB in certain circumstances. The application is for 

30 dwellings, so this concession does not apply. 

1.3 The application site forms part of the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB), a nationally protected landscape. 

2. Proposals for housing development on the site 

2.1 The applicants have promoted the site for housing development through both 

the Site Allocations DPD and NDP processes, where its planning merits have 

been considered alongside a number of other potential development sites in 

and around the village. The need for this consideration arises from the 

strategic housing requirement in the District Plan (policy DP6), which 

indicates that 69+ dwellings should be provided in the parish over the 2014-

2031 period. This scale of development would require the release of 

additional land for housing development. 

2.2 The “Issues and Options” consultation on the Site Allocations DPD (Regulation 

18) in autumn 2019 identified the application site as a housing allocation for 

30 dwellings in policy SA29.        

2.3 The Parish Council’s submission to the MSDC Site Allocations DPD Regulation 

18 public consultation was: 

The Parish Council supports proposed allocations SA28 (land 

south of Old Police House, Birchgrove Road) and SA29 (land at 

rear of St. Stephen’s Church, Hamsland), subject to continuing 

discussions on the detailed planning policy criteria to be applied 

to the consideration of any future planning applications on these 

sites, and any additional issues raised during the current DPD 

consultation. 

2.4 The site was retained as a proposed housing allocation in the subsequent 

(Regulation 19) draft of the Site Allocations DPD which was the subject of 

further public consultation in August and September 2020. The proposed 

allocation was the subject of a number of objections at that stage but 

remains in the draft DPD going forward for formal examination by an 

Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State. The examination will take 

place in the spring of 2021 and the Inspector’s report is expected to be 

available in the summer. At the examination hearings, objectors have the 

opportunity to press their case that the allocation is “unsound” and should be 

deleted from the plan. 

2.5 In line with its own NDP site assessment work (copy attached as Appendix C), 

and with its position on the Site Allocations DPD (see 2.3 above), the Parish 

Council accepted the two DPD allocations as part of future housing land 

supply for the parish and did not propose any additional or alternative 

housing allocations in the draft NDP published for public consultation from 

October- December 2020. This is because no further allocations were 

necessary to meet the strategic requirement. The draft NDP has also 

attracted a number of objections concerning this site, which will be 



considered (alongside all other comments received) at a future meeting of 

the Parish Council.   

2.6 As part of its NDP work, the Parish Council has liaised with site promoters to 

gather information on all the sites being put forward as potential housing 

allocations. However, it was not notified in advance by the applicants of the 

submission of this planning application. The Parish Council was first aware of 

it when MSDC commenced its usual planning application consultations in 

early January 2021.      

3. Planning issues for consideration 

3.1 Consideration of a planning application relates to the individual planning 

merits of a specific detailed development proposal, assessed in relation to 

planning policies and other material planning considerations. This is a 

different planning judgement to assessing the merits of a range of different 

sites in and around the village as potential development allocations in a local 

plan or a neighbourhood plan. This planning application raises a number of 

issues which are considered below: 

(a) Prematurity in relation to progress of development plans? 

 

(b) Site access off Hamsland and access road into the site. 

 

(c) Pedestrian access and shared surface streets. 

 

(d) Traffic analysis provided by the applicant. 

 

(e) Charging points for electric cars. 

 

(f) Parking provision on site. 

 

(g) Proposed development layout.  

 

(h) Impact of development on trees and hedgerows. 

 

(i) Mix of housing proposed. 

 

(j) Supporting infrastructure.  

 

(k) Impact on heritage assets. 

 

(l) Managing the impact of construction works, if planning 

permission is granted. 

 

All the application documents are available for inspection on Mid Sussex DC’s 

online planning register, using the application reference number (DM/20/4692). 

 



 

(a) Prematurity in relation to progress on development plans?  

 

3.2 As noted in section 2 above, considerable progress has been made on the 

preparation of two new development plans for the area: - the Site Allocations 

DPD and the Horsted Keynes NDP. The application site is proposed to be 

allocated for housing development in the former, and this is supported in 

principle in the latter. However, the DPD allocation remains the subject of a 

number of unresolved objections which have not yet been the subject of 

independent examination, offering objectors the chance to press their case. 

Arrangements for the Site Allocations DPD examination are well advanced 

and an examining inspector has been appointed.   

3.3 This begs the question as to whether the early grant of planning permission 

in this case would be premature and prejudicial to the development plan 

process by making decisions which are properly made through that process. 

3.4 Paragraphs 49 and 50 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

advise as follows:    

Arguments that an application is premature are unlikely to justify a refusal of 

planning permission other than in the limited circumstances where both:  

1. 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 plan; and 

2. the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet formally part of 

the development plan for the area. 

Refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity will seldom be 

justified where a draft plan has yet to be submitted for examination; or – in 

the case of a neighbourhood plan – before the end of the local planning 

authority publicity period on the draft plan. Where planning permission is 

refused on grounds of prematurity, the local planning authority will need to 

indicate clearly how granting permission for the development concerned 

would prejudice the outcome of the plan-making process. 

3.5 Since the application site is allocated in the Site Allocations DPD (and not the 

NDP), the focus for applying these two tests is there. On the first test, this 

site is not so substantial that it would pre-determine decisions about the 

scale, location and phasing of new development across Mid Sussex (it is one 

site amongst 29 proposed allocations in the district, a number of which are 

considerably larger). On the second test, the emerging plan is clearly at an 

advanced stage, having been submitted for examination by MSDC, so this 

test is met.  

3.6 The NDP is not itself proposing any development allocations. However, if the 

NDP decided to do so, then in the parish context, this site would be so 

substantial that an early decision to grant planning permission would pre-



empt decisions on the scale, location and phasing of housing development in 

Horsted Keynes more properly made through the NDP. On the second test, 

the NDP has not yet reached the local planning authority publicity period 

(Regulation 16) and so would not meet it.  

3.7 It is recommended that the prematurity issue be raised with MSDC and they 

be asked to satisfy themselves that any decision to grant planning permission 

on this site would not be premature, and prejudicial to, progress of the two 

development plans. In any event, MSDC should be asked not to determine 

the application before the Site Allocation DPD examination hearings and 

receipt of the Inspector’s report on whether he confirms the SA29 allocation.   

(b) Site Access off Hamsland and access road into the site 

3.8 The proposed access to the site is via a modified bellmouth junction off 

Hamsland. This is of 5.5 metre width, with the road narrowing to 4.8 metres 

further into the site.  The visibility splay at the junction is stated as 2.4m x 

35m (East (Manual for Streets (MfS) 25.9mph) and 2.4m x 36.1m (West (MfS 

26.5mph)). A 1.5-metre-wide footway is indicated at the site entrance. The 

speed limit in Hamsland is 30mph and the derived SSD (Stopping Sight 

Distance) figure should be 43m (MfS table 7.1 and paragraphs 7.6.4 and 

7.7.6.). 

3.9 There are several matters which need to be either clarified, or further 

information provided, to show that site access proposals are acceptable and 

deliverable. These are: 

a) The extent over which the access road (5.5m) has been extended to 

provide more room for vehicles as they enter the site to allow two vehicles 

to pass. 

b) It is unclear how much the access road has been extended (West and 

East) – the radius of 5.0m on the diagram fails to provide the distance 

beyond the 5.5m site entrance. 

c) There is an electricity sub-station (see Appendix A) located between the 

site access point and the adjacent property (Summerlea) which may affect 

visibility splay, and access to the sub-station. If the western extension 

(see (b) is more than 2.5m, then access to the sub-station will be 

impaired. It is unclear whether the eastern extension will affect the 

boundary of the adjacent church site. 

d) Vehicular access is provided by a 5.5m carriageway which narrows to 

4.8m as vehicles enter the development site. This reduced width of the 

carriageway may increase the risk of a vehicle-to-vehicle collision with 

cars travelling in opposite directions within the site – a large car such as a 

Range Rover is 2.22m wide with mirrors out. 

e) Mature trees along western boundary of the site access may affect the 

visibility splay and access layout. The applicant needs to demonstrate that 

the access road at the entrance to the site can be built without harm to 

Root Protection Areas (RPAs) of these trees, also taking into account any 



mains sewers and utility pipes, ducts and cables that may need to sighted 

under the road in that location. 

3.10 The applicants should be asked to provide further clarification on these 

matters, so that they can be checked by MSDC and WSCC to ensure that the 

site can be safely accessed on land within the highway, or within the 

applicants’ control. 

(c) Pedestrian Access & Shared Surface Streets 

3.11 The Transport Statement submitted with the application indicates that the 

access road will be shared surface with no segregated footway within the 

site, where parking is controlled or takes place in designated areas. 

However, there are concerns that:  

a) The length of the 1.5 metre footway at the entrance, and its extent into 

the site, are unclear.   

b) A shared surface is not suitable for all wheelchairs or mobility scooters, 

as they may not be fully legally covered for road use. 

c) It is unclear whether the streets will also support on-street parking for 

visitors, which may lead to reduced safety for pedestrians. 

The above matters also need to be clarified by the applicants  

 

3.12 This application does not comply with policy HK17, which states “New 

developments shall provide footways serving the new dwellings that are of 

sufficient width to accommodate at least two persons walking abreast and 

are suitable for wheelchairs, prams, pushchairs and mobility scooters, 

except where a narrower footway may exceptionally be justified by an 

overriding need to maintain the existing character or appearance of a street 

or lane.”.  

 

3.13 This policy was the subject of objection during the recent Regulation 14 

consultation and discussions are underway with WSCC Highways, prior to 

reporting back to the Parish Council. The ground of objection is that the 

policy does not comply with Government (Manual for Streets) and MSDC 

design guidance, both of which provide scope for shared surfaces in housing 

developments with limited traffic levels. Given this unresolved objection, and 

the stage which the NDP has reached, policy HK17 currently carries little 

weight and likely would not form a ground of refusal    

 

3.14 While a new crossing point (West of the access point) with tactile paving and 

dropped kerb is provided for pedestrians, there is no crossing point (East) 

proposed, which would reduce the risk to pedestrians walking east to west. 

A similar arrangement should be provided to the east. 

 

(d) Traffic Analysis provided by the applicant 



3.15 The Transport Statement submitted with the application is an inadequate 

basis for considering the traffic impact of the application proposals. It is 

based on the 2011 Census for the High Weald Ward, which is 10 years old 

and fails to address the rural nature of the village and current reality: 

a) Car ownership has increased substantially since then, particularly in 

households with adult children. 

b) Bus frequencies and timetable are not suitable for many working people 

to use, lacking early morning and evening services during the working 

week and reduced services at weekends. 

c) Reliance on cars/motorbikes to get to work. 

d) Morning and evening peak times do not reflect the working patterns of 

residents, some of whom commute by train from Haywards Heath. The 

stated vehicle trips indicate that the vast majority of residents will either 

be retired, walk, cycle or use the bus to go to work – this is extremely 

unlikely in a small rural village with little local employment. 

e) The parking assessment is based on an even spacing of cars along the 

extent of Hamsland and fails to consider the potential ‘pinch point’ at the 

entrance to Hamsland if too many cars are parked there. 

f) The plan fails to consider the residual traffic impact on routes into and 

out of the village (i.e. Transport Assessment) for people who commute to 

work by car, motorcycle or train (see Appendix B for details). 

[ NOTE: As part of its Site Allocations DPD work, MSDC has commissioned 

specialist transport consultants to model the traffic impact of the various sites 

allocated for development in the draft DPD now proceeding to examination. For 

site SA29 (the application site), the model shows 18 traffic movements (12 out, 

6 in) during the morning peak hour and 19 movements (4 out, 15 in) during the 

evening peak hour. There are fewer traffic movements at other times. The 

consultants conclude that the traffic impact of the development – in terms of 

additional traffic generated over and above existing levels- is neither 

“significant” nor “severe”.  

The applicants’ own traffic assessment is a morning peak hour flow of 22 (8 in, 

14 out) and evening peak hour flow of 19 (13 in and 6 out), so broadly similar. 

Both use TRICS data]. 

 

(e) Charging Points for electric cars 

3.16 The planning application states that 50% of market homes will have 

charging points for electric/hybrid cars. 

WSCC Guidance on Parking at New Developments (September 2020) states 

that: 

‘Active’ charging points for electric vehicles should be provided at a 

minimum of 20% of all parking spaces with ducting provided at all 

remaining spaces where appropriate to provide ‘passive’ provision for 

these spaces to be upgraded in future. 



3.17 The planning application is not compliant with this guidance, as it does not 

appear to provide ducting at all remaining spaces to provide ‘passive’ 

provision for these spaces to be upgraded in future. MSDC should be asked 

to take up this matter with the applicants and seek amended proposals 

which comply with requirements for electric car charging points.  

 

(f) Parking provision on site 

3.18 The applicants indicate 59 parking places on the site in their Design and 

Access Statement. However, the consultation response from WSCC 

Highways indicates 67 parking spaces on site as follows: 

• 1-bed apartments (6 no.) - 1 space each - 6 spaces 

• 2/3 houses except unit 25 (20 no) - 2 spaces each – 40 spaces 

• 3 bed house at Unit 25 (1 no) - 4 spaces 

• 4-bed houses (3 no) - 4 spaces each - 12 spaces 

• Visitor spaces - 5 spaces  

• Total provision -67 spaces 

 

3.19 WSCC’s Parking Demand Calculator for High Weald Ward requires 80 spaces 

to be provided for the proposed development, so there is a shortfall of 13 

spaces or 21 spaces. This number of parking spaces in the development 

requires clarification as between 59 and 67. Either way, the applicants 

should be asked to indicate how they would provide additional parking to 

secure compliance with WSCC standards and avoid any overspill of parking 

pressures onto nearby residential streets, including the widened part of 

Hamsland at the site entrance. 

 

(g) Proposed development layout 

3.20 The housing mix, with half the proposed housing as larger 3 or 4-bed 

houses, allows very little room for amenity areas, sustainable drainage 

systems and biodiversity. This makes the site layout appear tightly packed. 

The application indicates three small open areas (which the applicant calls 

“ecology areas - tussocky grassland”). These are too limited and too 

disconnected to contribute to the character and appearance of the 

development, or to provide much biodiversity benefit or scope for 

sustainable drainage. It suggests the lack of a clear framework for green 

infrastructure  

3.21 The layout does, however, (beyond the entrance to the site) seek to keep 

development away from the trees and hedgerows along the western and 

southern sides of the site and to avoid a rigid geometric form        

 

(h) Impact of development on trees and hedgerows 



3.22 As indicated in the previous paragraph, beyond the site entrance the layout 

seeks to keep development way from the hedgerows and trees on the 

western and southern sides of the site (safeguarding the root plates of trees 

adjacent to the entrance is covered in paragraph 3.9 (e) above). These trees 

– mostly oak, ash and hornbeam – are, together with the hedgerows, very 

important in screening the site from the countryside to the south and east, 

and in safeguarding the setting of the listed building at Wyatts some 150 

metres or so beyond the site boundary to the south east. 

3.23 It is not clear how these trees would be retained and managed to continue 

this role into the future, especially as some appear to be proposed for 

incorporation into new residential gardens. This would put the future of the 

tree screen in the hands of individual private householders, unless MSDC 

consider imposition of Tree Preservation Orders to retain the most important 

trees and also devise a suitable management regime for the hedgerows 

around the site boundary. It is accepted that some of trees around the 

boundaries of the site may require pruning or be subject to ash dieback so 

have a limited life, but this does not negate the need for long-term 

protection and management arrangements. This is an important issue in 

securing a development which integrates well into the wider AONB 

landscape. 

3.24 Some objectors to the NDP have raised concerns that development of the 

application site will facilitate longer term housing development on the 

adjacent Constance Wood Field site to the west and are seeking “local green 

space” protection for the latter in the NDP. The “local green space” issue will 

be a matter for the Parish Council to consider when they review the 

response to the Regulation 14 consultation. 

3.25 However, there is no indication in the current planning application that it is 

intended to open up a wider area for development: the proposals are self-

contained and need to be considered on their own individual planning 

merits.  Suitable arrangements for tree and hedgerow protection, and 

ongoing management, (as urged in 3.23 above) would help to allay some 

local concerns on this point.    

 

(i) Mix of housing proposed 

3.26 The application proposes the following mix of housing: 

• 6 X 1-bed apartments (all social housing)  

• 9 X 2-bed apartments (3 x social housing)  

• 12 x 3-bed houses 

• 3 X 4-bed houses  

 

3.27 This mix of housing appears to meet MSDC’s requirements for social housing 

(Policy DP 31). It provides the following mix of sizes: 1-bed (20%); 2-bed ( 



30%), 3-bed ( 40%) and 4-bed (10%) . The District Plan (Policy DP30) does 

not indicate a specific mix of housing in larger developments such as this 

but requires that it “reflects current and future local housing needs”. 

3.28 The NDP picks up this matter in more detail and proposes a housing mix 

based on a 2019 Local Housing Needs Survey (prepared in conjunction with 

Action in Rural Sussex and MSDC Housing) and 2020 data from MSDC’s 

Common Housing Register. This work shows that local housing need is 

overwhelmingly for 1 and 2-bed dwellings and policy HK3 proposes that new 

housing should be split approximately 40% 1-bed, 40%-2-bed and 20% 

larger dwellings (allowing some moderation to reflect housing market 

considerations). The application proposals do not reflect the extent of local 

housing need for smaller units, which is even higher than indicated in HK3. 

3.29 Accordingly, the application does not comply with the draft NDP policy HK3. 

However, it is a policy which is still subject to unresolved objections and, 

given the stage reached in preparing the plan, it does not yet attract much 

weight. The applicants may wish to consider the scope which a shift to 

smaller units would provide for a more spacious layout with more room for 

the off-street parking, amenity areas, biodiversity and sustainable drainage 

which are currently lacking in the current layout. The application proposals 

do not currently demonstrate any clear framework for provision of this 

important green infrastructure. 

 

(j) Supporting Infrastructure  

 

3.30 Policy DP20 of the Mid Sussex District Plan requires developers to provide, 

or financially contribute to, the infrastructure and mitigation measures made 

necessary by the development. In addition to any provision made by the 

developer as part of the application, conclusion of a planning obligation 

(sometimes known as a Section 106 agreement) will be necessary to make 

the development acceptable. This will need to cover: 

(a) provision and ongoing management of the affordable housing.  

(b) off-site play and recreation provision. 

(c) Measures to mitigate the potential impact of development on Ashdown 

Forest (the site lies within the zone of influence of the Ashdown Forest 

Special Protection Area and Special Area of Conservation). 

These requirements are elaborated in the MSDC Development Infrastructure 

and Contributions DPD (2018) and MSDC Affordable Housing DPD (2018). 

The applicant has indicated a willingness to negotiate a planning obligation 

with MSDC.  

 

(k) Impact on heritage sites 

 



3.31 The site abuts, but lies beyond, the Horsted Keynes Conservation Area. The 

proposed development will not have any significant impact on the 

conservation area or its wider setting. The nearest listed building is Wyatts, 

a grade 2 listed building lying more than 150 metres to the south east of the 

site. Retention of trees and hedgerows on this boundary of the site would 

mean that any impact on the setting of the building is “low”. 

 

3.32 The application provides a desk-based archaeological assessment based on 

published information. Further physical investigation of the site will be 

required prior to the commencement of development. If the application is 

permitted this could be covered by a planning condition.  

 

(l) Managing the impact of construction works, if planning permission is 

granted  

3.33 Any major development is bound to have an impact on the immediate 

locality during construction works. If planning permission is granted, such 

impact is usually controlled by either planning conditions or a planning 

obligation. In this case – if MSDC is minded to grant planning permission - it 

is recommended that MSDC be asked to impose planning conditions as 

follows: 

(a) Hours of working on site: suggest Monday to Friday 0800-1800, 

Saturday 0900-1300 and no Sundays and Bank Holidays. 

(b) Lorry routing and delivery times. 

(c) Contractors’ parking. 

(d) A Construction Environmental Management Plan to cover matters such 

as noise and vibration suppression, dust suppression, artificial 

illumination, wheel washing and road cleaning, pollution incident controls 

and site liaison and contact arrangements (to be submitted to and 

approved by MSDC prior to commencement of construction). 

 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS  

The Parish Council is recommended to lodge a HOLDING OBJECTION to this 

application and to ask to be re-consulted by MSDC on any amended proposals 

received from the applicants as a result of this and other representations: 

 

1. This application may be premature and prejudicial to the consideration of future 

housing development allocations in the Site Allocations DPD and the NDP and 

could pre-empt decisions properly made through the development plan process. 

The application should not be determined until the DPD examination hearings 

have been held in spring 2021, and receipt of the Inspector’s report on whether 

he confirms the SA29 allocation. 



2. The applicants should be asked to provide further information to clarify the site 

access and access road arrangements as detailed in paragraph 3.9 of this 

report, including arrangements to safeguard the root plates of trees adjoining 

the site entrance. 

3. The applicants should be asked to provide further information to clarify 

pedestrian access arrangements into, and within, the site as detailed in 

paragraphs 3.11 and 3.13 of this report. 

4. The Transport Statement supporting the application should address the issues 

set out in paragraph 3.15 and re-assess traffic impact on the basis of more up-

to-date and accurate information. 

5. The applicants should be asked to make additional electric car charging systems 

in accordance with WSCC policy. 

6. The provision of parking spaces in the proposed development falls short of the 

level of demand indicated by the WSCC Car Parking Demand Calculator 

(although precise numbers planned need further clarification by the applicant 

and WSCC Highways). The applicants should review their proposals in order to 

provide sufficient parking within the development and avoid any overspill of 

parking demand into nearby residential streets. 

7. The proposed development lacks any clear green infrastructure framework with 

only very small and disconnected amenity /ecology areas, and a failure to 

integrate them with opportunities for sustainable drainage. This aspect of the 

scheme needs to be reconsidered as part of a wider layout review to address 

the parking and housing mix concerns raised with this holding objection. 

8. MSDC should impose Tree Preservation Orders to safeguard the most important 

trees around the southern and western boundaries of the site and negotiate a 

suitable management regime for the hedgerows in these locations, to preserve 

and enhance the landscape setting of the site. 

9. The applicants should –as part of their review of the layout of the site – 

consider the provision of additional 1 and 2 bed dwellings, and fewer 3 and 4-

bed dwellings, in order to more closely meet local housing needs. 

10. If it is ultimately decided to grant planning permission, MSDC be asked to 

impose planning conditions to manage and mitigate the impact of 

construction works as set out in paragraph 3.33 of this report. 

 

 

  



Appendix A – Electricity Sub-station 

Site gate is 3.7m wide 

Site gate to sub-station gate is 2.5m 

Sub-station gate is 1.25m wide 

 

 

 

 

 

 

View of sub-station from gate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

View of site gate and fence to St. 

Stephen’s Church.  



 

Appendix B – Traffic Analysis – Residual Traffic Impact 

The plan fails to consider the residual traffic impact on routes into and out of the 

village for people who commute to work by car, notably: 

a) At end of Hamsland turn left; then left at end of Lewes Road into Lewes Road 

(continuation) which continues into Treeman’s Road. 

b) At end of Hamslad turn left; then right at end of Lewes Road into Sugar lane; at 

end of Sugar Lane turn left into Keysford Lane OR straight on into Cinder Hill 

Road. 

c) At end of Hamsland turn right into Lewes Road; at end of Lewes Road turn left 

into Station Road; continue into Keysford Lane OR turn right into Cinder Hill 

Lane. 

d) At end of Hamsland turn right into Lewes Road; at end of Lewes Road turn right 

into The Green which continues into Birch Grove Road. 

e) There is a high demand for on-street parking on these roads, and the working 

residents are likely to have similar working patterns. 

f) The routes set out above reflect residents working in East Sussex (e.g. Lewes); 

West Sussex (e.g. Lindfield, Haywards Heath, Horsham, Gatwick Airport); 

Surrey (e.g. Redhill, Reigate); Kent (e.g. Royal Tunbridge Wells); and 

commuters who use Haywards Heath Station. 

g) No assessment of the traffic impact on the road network in the vicinity of the 

site appears to have been undertaken in order to establish the potential impact 

from the development, as well as the likely mitigation measures that may be 

required, to sustain the development. 

h) Traffic volumes and speeds are perceived as a significant problem amongst 

many in the village. This is seen as a particular issue in relation to children 

walking to school and having to cross the main road through the village at Burn 

Lane. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix C – NDP Site Assessment - land south of St. Stephens Church 

 

 
Site G:  – Land south of St.Stephen’s Church, Hamsland ( HKNP025/site 184) 
 
Area:   1.13Ha (2.79 acres ) Potential number of dwellings: 30  
 

                                         

 
 

 

 
1. AONB 

 Low impact on AONB and reasonably well related to the 
village, subject to detailed design. Part of a medieval 
field system , but already compromised by existing 
development  

2.Flood risk 
 Entirely in FZ1, the zone of lowest fluvial flood risk 

3.Ancient Woodland 
 The site is not affected by Ancient Woodland 

4.SSSI/local wildlife 
sites 
 

 Site not covered by , or adjacent to, any Sites of Special 
Scientific interest or any Local Wildlife Sites 

5.Heritage-listed 
buildings 
 

 The site is part of the wider landscape setting of the 
grade II listed “Wyatts” to the south-east of the site , but 
impact assessed as less than substantial harm (low 
impact)  

6.Heritage-
conservation areas 
 

 The site abuts the boundary of the Horsted Keynes 
Conservation Area on north-east side , but assessed as 
no impact  

7.Archaeology  
 

 Site will require archaeological assessment prior to 
submission of planning application , which will inform 
any necessary mitigation measures 

8. Landscape capacity  
 Not applicable : see above) 

9.Trees/TPOs 
 Trees along southern and western boundaries of the site 

, which need to be safeguarded as continuing screening 
to the site 



10.Highways:Strategic  
 Not applicable (see above) 

11.Highways: Local  
 Existing access off Hamsland requires improvement, 

likely to involve widening of the street opposite, within 
highway land. 

12.Developability 
 Site in control of housebuilder, who has started pre-

application discussions with local authorities, and 
considers the site both available and deliverable, with 
completions early in the 2020s . 

13.Infrastructure 
 Contributions to local infrastructure required, but could 

be funded from development. 

14.Education: 
distance to primary 
schools 

 Less than 10 minute walk.  

15.Health: distance to 
GP surgery 

 More than 20 minute walk. 

16.Services: distance 
to village centre  
 

 Less than 10 minute walk. 

17. Public transport 
 

 Assessed as “poor”. 

 

 
Other information: 
 
Summary and conclusions 
 
The site has low impact on the AONB and is reasonably well related to the village. Existing boundary trees 
on the southern and western sides need to be safeguarded and reinforced to assist integration into the 
landscape. Access to services is similar to, or better than, other sites in Horsted Keynes. 
 
Access to the site requires improvement but can be achieved within existing highway land on Hamsland. 
 
Proposed for allocation in MSDC Site Allocations DPD. 
 
 

 


