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PREFACE 

This is part of a set of documents presented to Horsted Keynes Parish Council for 

consideration at their meeting on Tuesday 30 March 2021. Due to the continuing covid-19 

pandemic, the meeting will be held over Zoom. Members of the public can register with the 

Parish Council to receive joining instructions to “attend” the meeting online. 

The Parish Council prepared a revised and updated draft Neighbourhood Development Plan 

(NDP) (to replace the one withdrawn in December 2018) and invited comments on it over an 

eight week period from October 12 to December 7, 2020. Some 99 different organisations 

and individuals submitted representations.  

The Parish Council now has to carefully consider all the representations received and decide 

whether it wishes to make any amendments to the draft plan before it is formally submitted 

to Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) for further consultation, independent examination and 

a parish referendum. 

The following documents are now being considered by the Parish Council: 

• Covering report explaining the background and the decisions which now need to be 

taken to progress the draft NDP 

• Document A - Report on Consultation Arrangements : this summarises how the draft 

plan was publicised and the methods by which views on it were sought 

• Document B - Responses to Regulation 14 consultation : this sets out the views 

received during the consultation , both on the plan itself and on supporting 

documents published for consultation at the same time 

• Document C - Analysis of representations received and recommended amendments 

to draft plan and supporting documents : this is an independent professional 

assessment of the various representations received and whether they warrant any 

amendments to the draft NDP and its supporting documents  

The assessment and recommended amendments have been drafted by the Parish 

Council’s planning consultant in order to assist discussions at the meeting on 30 

March 2021.  

They are the consultant’s recommendations only and a decision on whether to 

endorse them rests with the Parish Council at their meeting.  

This material is set out to a standard format as explained in more detail on the 

opposite page (p.3) 

 

Lindsay Frost  

BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI 

Planning consultant to Horsted Keynes Parish Council 

10 March 2021   
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FORMAT OF THIS REPORT  

 
Section of draft NDP: This identifies the section of the plan to which the representations refer. 
This may be comments on the draft plan as a whole, on a particular chapter, or a particular draft 
planning policy (for example, Chapter 1 or HK1) or a particular element of them. Comments on 
supporting documents , published at the same time , are shown on separate sheets  
 

 
Number of representations received – This indicates how often this matter has been raised in the 
representations received 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   This splits the number of representations into those 
supporting, those objecting, and those apparently neutral, so that the broad balance of views 
received can be seen.  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
This is a summary of the points 
made by respondents on the 
section of the draft NDP in 
question ( a fuller set of comments 
received is set out in Document B)  
 
Each main point raised is set out in 
a separate row     
 
[NOTE: Please note that this is a 
summary of the comments made 
by all respondents on the topic in 
the shaded heading above. The 
individual numbered respondents 
in the central column do not 
necessarily make all the points 
shown ]  
 

 
This indicates 
the response 
reference 
number listed in 
Appendix 1 of 
this document   
(For example, 
001,002 etc.)  
 
Where this is a 
statutory or 
other consultee 
organisation, or 
a site promoter, 
rather than an 
individual, this 
is also 
indicated. 

 
This is the consultant’s assessment of the 
various points raised by the comments 
received set out in a concise form.  
 
This may be discussed in more detail at 
the HKPC Zoom meeting.   
 
As far as possible , the analysis is set out 
to give an easy “read across” from the 
consultation comments   
 
 

  

General comments: The consultant draws together the analysis on the various points raised 
above and comes to a conclusion on whether the representations received warrant any 
amendment(s) to the draft NDP  
 
Recommendations:  This is the consultant’s recommendation on whether or not any 
amendment(s) should be made to this section of the Draft NDP and , if so, proposes revised 
wording or any other recommended changes to the plan 
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DRAFT NDP 

 
Section of draft NDP: The draft NDP as a whole   
 

 
Number of representations received :  38 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support - 10 ; neutral -8 ; Object -20  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
No comments 
 
 

 
001(Mid 
Sussex 
Voluntary 
Action); 002 ( 
Southern Gas 
Networks) , 30 
( St Giles 
Primary 
School) ,034 ( 
Natural 
England) , 083 
( National Grid) 
, 098 
(Highways 
England )   

 
Noted 

 
Any planning applications for 
wind turbines or cranes in the 
parish should be notified to 
us  
 

 
003 ( Gatwick 
Airport 
Safeguarding ) 

 
This would be a matter for Mid Sussex District 
Council (MSDC) as local planning authority, 
when carrying out consultations on planning 
applications.  
 

 
Support the draft NDP  

 
007,008, 023, 
027, 056, 058,  
  

 
Noted 

 
Concern about the negative 
impact of traffic on the village 
generally , in terms of access 
roads, poor road 
maintenance, rat runs, 
parking , traffic speeds and 
safety   

 
036 

 
Noted. These concerns are widespread in  rural 
areas and , in most cases, are managed by West 
Sussex County Council  (WSCC) using their 
highway powers , rather than MSDC using local 
planning authority powers  
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Contradiction between a 
number of references in the 
draft NDP to Horsted Keynes 
being a “small village”, 
whereas MSDC planning 
policies classify it as a 
“Category 3- medium sized 
village” 
. 

 
036,099 

 
Agree that there is a difference between the 
everyday reference to a “small village” in the 
text of the draft NDP (which many people 
would subscribe to) and the MSDC “medium 
sized village” classification which is based on a 
district-wide settlement hierarchy established 
for the particular planning policy purpose of 
allocating future housing development.  
 
However , most people will understand the 
difference   
 

 
The Parish Council  should not 
unquestioningly  follow MSDC 
planning policies , but should 
develop its own planning 
policies which reflect the 
views of its own residents , 
particularly in terms of 
provision of sites for housing 
development 
 
The draft NDP should not 
defer to MSDC on 
identification of housing 
allocations  

 
010 (Hamsland 
Action Group) , 
037,043, 086, 
092,093,095, 
099 

 
The neighbourhood plan legislation requires 
NDPs to meet the “basic conditions” test  to be 
successful at examination and “made” (i.e 
formally adopted) which include “being in 
general conformity with the strategic policies 
contained in local development plans produced 
by the local planning authority”. 
 
The Parish Council (HKPC) has gathered a large 
body of evidence, done its own site 
assessments and sustainability appraisal, and 
has carefully considered the views received as a 
result of public consultations.  
 
It has not unquestioningly followed MSDC 
Policies: the draft NDP elaborates on these 
existing policies in several important respects 
to make them more locally specific. 
  

 
Do not support NDP in its 
current form and considers 
that better sites are available 
for housing development  

 
40 

 
Noted. The detailed site assessments carried 
out for the NDP concluded that the sites 
allocated by MSDC in its Site Allocations DPD 
are the most sustainable options available.  
 
These have been reviewed in the light of views 
received and some amendments are suggested. 
This matter is covered in more detail in Chapter 
9 on Site Allocations. 
 

 
A comprehensive plan 
  

 
53 
 

 
Noted 

 
The Parish Council has not 
protected the interests of its 

 
067 

 
HKPC has to prepare the NDP within a legal 
framework which requires it to be “in general 
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residents by vigorously 
opposing externally imposed 
housing targets and is “hiding 
behind” national and MSDC 
planning policy. 
 
Other parish councils have  
supported their residents by 
challenging externally 
imposed planning policies. 
 

conformity” with policies set at the national 
and strategic levels. Where a qualifying body 
makes a decision to address housing need , this 
must be done in line with the housing 
requirement set by the adopted local plan  
 
Failure to do so would result in the NDP not 
meeting a basic condition, as in a previous 
version of the NDP which had to be withdrawn. 
 
 The objectors themselves concede that the 
approach they advocate could well be  
“ futile and ultimately unsuccessful”  
 

 
This is the only opportunity 
for residents to comments on 
the revised draft plan 
produced after a previous 
NDP was withdrawn in 
December 2018.   
 
All residents should have the 
chance to see and comment 
on the plan ( incorporating  
any amendments arising from 
the current Reg.14 
consultation ) which is 
eventually submitted for 
examination  to MSDC  
 
 

 
067 

 
HKPC will consider all comments received at 
this stage and whether to make any 
amendments to the draft NDP as a result. 
 
At a later date, HKPC will consider a full set of 
amended documents a full set of documents 
for formal submission to MSDC. In both cases, 
these will be at Zoom meetings (necessitated 
by covid restrictions) which will be open to the 
public. 
 
Following submission, MSDC are required to 
arrange a further period of consultation on the 
submitted NDP documents (allowing local 
people the chance to make further comments) 
and all representations received will then be 
passed to an independent examiner. 
   

 
Concerns over traffic levels 
and speeds on roads in and 
around the village , 
particularly Birchgrove Road, 
where development 
pressures are also a concern  
  

 
070 

 
Noted 

 
There has been a lack of 
community engagement 
during the preparation of the 
revised draft NDP.  
 

 
075, 086, 095, 
099 

 
There was extensive community involvement 
over 3/4 years in putting together the original 
2016 plan.  
 
Following its withdrawal in late 2018, the work 
has been more narrowly focused on the 
housing development issue. This has included 
site meetings /discussions with landowners and 
developers (including this objector), discussions 
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at a number of HKPC meetings open to the 
public, a public meeting in May 2019, and Reg. 
14 public consultation on a revised plan in 
autumn 2020. 
 

 
The County Council looks to 
neighbourhood plans to be in 
general conformity with 
District Council planning 
policies and to take account 
of County Council policies , 
and the body of evidence and 
sustainability appraisals 
which support them  
 

 
0078 ( West 
Sussex County 
Council –
Planning Policy 
and 
Infrastructure 
Team ) 

 
Noted. The draft NDP has sought to be in 
general conformity with MSDC planning policies 
and WSCC policies. It has also tapped into the 
published  supporting evidence behind these 
policies.  

 
The District Council is pleased 
to see that informal 
comments on earlier drafts of 
the NDP have been taken into 
account in this consultation 
draft. 
 

 

The District Council suggests 
that you ensure that cross-
references within policies are 
accurate. In addition, 
references to the Site 
Allocations DPD need to be 
updated throughout the 
document.  Add references to 
recently adopted “Mid Sussex 
Design Guide”, as 
appropriate. 

 
MSDC believe that “only 
limited amendments” will be 
needed to meet the Basic 
Conditions test before taking 
the Neighbourhood Plan to 
the next (Reg.15 submission) 
stage.  
 

 
080 (Mid 
Sussex District 
Council ) 

 
Noted  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cross referencing will be checked to ensure 
that it is up to date in the documents formally 
submitted to MSDC at the next stage. 
 
Paragraph 1.15 should be amended to reflect 
the latest position on the Mid Sussex Design 
Guide which has now been formally adopted by 
MSDC.   
 
 
 
 
Noted. Pleased to see comments on degree of 
compliance with the “Basic Conditions” test 

 
Excellent document well 
explained. Support policies 
HK2 –HK17 , but concerned 
about housing allocations of 
the scale proposed , referred 

 
081 

 
Noted. The scale of housing development in the 
draft NDP reflects the strategic planning policy 
background set by MSDC and incorporated in 
an adopted plan ( particularly policy DP6 of the 
District Plan) 
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to in policy HK1 , as they are 
too large in scale for the 
village and will have a 
harmful impact 
 

 
The aim has been to identify the most 
sustainable sites available for new housing 
development. Inevitably, all potential 
development sites will have some external 
impacts on the village, both positive and 
negative. 
   

 
 
The draft NDP does not meet 
the statutory “basic 
conditions” and is not in 
general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the 
District Plan.  
 

 
 
085 (Site 
promoter-Land 
west of Church 
Lane)  

 
 
Every effort has been made to ensure that 
these statutory requirements are met and , 
following formal submission at the next stage 
of the NDP, they will be subject to independent 
examination on compliance with  “the basic 
conditions” 
 

 
Object to the draft NDP which 
is fundamentally flawed 
because : 
 

1. It does not protect 
the interests of the 
village and goes 
against the ethos of 
the Localism Act  

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

2. The draft NDP has 
not listened to 
objections from 
residents and has had 
no wider community 
involvement since the 
2015 workshops 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
086 

 
 
 
 
The draft NDP seeks to promote the sustainable 
development of the parish, in the interests of 
all, and has developed a package of planning 
policies which seek to achieve that aim.  
 
It has sought to do so within the framework set 
by the Localism Act and the Neighbourhood 
Plan regulations:  these require meeting certain 
“basic conditions” including general conformity 
with national and district policies. It does not 
have a “free hand” and cannot ignore these 
requirements. 
 
It is accepted that, when dealing with a difficult 
and divisive issue like the scale and location of 
new development, it will not be possible to 
please everyone. HKPC listens to, and carefully 
considers, all views. However, ultimately, it has 
to take a position, which may feel like “not 
listening” to those whose views are not 
followed by the Parish Council.  
 
There was extensive community involvement in 
putting together the original 2016 plan. 
Following its withdrawal in late 2018, the work 
has been more narrowly focused on the 
housing development issue. This has included 
discussions with landowners and developers 
(including this objector), discussions at a 
number of HKPC meetings open to the public, a 
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3. It does not protect 

the village from the 
spread of 
development 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

4. It does not address 
the impact of 
development on 
traffic in the village 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

5. Constance Wood 
Field should be 
protected  from 
development as a 
local green space 
 

6. Its reliance on MSDC 
housing development 
allocations, which are 
based on incorrect 
data and assumptions 
 
 
 
 
 
 

public meeting in May 2019 and Reg. 14 public 
consultation on a revised plan in autumn 2020. 
 
The scale of development required by strategic 
planning policies means that some sites outside 
the existing built up area of the village have to 
be considered. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes two sites for housing development in 
what it assesses as the most sustainable 
locations. Any release of land should seek to 
avoid opening up development pressures over 
wider areas of countryside  
 
The impact of traffic generated by new 
development is considered in the Site 
Assessments and Sustainability Appraisal 
published alongside the NDP. There has been 
liaison on this matter with both MSDC and 
WSCC Highways. 
 
Additionally, MSDC have engaged specialist 
consultants to examine the detailed traffic 
impacts of all sites proposed for new housing 
development in the Site Allocations DPD, 
including those in Horsted Keynes. These are at  
 
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-
strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-
19.pdf  
 
 
This is considered in detail in the responses to 
policy HK7 
 
 
 
Delays in progression of the draft NDP (mostly 
arising from its lengthy gestation , stalled 
submission and withdrawal in 2017-18) meant 
that it was “overtaken “ by the publication of, 
and consultation on, the Site Allocations DPD.  
 
The progress of the DPD work, and its 
conclusions on housing allocations, could not 
be ignored by the NDP, in line with national 
guidance . Nevertheless, the NDP has done its 
own separate Site Assessments and 
Sustainability Appraisal. These arrive at the 
same conclusions as the DPD on the most 
sustainable sites for housing development. 
 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-19.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-19.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-19.pdf
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7. This (6 above) results 

in site selections 
which are not 
sustainable 
 
 
 
 
 

8. The plan does not 
reflect the reality on 
the ground , with a 
reliance on desk top 
assessment 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Incorrect data and assumptions” are 
considered elsewhere in this document. 
They can also be addressed through objections 
to the DPD ( which the objector has lodged)  
Site Allocations issues are considered in Section 
9 ; the Site Assessments ;and the Sustainability 
Appraisal later in this document  
 
Work on the draft NDP since early 2019 has 
included a large amount of field work by the 
planning  consultant on sites in and around the 
village, and discussions with landowners and 
developers to gather and check information. It 
has not been just a “desk study”.  
 
Where the accuracy of site information is 
challenged by objectors , it will be checked 
again as part of this response to the Reg.14 
consultation  
 

 
The draft NDP lacks an 
objectives-led approach; 
reflects an abdication of 
leadership by HKPC in hiding 
behind allocations 
determined by MSDC; and 
will fail to create a plan which 
commands widespread 
community support. The plan 
needs to be radically re-
thought through constructive 
engagement with the 
community.  
 
This requires inclusion of the 
Jeffrey’s Farm sites and 
deletion of the St Stephen’s 
Field site  
  

 
088 

 
Vision and Objectives are set out in chapter 3 of 
the plan. The Sustainability Appraisal carried 
out for the draft NDP is also “objectives-led”  
 
The NDP cannot ignore recent progress on the 
Site Allocations DPD and the planning evidence 
which underlies it. This document takes that 
work into account , alongside its own NDP work 
and the comments received from the 
Regulation 14 consultation 
 
 
 
See Chapter 9 on “Site Allocations”  

 
No objection to plan 
proposals  
 

 
089 (Historic 
England)  
 

 
Noted 
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Concern over the plan’s 
emphasis on housing 
development at a time when 
the local infrastructure ( such 
as shops, services and jobs)  is  
reducing  
 

 
090 

 
New development can affect local 
infrastructure in two ways, both positively ( 
new residents supporting local services and 
facilities) and negatively ( putting more 
pressure on local infrastructure , if not 
upgraded in line with development).  
 
 
The plan has to consider both impacts 
  

 

 
General comments:  A wide range of comments have been received on the draft NDP “as a 
whole”. Mostly , these relate to the scale and location of new housing development , and are 
picked up as they arise in later chapters , particularly related to policy HK1 and Chapter 9 -  Site 
Allocations  
 
Recommendations:   
 
Paragraph 1.15 should be amended to reflect the latest position on the Mid Sussex Design Guide 
which has now been formally adopted by MSDC.  

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Chapter 1 – Foreword and Introduction  
 

 
Number of representations received –  9 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support -0 ; Neutral – 4 ; Object 5  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Paragraph 1.2 should make it clear 
that a local Steering Group was 
initially involved in preparation of 
the draft NDP, but that it was later 
brought ”in house” by the Parish 
Council  
 

 
027 

 
Agreed that this important change in 
arrangements for preparing the draft 
NDP should be made clearer  

 
The Foreword needs to make it 
clear that community involvement 
in preparing the plan was curtailed 

 
057 

 
Agreed. The community-based Steering 
Group found it difficult to make 
progress, largely due to differences over 
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in June 2015, when it was passed 
over to the Parish Council 

the way forward on housing 
development, and the Parish Council 
considered it best to take over work on 
the NDP. 
   

 
The Foreword suggests that the 
individuals listed as being involved 
in the Steering Group were active 
in  
 
 
plan preparation up to 2018. This is 
not the case and it should be made 
clear they had no involvement in 
the draft NDP recently published 
for consultation 
 
One person whose name is listed 
asks for it to be removed as “the 
current plan bears no resemblance 
to anything I supported” 
 

 
057, 067, 095 

 
Agreed that the Foreword should be 
amended to clarify the position , 
indicating the periods over which 
Steering  
 
 
Group members served , and the fact 
that the current draft of the NDP has 
been overseen by elected members of 
the Parish Council  
 
 

 
Paragraphs 1.16 -1.24 exaggerate 
the degree of community  
involvement in preparing the draft 
NDP since 2018.  
 
 
The Parish Council has failed to 
engage with the community and 
declined approaches from 
community members to do so. 
 

 
057 

 
Paragraph 1.23 and 1.24 cover public 
involvement in preparation of the draft  
NDP since withdrawal of the earlier draft 
NDP in late 2018. This is considered to be  
an accurate summary. 
 
The Parish Council are not aware of any 
such approaches, or their being turned 
down. The NDP has been a regular item 
on HKPC meeting agendas ( all of which 
are open to the public , previously in 
person , latterly on Zoom ) and 
associated agenda papers  and minutes 
are published online 
 

 
Paragraph 1.10 confirms that the 
NDP can take precedence over 
existing non-strategic policies in a 
local plan  
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 1.12 confirms that 
allocations of smaller , non-
strategic sites are left to MSDC’s 

 
088 

 
Agreed that if the NDP and a local plan 
are in conflict on a non-strategic 
planning policy matter, the former can 
take precedence if it is made later and is 
based on more “up-to-date” evidence 
and national planning policies. (Source; 
NPPF-Paragraph 30)  
 
Agreed that this is MSDC’s approach to 
maintaining a supply of smaller, non-
strategic sites to meet the housing and 
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Site Allocations DPD and 
neighbourhood plans prepared by 
town and parish councils 
 

employment land requirements 
identified in the adopted District Plan 
(2018) 

 

 
 
General comments:  None 
 
 
 
Recommendations:  
  

(a) Amend paragraph 1.2 to clarify the change in NDP governance arrangements in 2015 with 
work being led by the Parish Council rather than a community-based Steering Group 
 

(b)   Amend Foreword to remove list of Steering Group names and to thank the group’s 
efforts  as a whole instead 
 

(c) Update Foreword and Chapter 1 (Introduction) to reflect  latest position on progression of 
draft NDP and changes to the wider planning background  

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Chapter 2 – Local Context   
 

 
Number of representations received –  8 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-1;  Neutral -7; Object- 1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 

In paragraph 2.19 , suggest “A new, 
comprehensive Housing Needs 
Survey was….:”  to reflect that it 
was supported by MSDC and 
conducted through AIRS, not just 
locally run, and to reinforce that 
the housing need in the village is 
for 1/2 bed units of affordable 
housing. 

 

  
027 

 
Agreed. Amend wording to more 
accurately reflect the way in which the 
survey was prepared. 
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In paragraph 2.23, where 
describing an hourly service for the 
270, refer to it as “day only” or 
similar, to emphasise that it is not 
available early morning or late 
evening.  

 

027 Agree this amendment to more 
accurately  reflect the standard of public 
transport service available in Horsted 
Keynes and how this bears on the 
sustainability of development in the 
village   

 

Is reference to “Burn Lane” in 
paragraph 2.33 a typo? 

 

 
053 

 
Yes, it should be “Burn Hill” 

 

 

Public Rights of Way (PROW) 
should be included in local 
infrastructure due to their 
importance for sustainable 
transport , active travel and 
community cohesion   

 
 
0078 ( West 
Sussex County 
Council –
Planning Policy 
and 
Infrastructure 
Team ) 
 

 
 
Agreed. Recommend new  paragraph 
added under “Green Infrastructure” 
heading   

 

In paragraph 2.21,  the capacity of 
St Giles Primary School is 147 
pupils (not 146)  

 

 

 

 
0078 ( West 
Sussex County 
Council –
Planning Policy 
and 
Infrastructure 
Team ) 
 

 
Agreed. Recommend correction. 

 

The narrative does not reflect the 
large number of village businesses 
and facilities which have been lost 
over the last 20-30 years. In part, 
this reflects a lack of sustainable 
growth. 

 

Paragraph 2.5 is misleading in 
suggesting a thriving community 
life in the village. The reality is that 
it is struggling in many areas. 

 

In paragraphs 2.30-2.33, the 
planning context should include 
MSDC’s assessment of “Objectively 
Assessed Housing Need” (OAN), 
which at 126 dwellings” is 
considerably in excess of the 

 
088 

 
It is accepted that, as in many other 
villages, some businesses have been lost 
over the last 20-30 years. However, 
others have carried on serving the 
village, or have successfully established 
and grown ,particularly at the HK 
Business Park. 
 
The village web site HorstedKeynes.com 
suggests a lively community life with 
over 20 clubs and societies across a wide 
range of interests   
 
 
This response appears to be referring to 
paragraphs in the earlier NDP submission 
version (November 2017). On the 
substantive point , the key figure is the 
provision made in the District Plan policy 
DP6 , which is the OAN tempered by 
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provision made in MSDC plans or 
the NDP.  

 

Paragraph 2.36 : the draft NDP 
must consider the effect of traffic 
generated by new development on 
parking , safety and free flow of 
traffic on roads in the village  

planning strategy , environmental and 
infrastructure considerations  
 
This paragraph already confirms this as 
an important issue arising from public 
consultation and it has been considered 
in the assessment of potential 
development sites  
 

 

South East Water would like to 
work with MSDC and HKPC to 
establish mandatory standards for 
water  

 

efficiency in new development 
(both residential and non-
residential)  

 

 
097 (South East 
water )  

 
District Plan policy DP42 already seeks to 
limit water consumption in new 
dwellings to 110 litres per person per day   
 
Some aspects of the SUDS policy (HK12) 
could also assist in greater efficiency in 
the use of water 
 

 

 
General comments:  This chapter is intended to paint an accurate picture of the parish as the 
background to preparing planning policies. The recommended amendments proposed below 
should help to make it more accurate and up-to-date.   
 
Recommendations:  
 

(a) In paragraph 2.19 , delete “fresh” and replace with “new and comprehensive “, and add “ 
in association with Action in Rural Sussex and MSDC Housing Department” at end of first 
sentence 
 

(b)  In paragraph 2.23 add “(approx. 0700 – 1800)” after “Monday to Saturday” in second 
sentence. 
 

(c) Change “Burn Lane” to “Burn Hill” 
 

(d) Add new paragraph 2.39 under “Green Infrastructure” heading as follows: “The parish has 
an extensive Public Rights of Way (PROW) network providing many kilometres of 
footpaths and bridleways. These routes provide easy access to the countryside, which is 
appreciated by residents and visitors alike, and offers opportunities for both sustainable 
active travel and    leisure. The network is overseen by West Sussex County Council as 
PROW authority .   
 

(e) Substitute “147” for “146” in paragraph 2.21 
 

   
 
Section of draft NDP: Chapter 3 – Vision and Objectives    
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Number of representations received – 3 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-1 ; Neutral-1 ; Object-1 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Should more emphasis be placed 
on working from home in light of 
the covid pandemic? 
 
 

  
053 

 
The draft NDP’s objectives include 
promotion of local employment 
opportunities through “working from  
home”. The importance of this has 
increased with the pandemic and the 
large associated increase in “working 
from home”. In addition, policy HK15 
supports improvements to broadband 
and telecom links. 
 

 
Support the overarching vision of 
the draft NDP , but plan objectives 
need to recognise the important 
role that new homes can play in 
sustaining local services and 
facilities , and allowing the village 
to grow and thrive 
 

 
085 ( Site 
promoter-land 
west of Church 
Lane) , 088 

 
Agree that new homes can help to 
sustain local services and facilities 
and help the village to grow and 
thrive. There is already an explicit 
objective “to maintain and 
enhance existing, and establish 
new, local services and facilities” 
(objective 2)  
 

 
The allocation of St Stephen’s Field 
conflicts with Objective 5 on 
reducing the negative impacts of 
traffic and roadside parking on the 
village 
 

 
088 

 
It is accepted that development of this 
site will have a local traffic impact (as 
indeed will all other sites considered), 
but all planning factors need to be 
considered in deciding whether it is 
appropriate for it to be allocated. 
 

 

 
General comments:  There appears to be little objection to the Vision and Objectives  hammered 
out in extensive community discussions earlier in the NDP process  
 
Recommendations:   
 

None 
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Section of draft NDP: Chapter 4 – Location of Development and Built Up Area Boundary     
 

 
Number of representations received –  2 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-0;  Neutral-0 ; Objections-2 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
 
In paragraph 4.1, the wording is 
incorrect in that national planning 
policy for AONBs is not intended to 
“prevent unrestricted sprawl of 
development into the countryside” 
and , in fact, allows major 
development there in exceptional 
circumstances and where it is the 
public interest  
 

  
 
085 (Site 
promoter-land 
west of Church 
Lane”) 

 
 
This paragraph makes only a passing 
reference to the AONB (which is covered 
in paragraphs 6.11 -6.13 and HK9 of the 
NDP). It is referring to the purpose of a 
“Built Up Area Boundary” in focusing  
development within , and immediately 
adjacent to, the village and strictly 
controlling it in the surrounding 
countryside to protect its intrinsic 
character and beauty, which is 
recognised in AONB designation.  
  

 
In Paragraph 4.4, we should 
explore options for new housing 
development within the BUAB , 
rather than weaken the policy with 
caveats about extending it to 
incorporate proposed housing 
allocations 
 
 
Traffic Impact Assessments (TIA) 
would exclude the St Stephen’s 
Field site as a housing allocation 
 

 
088 

 
Policy HK1 broadly supports housing 
development on suitable sites within, 
and immediately adjacent to, the BUAB. 
This is subject to a number of detailed 
policies in this NDP and MSDC planning 
policy documents.  
 
 
 
TIA work carried out for MSDC’s Site 
Allocations DPD  suggests that traffic 
impact on this site would not be 
“significant” or ”severe”, which are the 
tests set out in national planning policy. 
WSCC have no objection as highway 
authority 
 

 

 



21 03 30 HKNDP Reg.14 consultation response and recs –Report to HKPC 
 

18 
 

General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  

 
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK1- Location of New development      
 

 
Number of representations received –  6 
 

 
Balance of representations received:  -  Support-1; Neutral-2 ; Object -3 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Support policy HK1 
 
 

 
 054 (Site 
promoter- Old 
Police House 
Field)  

 
Noted 

 
Paragraph 4.3 states that the Built 
Up Area Boundary (BUAB) , as 
shown in Map1 is unchanged, but 
this is contradicted by policy HK1 
which indicates that it will 
incorporate MSDC DPD allocations 
(SA28 and SA29) when they are 
built out  
 

 
057 

 
Agreed that this matter needs to be 
clarified by additional , qualifying, 
wording in Paragraph 4.3 

 
 
Policy HK1 should include 
reference to considering the 
impact of development on the 
Public Rights of Way (PROW) 
network  
 

 
 
0078 ( West 
Sussex County 
Council –
Planning Policy 
and 
Infrastructure 
Team ) 
 

 
 
District Plan policy DP22 already covers 
the impact of development on the public 
rights of way network  

 

Paragraph 3 refers to ‘acceptable 
impact on the landscape’. We 
would recommend stronger 
wording here to avoid a loose 

 
080 ( Mid 
Sussex District 
Council )  

 
Agreed , insert stronger wording as 
suggested by MSDC  
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interpretation of the policy such as 
“does not detract from”, “does not 
cause significant harm to” or “does 
not cause detriment to”.   

 

 
Do not understand why HK1 allows 
the BUAB to be breached to allow 
housing allocations at Old Police 
House Field (SA28) and St. 
Stephen’s field (SA29) , but not at 
Jeffrey’s Farm 
  

 
082 

 
The two sites are proposed for allocation 
by MSDC’s Site Allocations DPD as the 
most sustainable sites available for 
housing development on the edge of the 
village.  The Site Allocations DPD is 
subsequently proposing the amendment 
to the built-up area boundary in line with 
DP12 of the Mid Sussex District Plan. The 
HKNDP is reflecting this position. 
 
 
 
Jeffrey’s Farm is assessed as less 
sustainable, in part because it would 
breach the strong BUAB boundary 
provided by Sugar Lane on the west side 
of the village  
 

 
The BUAB boundary should be 
extended further outwards in order 
to provide scope for more housing 
development  
 
The BUAB for Horsted Keynes is 
irrational. The housing to the south 
of the village along, and to both 
sides of, Treemans Road should be 
included within the BUAB to the 
village boundary at the 30mph sign, 
in the same way that the strip of 
houses along Church Lane is 
included to the north.  
 
 
 
At present, the arbitrary boundary 
at the south of the village can be 
used to reject plans for 
development on Jeffrey’s  Farm 
buildings, when that site is actually 
 contiguous with existing housing 
 

 
088 

 
The BUAB , and any extensions arising 
from proposed MSDC DPD allocations, 
will allow the parish to meet its strategic 
housing requirements  
 
The current BUAB is not arbitrary. It 
reflects the difference between (a) the 
denser development on regular plots 
within the BUAB and , then beyond it , 
(b) the much lower density development 
on more spacious and irregularly shaped 
plots in the ribbon of development 
extending south out into the countryside 
along Treemans Road. The 30mph limit 
sign is some 200 metres or so to the 
south of the current BUAB    
 
The boundary in this area is longstanding 
and has successfully controlled 
development there. It long pre-dates 
more recent debate over the planning  
merits of development at the Jeffrey’s 
Farm sites.   
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General comments:  Two small amendments are recommended to tighten up the policy   
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) Add the following words in paragraph 4.3 after “BUAB for Horsted Keynes”:  – “ (although 
the MSDC Site Allocations DPD sites would need to be incorporated in due course , after 
they are built out ) 
 

(b) In third paragraph of policy HK1, delete “acceptable impact on the landscape” and insert 
“does not cause significant harm to the landscape”  
 

 

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Chapter 5 - Housing and Design of New Development  
 

 
Number of representations received –  2 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support- 0; Neutral- 2; Object - 0  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Paragraph 5.9 should make clear 
that the Horsted Keynes 
Community Land Trust is being 
formed , rather than already 
established  
 

  
007 

 
Agreed. This is already indicated in 
paragraph 5.9. 

 

Paragraph 5.35 refers to the “13th 
century church”. The Sussex Parish 
Churches Register describes it as 
11th century and there are 
identifiable elements of that period 
within the fabric 

  
027 

 
Agreed, this needs to be corrected. The 
AONB Unit’s research also indicates 11th 
century origins for the church  

 

 
General comments:  
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Recommendations:   
 

(a) Add the following words in brackets after “unchanged”  in paragraph 4.3 – “( although 
MSDC housing allocations would need to be incorporated in due course , after they are 
built out)” 
  

       (b)  In paragraph 5.35 , fourth line , correct “13thcentury church” to “11thcentury church”  

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK2-Community-led Housing   
 

 
Number of representations received –  9 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support - 1 ; Neutral -0; Object - 8 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
 
Pleased to see that there is now a 
specific policy supporting provision 
of community-led housing , but 
concerned that there is an 
inconsistency between the policy 
and the supporting text in respect 
of “Rural Exceptions Sites” which 
can be close to, but not necessarily 
contiguous with , the built up area 
boundary of the village   
 

 
 
005 ( Horsted 
Keynes 
Community 
Land Trust)  
 
006 ( High 
Weald AONB 
Unit)   

 

Agree that there is an inconsistency here 
and that policy HK2 should make it clear 
that Rural Exceptions Sites may be 
supported where they are in close 
proximity to, but not contiguous with, 
the built up area boundary in accordance 
with District Plan policy DP32 

 
This policy has not previously been 
the subject of public consultation  
 
 

 
057 

 
This policy has been added to the draft 
NDP since the previous 2016 version.  
 
The issue was aired at a public meeting in 
the village in May 2019. It has 
subsequently been prepared following a 
fresh local housing needs survey and 
discussions with Action in Rural Sussex 
and MSDC , and discussed in a number of 
HKPC meetings. Therefore, information 
about it has been in the public arena 
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both informally and as part of the recent 
formal public consultation. 
 

 
 
A CLT is not the only way by which 
“affordable housing” can be 
provided in order to meet local 
needs. Where land is allocated for 
housing development, policy DP31 
indicates that 30% of it should be 
affordable housing, either for rent 
or purchase.  
 
However , the Parish Council 
cannot provide any assurances that 
it will actually go to local people 
  

 
 
067 

 
 
Agreed that there are different ways of 
providing affordable housing to meet 
local needs, including as part of a larger 
commercial development, as indicated 
by the objector.  
 
 
 
 
Where it is part of a housing allocation 
delivered by a private developer, MSDC 
normally seek “nomination rights”, via a 
s.106 legal agreement, with priority given 
to people who have a connection with 
the parish.  
 
 
The Parish Council does not make 
decisions on such allocation of housing. It 
is normally done by the housing 
authority , in this case MSDC,  in line with 
its published housing policies and 
secured by them through planning 
obligations 
. 

 
The draft NDP makes no provision 
for “Rural Exception Sites” to meet 
local housing need. 
 
 

 
067 

 
There is already a district-wide policy 
(DP32) and the draft NDP cross 
references to this in policy HK2 as a 
potential source of community-led 
housing 
 
Rural Exception Sites are not identified in 
planning policies in neighbourhood 
plans. By their nature , they are 
exceptions to planning policy which have 
to be carefully justified on their own 
individual merits. 
  

 
The Birchgrove Road site is close to 
the settlement and is compliant 
with MSDC policy DP32 as a “Rural 
Exceptions Site “ which could 
provide a significant amount of 
affordable housing  

 
077-Site 
promoter- 
Birchgrove 
Road  

 
A planning application (DM/19/4276) has 
been submitted for 32 dwellings on this 
site, most of which is affordable housing. 
It was refused by MSDC and has gone to 
appeal (March 2021). It is not compliant 
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 with policy DP32 in several important 
respects  
 

 
 
The 2019 Housing Needs Survey, 
on which this policy relies, had a 
low response rate and therefore its 
conclusions are not robust. 
Insufficient account is taken of 
housing market data   

 
 
077-Site 
promoter- 
Birchgrove 
Road 

 
 
All residents in the parish were 
approached for their views .It is not 
surprising that many residents, who do 
not currently have a housing need, did 
not respond. Nevertheless an overall 
26% response rate was achieved.  
 
The data from the survey mirrors 
information from the MSDC Common 
Housing Register in showing that housing 
need in the parish is predominantly for 1 
or 2 bed dwellings. 
 
The policy is strongly moderated by 
housing market considerations and 
account has been taken of the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment for North 
West Sussex. 
   

 
 
It is not clear if the policy is 
intended to deliver housing within 
the NPPF definition of “affordable 
housing” or whether it is for “rural 
exceptions sites” under policy 
DP32 of the District Plan  
 
The scope of the policy should be 
widened, and it should be made 
more flexible, by allowing 
developers to provide a diverse 
range of homes. 
 

 
 
085 ( Site 
promoter-Land 
west of Church 
Lane)  

 
 
As the policy indicates , HK2 embraces a 
specific  range of local housing initiatives 
which must be : 
 

(a) 100% community-led  
(b) Meet a specified local housing 

need in the parish  
(c) Maintained in perpetuity for 

local people by a community led 
organisation or a registered 
housing provider  

(d) Designed to be sustainable 
(e) Meet other important local 

planning objectives 
 
These could be “affordable housing” 
provided in conjunction with 
commercially-led major developments 
(such as the allocations proposed in 
MSDC’s Site Allocations DPD) or “Rural 
Exception Sites” (where MSDC policy 
DP32 would be relevant), as well as other 
initiatives. 
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Policy HK2 is not intended to open up 
scope for additional commercially-led 
housing. 
 

 
Support policy  
 

 
088 

 
Noted 

 

 
General comments:  Two amendments are recommended , one of which is to reflect the scope 
for “Rural Exception Sites” beyond the BUAB , but in close proximity to the village    
 

Recommendations:   

(a) In paragraph 5.35 , fourth line , correct “13th century church” to “11th century church”  

(b) Amend first part of the policy to read as follows ( amendment in red) : 

Proposals for 100% community-led housing development will be supported on suitable 

sites within, or - if for less than 10 units - contiguous with, the built-up boundary of 

Horsted Keynes village, or on a Rural Exception Site in close proximity to the village , 

 where they: 

 

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK3- Dwelling Mix   
 

 
Number of representations received –  6 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-1 ; Neutral-0 ; Object -5 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Objects to indicative housing mix in 
policy HK3 for the following 
reasons: 
 

1. Over-emphasis on 1-bed 
dwellings, which are small 
and inflexible 
 

  
051 (Site 
promoter- St 
Stephen’s Field) 
 
054 (Site 
promoter-Old 
Police House 
Field)   

 
The points made by objectors are 
interconnected , so a response is set out 
below; 
 
MSDC District Plan policy DP30 does not 
specify a particular mix of housing, but 
states that development proposals should 

"provide a mix of housing types and sizes 
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2. Does not reflect the 
outcome of 2015 NDP 
workshops , where there 
was more support for 2-
bed and 3-bed dwellings 

 
3. Need for more family 

housing in the village 
 

4. Indicative provision not in 
line with North West 
Sussex Strategic Housing 
Market Study and MSDC 
policy DP30 
 

5. Indicative provision seems 
to be based on 2019 HK 
Housing Needs Survey, but 
this was too narrowly 
focused and had a limited 
response, making its 
conclusions less valid 
 
 

6. Policy pays too little 
attention to housing 
market , particularly the 
need for larger houses ,  
and is insufficiently 
supported by evidence  

 
7. Suggest indicative housing 

mix should be more flexible 
, as in the 2017 version of 
NDP (051) or removed 
altogether   (054)    

 

that reflects current and future local 
housing needs". 
 

Accordingly, it falls to any neighbourhood 
plan to consider whether to set a policy 
for housing mix, based on local evidence 
of housing need. 
 
The indicative mix in draft policy HK3 has 
changed from the 2017 version of the 
NDP as follows: 
 

 2017 NDP 2020 NDP 

1-bed At least   
10% 

    
Approx.40% 

2-bed At least 
40% 

    
Approx.40% 

3-bed  At least 
30% 

 (3+) 
Approx.20% 

4-bed No more 
than 10% 

 

 
This change was largely driven by the 
outcome of the local housing needs 
survey carried out by AiRS and the CLT in 
spring 2019 together with the latest data 
available from MSDC Housing Dept. on 
local needs, as expressed by its Common 
Housing Register (CHR). This data 
suggested that local housing need was 
predominantly for one-bed housing. This 
is the latest and most locally specific 
information. 
 
The existing dwelling stock has an 
unusually high proportion of larger 4 and 
5-bedroom housing  
 
The housing mix in the policy is 
moderated by housing market 
considerations. The objectors do not 
offer any new local housing need or 
housing market evidence in support of 
their case.  
 
Since planning policies only require 30% 
affordable housing, managed by a 
registered social landlord, the policy 
would mean that some of the provision 
for 1 and 2-bed housing would have to 
be provided for sale by private 
housebuilders.  



21 03 30 HKNDP Reg.14 consultation response and recs –Report to HKPC 
 

26 
 

 
More recent (January 2021) CHR data 
from MSDC suggests that the case for 
putting an emphasis on 1 and 2-bed 
dwellings in new housing developments 
remains very strong. Of the 29 
households seeking housing who have a 
connection with the village, 20 (69%) are 
seeking one-bed accommodation ,  a 
further 8 (28 %) are seeking two-bed 
accommodation, and only 1 household 
(3%) is seeking three-bed 
accommodation  
 
The indicative mix in the policy takes 
local housing need as its starting point, 
but is significantly moderated by housing 
market considerations, allowing for more 
2 and 3 bed houses than housing need 
considerations alone would suggest. 
 

 
Policy HK3 is unrealistic and does 
not reflect the need for 
development to be financially 
viable  
 
 

 
075 

 
It is accepted that housing needs to be 
financially viable for the developer. 
However, the viability equation differs 
significantly from site to site. If policy 
HK3 raises viability issues, the developer 
can submit information to MSDC at the 
planning application stage to justify a  
 
 
different housing mix. 
  

 
Support policy HK3  

 
088 
 

 
Noted 

 
The draft NDP does not meet he 
identified local housing need for 
single persons and couples 
  

 
099 

 
This identified local need for single 
persons and couples is a driving factor 
behind the housing mix proposed in HK3 
, albeit tempered by wider housing 
market conditions  
 

 

 
General comments:  This policy has attracted a number of objections, mostly on the basis that the 
mix of new housing should be more market-driven and that developers should have more 
flexibility in determining the mix of housing in their planning applications. 
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Local housing need data strongly supports the policy’s emphasis on provision of 1 and 2-bed 
dwellings. However, the mix in the policy is significantly moderated by housing market 
considerations and smaller proportions of these types of housing are indicated than housing 
needs data alone would suggest.  Accordingly, no substantive changes to the policy are proposed. 
 
Recommendations:   
 
Update reference in policy to Common Housing Register from “January 2020” to “January 2021”  
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK4- Maintaining Local Character and Good Quality Design   
 

 
Number of representations received –  3 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support- 2, Neutral- 0 ; Object -1 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
This policy requires all 
development to adopt the principle 
of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems. This may  
 
 
not be possible or practical, 
particularly on household 
extensions for example 
 
 

 
 080 (Mid 
Sussex District 
Council )  

 
The draft policy asks applicants to “adopt 
the principles of sustainable urban 
drainage systems, where practicable”, so  
 
 
it does allow for exceptions on sites 
where it is not practicable.  
 
SUDS embraces a very wide range of 
measures , many of which are possible at 
the single dwelling , or even dwelling 
extension level ( for example green roofs 
, water butts and water harvesting , 
permeable paving etc. ) 
 

 
Support policy HK4 (subject to 
reservations that trees on the St. 
Stephen’s Field site be 
safeguarded)  
 
 

 
088 

 
Noted 

 
Support policy HK4 

  
Noted 
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 089 (Historic 
England)  
 

 

 
General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK5- Infill Development and Residential Extensions    
 

 
Number of representations received –  2 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support- 0 ; Neutral -2  : Object - 0 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 

The policy refers to ‘residential 
extensions’ which could be 
understood as extension to the 
village. The use of ‘household  

 

extension’ would provide additional 
clarity in this respect.  

 

The second bullet point refers to 
important views out of the village. 
It would be useful to define those.  

 
 

  
080 (Mid 
Sussex District 
Council )  

 
Agree that it would be clearer to use the 
term “household” or “domestic” 
extension , rather than “residential 
“extension” 
 
 
 
 
 
Further fieldwork has been carried out 
on this point. There are only a few 
locations in the village where gaps in 
otherwise built up frontages open up 
extensive and distant views out into the 
countryside from public vantage points. 
These are identified as follows: 
 

(a) Between Giles Barn Cottage and 
Timbers in Church Lane ( view to 
west) 

(b) East side of Martindale Centre, 
Station Road (view to north)  
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It is suggested that these be mentioned 
in the text as examples, rather than 
included in the policy  
 

 

Given the extent of the 
conservation area within the 
BUAB, the policy should include a 
requirement for particular care to 
be taken in preserving the 
significance of nearby heritage 
assets in addition to the separate 
heritage assets policy.  

 

 
089 ( Historic 
England)  

 

Agreed. This should help to reduce 
potential for a possible conflict between 
policies. 

 

 
General comments:  Two amendments are suggested to improve the policy  
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) In policy HK5, delete “residential extension “ and insert “domestic extension” 
 

(b) Add additional bullet point to the policy:  
 
“preserving and enhancing heritage assets and their wider settings , including 
conservation areas , listed buildings and areas of archaeological interest ( see also policy 
HK6) ”  
 

        (c)  Add examples of viewpoints to paragraph 5.28 and delete “at the following locations” in      
policy HK5 
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK6- Conserving Local Heritage    
 

 
Number of representations received  –  1 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support -0 ; Neutral-0 ; Objection -1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   
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For the sake of completeness the 
opening sentence of this policy 
should refer to District Plan policy 
DP34 as well as DP35.  
 
The policy also makes no mention 
of archaeology. This may also 
provide sites and areas that are 
considered to be heritage assets 
within national policy for the 
historic environment.  
 
Additional policy wording is 
suggested 
 

 

 
 

089 (Historic 
England)  

Agreed 
 
 
 
 
Agreed that the following wording, as 
suggested by Historic England, be added 
to the policy to safeguard archaeological 
interests.  
 
"Development proposals should 

demonstrate that they have taken 

into account the potential impact on 

above and below ground 

archaeological deposits and to avoid 

or minimise impacts to sites that 

may be identified as previously 

unidentified heritage assets  

 

Potential impacts should be 

identified in a supporting Heritage 

Statement as part of any planning 

application and any harm or loss 

of significance will require robust 

justification in terms of the delivery 

of public benefits that could not 

otherwise be provided. The County 

Historic Environment Record (HER) 

should also be consulted." 

 

This additional policy wording also 
requires some further background 
explanation in supporting text  
 

 

 
General comments:  Areas of archaeological interest require more prominence in the NDP  and 
additional policy text and background information are proposed to cover this gap , along with one 
other minor amendment  
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) Add reference to District Plan policy DP34 in opening sentence of the policy  
 

(b)  Add the following wording to the end of the policy , as recommended by Historic 
England:  

 
"Development proposals should demonstrate that they have taken into account the    

potential impact on above and below ground archaeological deposits and to avoid or 

minimise impacts to sites that may be identified as previously unidentified heritage 

assets  
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Potential impacts should be identified in a supporting Heritage Statement as part of 

any planning application and any harm or loss of significance will require robust 

justification in terms of the delivery of public benefits that could not otherwise be 

provided. The County Historic Environment Record (HER) should also be consulted." 

 

(c) Add the following supporting text as new paragraph 5.40 and re-number existing 5.40 as 
5.41 : 

 
It is also important to understand, conserve and enhance the archaeological interest of 

the parish. Prior to preparing development proposals, the West Sussex Historic 

Environment Records should be consulted to ensure that full account is taken of any 

archaeological interest in the vicinity of a site. Archaeological interest in Horsted 

Keynes is focused on the area around St Giles Church and its medieval moat (which is 

an Archaeological Notification Area triggering consultation on any planning applications 

there with specialist advisers at WSCC ), but other items of interest have occurred in a 

number of other locations around the parish.    

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Chapter 6 - Environment and Green Space  
 

 
Number of representations received –  3 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support -0  ; Neutral- 2  ; Object- 1 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

Further work undertaken for the 
AONB Unit suggests that the text in  

 

paragraph 6.12 of the draft NDP 
should be amended to reflect the 
latest research on the landscape 
history of the parish 

006 (High 
Weald AONB 
Unit ) 

It is important that the draft NDP reflects 
the latest research on this important  

 

issue, which informs our understanding 
of the particular character and 
appearance of the village and its 
surroundings. 

 

 
In paragraph 6.12  , suggest “Mill  
Wood” be included in this list (of 
ancient woodlands) due to the 
relative proximity to the Sledging 
Field 
 

 
027 

 
Mill Wood is a tract of ancient woodland 
and could be added to this list on its own 
merits , rather than by virtue of its 
proximity to any other site  
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In paragraph 6.5 , consider that it 
will not be possible to safeguard 
trees and associated nature 
conservation interest at St 
Stephen’s Field  
 

088 This site has not been identified as 
having any particular nature 
conservation interest. However , MSDC 
have indicated that any planning 
application on the site would need to 
include a tree survey  and a detailed 
ecological assessment , and demonstrate 
a net biodiversity gain  
 

 

 
General comments:   
 
Recommendations:   
 
(a) Accept changes in red below to paragraph 6.12 of the draft NDP as recommended by AONB 
Unit  

  

Settlement: the main settlement is the village of Horsted Keynes, which originated in Saxon times 
on a knoll to the north of the current village with the oldest part being where the parish church of 
St Giles, dating back to the 11th century, now stands. A separate and later trading settlement then 
grew up around the commons and intersecting route ways to the south, and now forms the main 
part of the village. There are also small hamlets (Birch Grove, Cinder Hill and Freshfield) and over 
thirty historic farmsteads dispersed across the parish dating from the medieval period to the 
nineteenth century  

(b)Add “Mill Wood” to list of ancient woodlands listed in paragraph 6.12 

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK 7 - Retention and Enhancement of Recreational and Local Green 
Spaces  
 

 
Number of representations received –  14 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support - 0; Neutral -1 ; Object 13 :  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Constance Wood Field should be 
added to the list of “Local Green 
Spaces” covered by draft NDP 

  
010 ( Hamsland 
Action Group), 
024, 025,026, 

 
The National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) (paragraph 100) sets out these 
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policy HK7, as it meets the national 
criteria and is much valued by the 
local community  
 
 

043, 067, 069, 
073, 075, 082, 
086, 091, 095,   

criteria for designation of “local green 
spaces” , which must be: 
 
(a)  in reasonably close proximity to the  
community it serves; 
 
 b) demonstrably special to a local 
community and holds a particular local 
significance, for example because of its 
beauty, historic significance, recreational 
value (including as a playing field), 
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
 
 c) local in character and is not an 
extensive tract of land 
 
The Constance Wood Field site is a 
grassed area of 1.40 hectares, owned by 
MSDC, accessed by foot off Hamsland 
and adjacent to the village. It is mainly 
used for informal recreation, has been 
the location of a local biodiversity 
project, and is valued by the local village 
community.  It does not serve a wider 

area. 
 

MSDC’s Open Space Assessment (carried 
out by consultants 2006 and updated 
2010) designated it as “multi-functional 
green space “, although of “low value” 
and “low quality” and considered the 
need for it “requiring review “. More 
than a decade later, it remains in 
recreational use.    
 
However , the public use of the site 
appears not to be permanent : an official 
sign at the entrance to the site states “ 
Permission for the public to use this land 
may be withdrawn at any time” 
 

Designation of “Local Green Spaces” 
(LGS) is not a device for blocking 
development , but must be based on the 
intrinsic merits of the site in relation to 
the NPPF criteria.  
 
In any event , irrespective of LGS 
designation , national planning policies 
(NPPF para 97.) seek to safeguard 
existing public open spaces as follows: 
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Existing open space, sports and 
recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields, should not be built on 
unless:  

a) an assessment has been 
undertaken which has clearly 
shown the open space, buildings 
or land to be surplus to 
requirements;  
 

or b) the loss resulting from the 
proposed development would be 
replaced by equivalent or better 
provision in terms of quantity and 
quality in a suitable location;  
 
or c) the development is for 
alternative sports and recreational 
provision, the benefits of which 
clearly outweigh the loss of the 
current or former use 

   
This approach is echoed in policy DP24 of 
the District Plan. 
 

 

 
The case for retaining all of the 
Recreation Ground as open space 
will be very much weaker if it is  
poorly used 
 

 
 
088 

 
 
The Recreation Ground is considered to 
meet the tests for “local green space” set 
out in the NPPF. If it fell into disuse at  
some time in the future , this could be 
reviewed against the NPPF criteria 
 

 

 
General comments:  The status of Constance Wood Field has been raised by a number of 
objectors, who value the site for its recreational and other significance and are also concerned 
that it could be subject to increased development pressure if St. Stephen’s Field site is developed. 
( actually the two sites are separated by a narrow field opening out to the south which is leased 
out for agricultural use) 
 
 
“Safeguarding from development” is not relevant to whether it should be designated as a “local 
green space” and so should play no part in this NDP policy consideration.  
 
The relevant criteria are as set out in the NPPF .The site certainly meets the “proximity to the 
community it serves” and “local in character and not extensive in size” criteria. The third criteria 
of being “demonstrably special” in terms of natural beauty, historic or wildlife significance, or 
recreational value, is much more arguable.   
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An earlier open space study for MSDC ( now more than ten years old) indicated it as “low quality” 
and “low value”:  that view is clearly not shared by a number of local residents, particularly in 
terms of its recreational and wildlife value and the attractive and extensive rural  views it offers to 
the south. It also forms part of a historic field system to the south of the village, albeit 
compromised by modern development in Hamsland.  
 
This is a matter where the Parish Council will need to exercise its judgement on the value of the 
site to the local community in terms of the third NPPF criteria of being “demonstrably special”. It 
will also need to be clear about the status of the site and its ongoing availability for public 
recreation. 
 
If designated as a “local green space”, this would be a significant change to the NDP which has not 
previously been published for comment. Therefore, a further 6-8 week period of public 
consultation on this specific proposal would be required before the NDP could progress further.     
 
Recommendations:   
 
The Parish Council is asked to consider whether to add “Constance Wood Field” to the “local 
green space” sites covered by policy HK7 and Policies Map  
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK 8 – Recreation 
 

 
Number of representations received –  0 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Not applicable  
 

 

 
General comments:  This policy has attracted no comments  
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK9 – High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
 

 
Number of representations received –  4 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support -1; Neutral – 0 ; Object - 3 
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Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Strongly support draft policy HK9 in 
order to meet the statutory 
requirement to conserve and 
enhance this nationally important 
landscape 
 

 
006 (High 
Weald AONB 
Unit ) 

 
Noted 

 
Second bullet point of policy HK9 
“respects the settlement pattern of 
the parish and uses local materials 
and wood fuel systems.”  
 
 
 Is this good practice now given the 
recent debate about wood burning 
and the need to move to low 
carbon energy?  
 
 

 
027, 088 

 
The reference to wood fuel systems 
reflects the High Weald AONB’s policy of 
supporting sustainable woodland 
management, which includes use of local  
wood for fuel. 
 
In recent months, there has been more 
discussion of the impact of burning wood 
fuel on air pollution. The Government   
 
 
requires all wood fuels sold for domestic 
consumption to be “kiln dried” from 
February 2021 in order to reduce 
pollution.  
 
Obviously, this would also apply to any 
wood fuel burning systems incorporated 
in new development. There is a wide 
choice of systems available on the 
market , designed to be compliant with 
the new legislation  
 

 

The first sentence of this policy is 
the same as the policy DP16 of the 
District Plan which suggests that 
this policy may not be needed.  

 

 

The second part of the policy lists 
criteria that all development must 
demonstrate which we believe may 
be too onerous and unreasonable 
with challenging concepts to apply 
to all proposals.  

 
080(Mid Sussex 
District Council 
) 

 
Detailed discussions have been held with 
MSDC officers and the AONB Unit on this 
policy, with a view to ensuring that it 
does not duplicate District Plan policy 
DP16 and focuses on the conservation 
and  
 
enhancement of the distinctive, and 
defining, features of the AONB landscape 
in Horsted Keynes parish. 
 
These features include : 
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National guidance (Locality) 
strongly cautions against 
neighbourhood plans duplicating 
existing strategic planning policies  

 

(a) Watercourses and historic water 
features ,such as hammer ponds 
 

(b) The settlement pattern in the 
parish 

 
(c) Historic routeways 

 
(d) Ancient woodland  

 
(e) Historic field systems and the  

              boundaries which define them  
 
Recommended wording arising from 
these discussions is set out below 
 

 

 
General comments:  The draft policy is recommended to be altered as set out below to reflect the 
latest discussions with MSDC and AONB Unit officers 
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) The wording of policy HK9 be amended as follows ( additional text in red and deletions 
shown thus ) : 

 

POLICY HK9: THE HIGH WEALD AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY 
 
Development within the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will only be 
permitted where it conserves or enhances the natural beauty of the parish and has regard to the 
objectives of the High Weald AONB Management Plan 2019-24 and is in accordance with policy 
DP16 of the Mid Sussex District Plan.   
 
In particular, development should conserve and enhance the following components of the 
landscape in the parish, which , taken together, help to make it of national importance, and must 
demonstrate that it meets relevant elements of these objectives for this nationally important 
landscape: 

• takes opportunities, where watercourses and water bodies are within or adjacent to the 

development site, to restore their natural function in order to improve water quality; 

prevent flooding and enhance wetland habitats; 

• respects the settlement pattern of the parish and uses local materials (see paragraph 5.29) 

and wood fuel systems that enhance the appearance of development and help to reconnect 

development with the landscape; 

• relates well to historic routeways and does not divert them from their original course or 

damage their rural character by loss of banks, hedgerows, verges or other important 

features; 

• does not result in the loss or degradation of Ancient Woodland or historic features within it 
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and, where appropriate will contribute to its ongoing management; 

• conserves and enhances the ecology of fields, trees and hedgerows; retains and reinstates 
historic field systems  and the boundaries which define them ; and directs development 
away from medieval or earlier fields, especially where these form coherent field systems 
with other medieval features. 

 
Residential development should utilise the guidance in the High Weald Housing Design Guide 
(2019) in order to meet the requirement for landscape-led designs which conserve and enhance 
the special character of the AONB and also comply with policies HK4 and HK5 of this plan.   
 

(b) The supporting text provides maps showing the location of the key features indicated in 
the above policy, so that it is clear where any development proposals need to exercise 
particular care in conserving and enhancing the AONB. 

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK10 – Protection and Improvement of Natural Habitats  
 

 
Number of representations received –  1 
 

 
Balance of representations received:    Support- 0, Neutral – 0 ; Object - 1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Welcome addition of non-statutory 
natural habitats to policy HK10 , 
but would like to add requirement 
for management plans to be 
prepared and regularly updated in 
consultation with Sussex Wildlife 
Trust  
 

  
007 

 
The draft policy requires an ecological 
assessment to be provided with any 
planning applications affecting key 
nature conservation sites in the parish. If 
ongoing site management plans are 
required as a result of this work, these 
can be required and enforced by 
planning condition. 
 
This is more appropriate than a blanket 
requirement  
   

 
 
Add non-statutory sites to Policies 
Map  
 

 
 
007 

 
 
Agreed 
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General comments:  None. 
 
The policy as drafted does not refer to planning applications demonstrating a 10% net gain in 
biodiversity, which is anticipated in the Government’s Environment Act and already a requirement 
in the District Plan’s policy DP38. It is recommended that the NDP cover this point with additional 
wording added to the end of policy HK10 as set out below. 
 
Recommendations:  
 

(a) Add non-statutory sites to Policies Map 
 

(b)  Add “All new development will be required to produce a net gain in biodiversity , in 
addition to any mitigation or compensation required, in line with District Plan policy 
DP38”  

 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK11 – Low Carbon Design and Renewable Energy Schemes  
 

 
Number of representations received –  1 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support – 0;  Neutral-0 ; Object - 1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
This policy is not in general 
conformity with MSDC policy DP39 
and should be deleted.  
 
Energy standards in new housing 
will be set by the Government’s 
Future Homes Standard (Part L of 
the Building Regulations ) and there 
is no need for such a planning 
policy  
  

  
085 ( Site 
promoter-Land 
west of Church 
Lane) 

 
It is accepted that the Building 
Regulations set national energy 
standards in new buildings.  
 
However, this is an aspirational policy 
which asks applicants for planning 
permission to aim to be carbon neutral, 
consider opportunities to reduce or 
offset carbon emissions, and gives 
support and positive weight to proposals 
that do so. 
 
The policy goes beyond the carbon 
balance in new development proposals 
and also encourages freestanding 
renewable and low carbon energy 
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schemes: this is an additional reason for 
retaining the policy.  
  

 

 
 
General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK12 – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) –Design and 
Management    
 

 
Number of representations received  –  2 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-0; Neutral-0;Object-2  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Object to over-prescriptive wording  
in the policy, which is not 
appropriate in the Horsted Keynes 
area where the clay geology may 
limit the scope for SUDS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suggest policy should be more 
flexible , with “should” replacing 
“must” and add “where 
practicable” , to provide more 
flexibility without   
 
 
 

  
051 (SA 29 St 
Stephen’s Field 
-   
Site promoter) 

 
The surface geology in the parish is a  
mixture of Wealden sandstones, 
mudstones, siltstones and clays.  
 
It is agreed that the presence of clays 
may limit the range of SUDS options 
available on some sites. However, in 
most cases, there will still be other SUDS 
options available and the developer can 
consider the best measures available to 
suit the site. 
 
The alterations suggested will provide 
more flexibility and it is recommended 
that they are incorporated in the draft 
NDP 
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losing the central thrust of the 
policy to promote SUDS 
 
 

 

This policy requires all 
development to adopt the principle 
of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems. This may not be possible 
or practical, particularly on 
household extensions for example.   

 
Policy DP41 of the District Plan  
introduced a threshold 
(development of 10 dwellings or 
more) with regards to SUDS and a 
departure from strategic policy 
would need to be appropriately 
justified, including through viability 
evidence 
 
 

 
080 (Mid Sussex 
District Council 
)  

 
Policy HK12 encourages applicants for 
planning permission to think about 
sustainable drainage and to adapt to 
climate change. 
 
The recommendation in respect of the 
objection above (051) seeks more 
flexibility, seeking provision of SUDS 
measures “where practicable”. 
 
The DP 41 threshold is noted, but a 
threshold based on the size of the 
development (10+dwellings) seems to 
ignore the possibilities for sustainable 
drainage measures on smaller scale 
developments: these include green 
roofs, water butts and other rainwater 
harvesting measures, permeable paving 
and bio-retention planters.  
 
These measures are effective, but 
inexpensive, in attenuating water flow 
off development sites. It is not 
considered likely that they would 
impinge on the overall economic viability 
of a development  
 
Some additional explanatory text on 
these lines would be helpful in response 
to this objection. 
 
[See also “Water. People. Places : A 
guide for master planning sustainable 
drainage into developments” prepared 
by the Lead Local Flood authorities of 
South East England by AECOM (2014)- 
including WSCC  ] 
 

 

 
General comments:  Several changes are recommended , particularly to underline the potential 
for sustainable drainage to be incorporated even into small-scale development  
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Recommendations:   
 

(a) Replace “must” with “should” in line 1 , and insert” where practicable” after 
“incorporated” in line 2 of policy HK12  
 

(b) Add the following sentence to paragraph 6.22 to provide additional explanation of the 
scope of SUDS in smaller scale development : -  
 
“A range of SUDS measures on smaller scale developments can also assist in slowing the 
flow of water through the drainage system. These include green roofs, water butts and 
other rainwater harvesting measures, permeable paving and bio-retention planters. These 
measures are effective, but inexpensive, in attenuating water flow off development sites. 
It is not considered likely that they would impinge on the overall economic viability of a 
development “ 
 

 

 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK13 – Light Pollution  
 

 
Number of representations received –  0 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   -Not applicable  
 

 

 
General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  
 

 

 
 
Section of draft NDP: Chapter 7 Business and Employment  
 

 
Number of representations received –  1  
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-0 ;  Neutral  -1; Object-0  
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Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
With more people working from 
home, are there plans to promote a 
new phone mast location 
somewhere in the village to 
improve mobile telecoms? 

  
022 

 
There are currently no known plans by 
the telecoms operators to upgrade mast 
provision in Horsted Keynes. However , 
draft policy  HK15 is generally supportive 
of such provision , subject to detailed 
siting and other considerations 
 

 

 
General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  
 

 

 
 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK14 Expansion of Existing Commercial Premises  
 

 
Number of representations received –  1 
 

 
Balance of representations received:    Support - 0; Neutral – 0 ; Object - 1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
The supporting text for this policy 
should recognise the important 
role that new housing development 
plays in the local economy  , 
particularly supporting local 
services ,facilities  and business, 
employment in construction , and 
offering local people to live close to 
their place of work  
 

  
085 (Site 
promoter -Land 
west of Church 
Lane)  

 
This point is recognised in a 
recommendation on the Plan objectives ( 
see section above)  
 
HK14 is about the expansion of existing 
commercial premises and repetition here 
does not really add to the understanding 
of this policy , which is primarily 
intended to assist the local business 
community in framing successful 
planning applications which will provide 
additional local jobs  
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General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:   No amendments  
 

 

 
 
Section of draft NDP: Policy HK15 Broadband and Telecommunications  
 

 
Number of representations received –  1  
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support -1 ; Neutral-0  ; Object - 0   
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
Support design parameters in the 
policy  
 
Bullet point (a) should use “avoid 
and minimise harm” rather than 
“reduce adverse impacts on “ , as 
drafted and the term “landscape” 
should be made more explicit and 
extended to include other 
environmental assets  
 

  
089 ( Historic 
England )  

 
Noted 
 
 
Agreed. The term “landscape” should be 
replaced with “AONB, conservation areas 
, listed buildings and sites of 
archaeological interest”   
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
General comments:  The amendments suggested by Historic England will improve the policy  
 
Recommendations:  
 

(a) In policy HK15, replace “reduce adverse impacts on” and replace with “ avoid and 
minimise harm”   
 

(b) In section(a) of the policy , replace “landscape” with “AONB , conservation areas , listed 
buildings and sites of archaeological interest “ 
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Section of draft NDP: Chapter 8- Transport   
 

 
Number of representations received –  3 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support -0 ; Neutral - 0; Object - 3  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
 
Paragraphs 8.10, 8.11 and 8.12 
should be amended to include the 
objective of providing a safe and 
complete pedestrian link between 
the Westall House care complex 
and the village 

  
 
029 

 
 
The opening paragraph of the policy 
already generally seeks to link 
development sites with community 
facilities in the village by footways and 
cycle ways, in order to encourage active 
travel. However, the draft NDP does not 
specifically mention a link between 
Westall House and the village centre.   
It is agreed that achievement of such a 
pedestrian link is desirable.  
 
However, opportunities for its 
improvement through the planning 
system would only arise if there are 
development applications which would 
generate significant additional pedestrian 
traffic between the application site and 
the centre of the village. 
 
Additionally, and outside the planning 
system, WSCC could explore options for 
improvement using their highway powers 
and funding.  If HKPC wish to promote the 
route , this would be a community action 
in Chapter 10, rather than through a 
planning policy  
 
If HKPC wish to highlight this particular 
link , a reference can be added in the 
background text    
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The draft NDP should include a 
planning policy on parking 
provision and not rely on WSCC 
parking standards, which are not 
appropriate to a rural settlement.  
 
 

 
057 

 
There is no evidence to support a separate 
set of parking standards specifically for 
Horsted Keynes. 
 
West Sussex County Council (as highway 
authority) recently reviewed and updated 
the county parking standards in 
September 2020.  
 
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/1
847/guidance_parking_res_dev.pdf  
 
The standards for parking in residential 
development vary across five different 
“Parking Behaviour Zones”(PBZs)  , with 
different parking requirements in each 
zone depending on the availability of 
different modes of transport and access to 
work, shopping  and community facilities.  
 
In common with most other rural areas, 
Horsted Keynes is in PBZ 1. This zone has 
the highest level of parking 
requirements, reflecting the low level of 
public transport and relatively poor access 
to work and services in comparison with 
the larger settlements. 
 

 
Statements in paragraph 8.1 – 8.4 
are wholly incompatible with the 
traffic and parking impact of the 
proposed allocation at St. 
Stephen’s Field  
 

 
088 

 
These paragraphs are intended to 
describe the background to transport in 
the parish. They are not an assessment of 
the merits of different potential housing 
development sites  

 

 
General comments:  It is important here to understand the relationship between what can be 
achieved by the planning system and what is a matter for WSCC as highway authority   
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) If HKPC members wish, the link between Westall House and the village centre can be 
mentioned as an example of improved footway links needed in the village in paragraph 
8.10. 

 

 

https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/1847/guidance_parking_res_dev.pdf
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/1847/guidance_parking_res_dev.pdf
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Section of draft NDP:  Policy HK16- loss of existing public car parks  
 

 
Number of representations received –  1 
 

 
Balance of representations received: -  Support-1; Neutral-0 ; Object- 1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
The scope of the policy should be 
extended to cover on-street 
parking as well as off-street parking  
 
 

  
088 

 
Planning legislation (and neighbourhood 
plans) do not cover on-street parking : 
this is covered by separate highway 
legislation   

 

 
General comments:  None  
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  
 

 

 
 
Section of draft NDP:  Policy HK17- Cycle ways and footways 
 

 
Number of representations received – 5 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-1, Neutral -1 ; Object-4  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   
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The draft NDP contradicts its own 
policy HK17 by including Westall 
house as a contributor to local 
housing land supply , even though 
it lacks a safe and continuous  
pedestrian route back into the 
village   

 
029 

 
Its contribution to local housing supply 
simply reflects the planning permission 
already granted by MSDC. The planning 
balance in that case gave more weight to 
the social benefits of the scheme than 
the lack of the footpath link.  
 
It is agreed that a better pedestrian link 
back into the village would be desirable 
to make it safer and more attractive for 
pedestrians and perhaps also reduce car 
trips.(See response to Chapter 8 above)  
 

 
Support the general thrust of the 
policy, but concerned that some 
cul-de-sac housing developments, 
with very low traffic levels, may 
incorporate shared surfaces, as 
allowed in Government guidance 
and the MSDC Design Guide.  
 
In addition , “landscape-led” 
housing developments may be 
inhibited by an inflexible approach 
to footway provision  
 
Suggest delete the words “ serving 
the new dwellings” from the policy 
 

 
054 ( Site 
Promoter—Old 
Police House 
Field )  

 
Agree that shared surfaces ( where cars , 
cycles and walkers share the same area) 
may be appropriate , particularly using 
the design principles set out in MSDC’s 
recently approved Design Guide ( pages 
64-68)  

 
The policy should also promote 
equestrian routes and 
opportunities for developing the 
bridleway network in new 
developments  
 

 
0078 ( West 
Sussex County 
Council –
Planning Policy 
and 
Infrastructure 
Team ) 
 

 
The policy promotes “active travel” 
access to, and within, new housing 
developments sites.  
 
Although there is no objection at all to 
promoting equestrian routes in the 
parish, there are unlikely to be 
opportunities to do this with the scale, 
type and location of new housing 
proposed in the parish.  
 
Neither of the proposed MSDC housing 
allocations are on, or directly abut, 
bridleway routes.  
 

 

This policy is quite prescriptive by 
requirement ‘sufficient width to 
accommodate at least two persons 

 
080 (Mid Sussex 
District Council )  

 
This matter has been checked with 
WSCC Highways. Normally, they use the 
Government’s “Manual for Streets”  
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 walking abreast’. We would advise 
engaging with West Sussex County 
Council, the highway authority, on 
this matter to ensure that this 
accord with the standards they are 
looking to implement.  

 

 
 
highway specifications, which requires a 
2.0 metre wide footway to enable two 
people to walk side by side and/or have 
a wheelchair or pram. Exceptionally , 
narrower footways down to 1.5 metres 
may be allowed if there are highway 
boundary or other land ownership 
constraints  
 

 
Support policy HK17, but 
concerned that the St. Stephen’s 
Field site has been allocated when 
it cannot possibly meet its 
requirements  
 

 
088 

 
Noted. This matter is considered in 
Chapter 9 below.  

 

 
General comments:  
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) In policy HK17,  delete “serving the dwellings) and insert ” which may include shared 
surfaces”  
 

(b)  Add at end of policy HK17 “The Mid Sussex Design Guide (November 2020) provides  
 

(c) Detailed guidance is added on the design of walking and cycling routes in new 
developments    

 

 

 
 
Section of draft NDP:  Chapter 9 – Site Allocations  
 

 
Number of representations received – 94 
 

 
Balance of representations received:  - Support  – 6 ; Neutral - 6 ; Object - 82 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   
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Understands need for modest  
 
 
amount of new housing on 
sites SA28 (northern part - 
216) and SA29, but strongly 
objects to development on 
SA28 (southern part - 807), 
due to impact on public 
footpath, telegraph poles and 
access arrangements. 
 
 
The public have not 
previously been consulted on 
a larger housing allocation on 
the old Police House Field : 
the allocation in the 2016 
NDP consultation was 
significantly smaller  
 

  
004 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
075 

 
Agreement to modest degree of housing  
 
 
development noted. The sites SA28 and SA29 
are contained within Mid Sussex District 
Council’s Site Allocations DPD and not within 
the NDP. However, DPD Site allocation SA28 
is confined to the northern (upper) field of 
site 807. It is agreed that development of the 
southern (lower) field) will have a greater 
environmental impact and is not suitable for 
development   
 
A smaller site of around 0.26 hectares was 
included in the 2016 consultation draft NDP. 
This site is larger at 1.23 hectares and was 
canvassed at the public meeting in May 2019. 
It has now been the subject of public 
consultation as part of MSDC’s Site 
Allocations DPD and reference to the site was 
also made in the NDP Reg.14 consultation 
documents  
   

 
Object to proposed 
development at site SA28 Old 
Police House Field , as 
allocated in the draft MSDC 
Site Allocations DPD, and 
consider that it is not suitable 
for housing development for 
the following reasons: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Impact on the rural 
character, and public 

 
042, 057, 072, 075, 
079 ( site 
promoter-Jeffrey’s 
Farm sites ) ,082, 
086, 089, 091, 095,  
099 

 
This housing allocation is made in MSDC’s 
Site Allocations DPD, not the NDP ,and 
objections to it will be considered as part of  
the DPD examination process 
 
However, the detailed Site Assessment 
carried out for the NDP, and published as 
part of the Reg.14 consultation, concludes 
that Old Police House Field is one of the two 
most sustainable options for housing 
development. 
 
A separate detailed Site Assessment carried 
out by MSDC for their Site Allocations DPD 
arrives at the same conclusion. These 
conclusions are challenged in other 
submitted objections to the draft NDP and a 
response to these objections is set out below 
( See Site Assessments)   
 
Turning now to the specific points raised by 
the consultation ( same numbering as in left 
side column) : 
 
1.The proposed DPD allocation requires 
development to “protect the character and 
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enjoyment , of the 
public footpath 
running south from 
Birchgrove Road  

 
 

 
2. It is larger than the 

site allocated in the 
previous NDP and this 
enlarged site has not 
been the subject of 
public consultation  
 

3. Proposed access point 
off Birchgrove Road  
not safe in proximity 
to other junctions and 
has attractive oak 
tree on road verge 
which will reduce 
visibility at the access 
 
 
 
Proximity of site 
access to the sharp 
and dangerous bend 
and junction where 
Birchgrove Road , 
Bonfire Lane and The 
Green meet  
 

4. Site location causes 
additional cross-
village traffic ( 
through pinch points) 
to access Haywards 
Heath and Lindfield  

 
5. Harmful impact on 

the High Weald 
AONB, including 
medieval field 
systems 
 
 

6. Proximity to , and 
harmful impact on 
the setting of both 
listed building at 

amenity of the existing public footpath (a 
historic routeway) that crosses the site and to 
seek to integrate this with green 
infrastructure proposals on the site (e.g 
amenity land , planting , biodiversity and 
sustainable drainage) “  
 
2. Yes,  it is a larger site than in the previous 
draft NDP (withdrawn 2018)  and has 
emerged from further assessment of realistic 
development options and the need to meet 
strategic housing requirements 

 
 
3. WSCC Highways have not raised any 
objection to the proposed access point in 
traffic flow or traffic safety terms.  
 
The oak tree could be retained and still allow 
adequate visibility for vehicles leaving the 
site through an access further west close to 
the Old Police House( this is understood to be 
the site promoter’s preferred location for the 
access point)  
 
WSCC Highways have not raised any concerns 
about the relationship between the site 
access and this junction   

 
 
 
 
 
4.It is accepted that traffic from the site 
heading towards Haywards Heath and 
Lindfield will have to cross the village through 
The Green and Station Road   
 
 
 
5. The site (northern field of SHELAA site 807) 
is assessed by the AONB Unit as having a 
moderate impact on the AONB and by MSDC 
to not represent “major development” in the 
AONB. This will be examined further during 
the examination of the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
6. The site would affect the setting of the 
listed building and the adjacent conservation 
area, but this impact is assessed as “less than 
substantial” (low impact). MSDC have 
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Lucas Farm and the 
Horsted Keynes  
 
 
Conservation Area  
 
 
 
 

7. Development options 
at Jeffrey’s Farm are 
preferable and are 
less harmful to the 
local environment  

 

indicated that a Heritage Assessment would 
need to accompany any planning application  
 
 
and any recommended mitigation measures 
implemented.  This will also be examined 
further during the examination of the Site 
Allocations DPD. 
 
7.This view is not supported by the planning 
evidence , particularly in respect of the larger 
sites at Jeffrey’s Farm  

 
Strongly object to proposed 
development at Site SA 29 St 
Stephen’s Field and suggest 
that Jeffrey’s Farm offers 
better options for housing 
development (particularly Site 
68) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
009, 010 (Hamsland 
Action Group), 011, 
012, 013, 014, 015, 
016, 017, 019, 020, 
021, 024, 025, 026, 
028, 032, 033, 036, 
037, 038, 039, 041, 
043, 045, 046, 047, 
049, 050, 052, 055, 
057, 060, 061, 062, 
064, 065, 066, 067, 
068, 069, 071, 072, 
073, 074, 075, 076, 
079 ( Site promoter 
-Jeffreys Farm 
sites), 082, 086, 
088, 090, 091, 092, 
093, 095, 099 
 

 
This housing allocation is made in MSDC’s 
Site Allocations DPD, not the NDP, and 
objections to it will be considered as part of 
the DPD examination process 
 
However, the detailed Site Assessment 
carried out for the NDP, and published as 
part of the Reg.14 consultation, concludes 
that St Stephen’s Field is one of the two most 
sustainable options for housing development. 
 
A separate detailed Site Assessment carried 
out by MSDC for their Site Allocations DPD 
arrives at the same conclusion. These 
conclusions are challenged in other 
submitted objections to the draft NDP and a 
response to these objections is set out below 
( See Site Assessments)   
 
Both detailed assessments conclude that the 
Jeffrey’s Farm options are less sustainable, 
particularly in terms of adverse impact on the 
High Weald AONB and the risk of 
uncontained development pressure into 
open countryside, once the firm boundary 
provided by Sugar Lane is breached.  
 
Moreover , the fact that two planning 
applications have been refused on the 
Jeffries Farm sites (and one dismissed at 
appeal) since 2017 raises questions over 
whether an alternative allocation there 
would be deliverable (i.e. gain planning 
permission from MSDC )  
 



21 03 30 HKNDP Reg.14 consultation response and recs –Report to HKPC 
 

53 
 

Consider that site SA29 ( St 
Stephen’s Field ), as allocated 
in the draft MSDC Site 
Allocations DPD, is not 
suitable for housing 
development for the 
following reasons  :  
 

1. Development of the 
site does not meet 
the draft NDP’s Vision 
and Objectives, 
particularly objectives 
3,5 and 6 

 
 
 

2. The draft NDP ignores 
repeated objections 
from many residents 
at earlier stages of 
NDP preparation and, 
more recently, a 
petition objecting to 
development of the 
site with more than 
300 signatories 
submitted to the 
Parish Council in 
September 2019. The 
plan should reflect 
residents’ views  or 
risk rejection at 
referendum 
 
 
 

3. The site promoters’ 
schematic plan for St. 
Stephen’s Field shows 
a dense form of 
development harmful 
to the character of 
the area and the 
AONB , and 
insufficient parking 
provision ,given local 
patterns of car 
ownership  
 

Turning now to the specific points raised by 
the consultation ( same numbering as in left 
side column) : 
 
 
 
 
 
1.Overall,  the site is considered to meet NDP 
objectives, particularly  in helping to meet 
the village’s housing needs (Objective 3) ; not 
causing any severe or significant traffic 
impact and sited to encourage walking or 
cycling ( 5) and  in minimising environmental 
effects and offering scope for low carbon 
development (6) 
 
2. Future housing provision has been a 
deeply divisive issue in the village during 
preparation of the NDP. It is accepted that 
the development of this site has consistently 
attracted objections, particularly from nearby 
residents and from the promoters of 
alternative sites.  The NDP has sought to 
assess sites using the best available planning 
evidence  
 
A petition was submitted to HKPC in August 
2019 and then posted on the HKPC web site 
and formally presented to, and considered 
by, them on 10 September 2019. A number 
of objections were also submitted to MSDC 
as part of the Site Allocations DPD 
consultation. These will all be considered by 
the Inspector examining the Sites DPD who 
will arrive at his own conclusions. 
 
3. The NDP has examined the potential of the 
site for housing development, rather than a 
specific proposal, or a planning application.  
 
The density and design of the development, 
and its impact on the wider AONB, will 
depend on the specific number and mix of 
housing, the number of parking places, and 
measures to maintain and enhance the trees 
and hedgerows around the western and 
southern boundaries of the site. 
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4. Access arrangements 
are unsatisfactory. 
Traffic would have to 
 
 
 cross the village, go 
through its largest 
residential estate and 
pass along a street 
which can be 
restricted or 
obstructed by parked 
vehicles ; disruption 
or loss of existing on-
street parking in 
Hamsland; restricted 
visibility at the site 
entrance; and risk of 
delays to emergency 
vehicles visiting 
nearby  homes  
 
The site promoters’ 
traffic surveys are 
inadequate   
 

5. Development of the 
site would facilitate 
further development 
to both the east 
(towards Old Police 
House Field) and to 
the west (Constance 
Wood Field), causing 
further harm to the 
character and 
appearance of the 
area. 

 
As owner of the 
Constance Wood 
Field site, MSDC have 
a conflict of interest 
in promoting 
development of site 
SA29, which could 
open up vehicular 
access to what is 
otherwise a 
landlocked site.    

 

4. The site is on the southern side of the 
village with good access to jobs and services 
in the Haywards Heath / Lindfield direction  
 
 
without needing to cross the village. 
 
It is accepted that there will be some traffic 
impact in Hamsland , but the transport 
evidence commissioned by MSDC assesses 
this as neither “significant” or ”severe “ ( the 
national policy tests in the NPPF) in 
comparison with present conditions, with 
about 20 vehicles entering or leaving the site 
in both the morning and evening peak hours , 
and less at other times. This approach has 
been validated by WSCC Highways. 
 
WSCC Highways has not objected to the 
proposed access off Hamsland.  
 
A detailed Transport Assessment would be 
required with any planning application, as set 
out in the Site Allocations DPD.   
 
 
5. The Constance Wood Field (CWF) site is 
currently used as informal public open space. 
MSDC have not put it forward for 
consideration as a potential housing site in 
the latest round of SHELAA assessments. The 
promoters of the St. Stephen’s Field site 
(SA29) have no interest in the CWF site.  
 
There is no information that MSDC (as land 
owner) is actively promoting the CWF site for 
housing development at the present time. 
 
 
Any proposed allocation on adjacent land in 
the DPD (Site SA29) has to be justified by 
MSDC on planning grounds alone. 
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6. Constance Wood 
Field should be 
designated as a “local 
green space” in order 
to safeguard its future 
recreational use and 
avoid pressure for 
further development 
in this part of the 
village  
 

7. Noise and 
disturbance to 
residents during 
construction works, 
particularly from lorry 
traffic and other 
contractors’ vehicles 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

8. Loss of woodland, 
trees and natural 
habitats with harmful 
impact on local 
wildlife , contrary to 
the draft NDP’s own 
planning policies , 
particularly HK10  
 
 

 
 

9. The analysis by MSDC 
and the AONB Unit is 
inconsistent and 
biased in the way it 
assesses the relative 
merits of this site and 
sites at Jeffrey’s Farm 
as potential housing 
development sites 
   

10. The Birchgrove Road 
site is also a better 

6. This matter is considered in the response 
to policy HK7. However, national planning 
policy is that “protecting against 
development” is not a basis for designation 
of a local green space.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. All major housing development projects 
have the potential to impact on nearby 
residents and businesses during site 
construction works. Normally, local 
authorities (in this case MSDC ) will impose  
planning conditions, including a requirement 
for a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) to be prepared 
and approved by them before any works 
begin on site . Depending on the site , this 
can cover matters such as working hours , 
noise and dust suppression , delivery 
arrangements , lorry routes, wheel washing, 
road cleaning , contractors’ parking and 
neighbour contact and liaison arrangements  
 
8. It is important to retain the hedgerows and 
trees around the western and southern 
boundaries of the site and a Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment would be required 
with any planning application.( However , it is 
important to note that some of the trees are 
on adjacent land outside the control of the 
site promoter)  The site is mostly grassland 
and a planning application would be required 
to conserve and enhance any areas of wildlife 
value and ensure a net gain in biodiversity  
 
9. Some objectors have taken up these 
concerns in correspondence with MSDC and 
the AONB Unit. The NDP relies on these 
external bodies to supply some background 
information and expert analysis to assist its 
work, but ultimately forms its own 
conclusions.  
 
 
 
10. The Birchgrove Road site could well 
“impinge on fewer residents”. However,  that 



21 03 30 HKNDP Reg.14 consultation response and recs –Report to HKPC 
 

56 
 

option for housing 
development , as it 
will impinge on fewer 
residents 
 

11. There is inadequate 
infrastructure ( water 
supply, power and 
drainage) to serve 
housing development 
of this scale 
 

12. The draft NDP gives 
no assurances that 
the impact of the 
development on local 
infrastructure , trees 
and wildlife will be 
mitigated 
 

13. No indication of how 
any recreation or play 
needs generated by 
the development will 
be met   
 
 
 

14. Development of St 
Stephen’s Field will 
fundamentally change 
the east - west axis 
along which the 
village has developed 
in the recent past and 
represent a significant 
intrusion into open 
countryside  
 

15. Proximity to the 
Horsted Keynes 
Conservation Area 
and the grade 2 listed 
building at Wyatts, 
and adverse impact 
on the setting of both  

is largely because it is in an unsustainable 
location in the open countryside some way 
out of the village  
 
 
11.No objections on the basis of inadequate 
infrastructure at the site have been made by 
providers of utility services. MSDC have a 
detailed Infrastructure Delivery Plan to 
indicate how any necessary upgrades to 
supporting infrastructure would be provided 
for the site  
 
12. The NDP is not allocating the site. 
However, the Site Allocations DPD (which 
does) indicates a range of actions to manage 
and mitigate the impact of development at 
the planning application stage (in Policies-SA-
GEN and SA29) and to provide supporting 
infrastructure.  
 
13. Again, see response to item 12 directly 
above. Recreation and play needs would be 
met by a developer’s financial  contribution 
to the upgrading of existing facilities in close 
proximity to the site ( probably at the village 
recreation ground) 
 
14. There has been development in many 
different locations around the village over 
recent decades with no predominant “axis of 
development”. The St. Stephen’s Field site is 
assessed as “low impact” in work by the 
AONB Unit and to not represent “major 
development in the AONB “in work  by MSDC   
 
 
 
 
15.The site is assessed as “less than 
substantial” (low) impact on the setting of 
the listed building at Wyatts, (which is more 
than 150 metres distant from the site) and no 
impact on the conservation area ( which lies 
just beyond the northern tip of the site)   
 
 

 
 
Support the draft NDP’s 
approach to housing provision  

 
 
031, 051 

 
 
Noted 
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Support SA28 site at St  
 
 
Stephen’s Field provided that  
Hamsland is widened to allow 
two-way traffic. 

 
035 

 
WSCC Highways have not indicated that  
 
 
widening of Hamsland between Lewes Road 
and site SA29 is necessary to accommodate 
the additional traffic likely to be generated by 
the development, although some widening is 
suggested at the site access to maintain 
roadside parking. Separate traffic modelling 
by consultants engaged by MSDC arrives at 
the same conclusion 
 

 
The draft NDP should not 
accept the MSDC District 
Plan's requirement for 
provision of at least 69 
dwellings in the parish from 
2014-31 
 

 
036 

 
The District Plan was formally adopted 
following independent examination in 2018 
and forms the starting point for NDP work, 
including the housing requirement it sets in 
policy DP6. 
 
The Draft NDP must be “in general 
conformity” with MSDC strategic policies for 
new housing provision. Failure to do so led to 
the withdrawal of a previous draft NDP. 
    

 
 
The draft NDP needs to 
clearly state that Bonfire Lane 
is a cul-de-sac and that there 
is no vehicular access through 
to Hamsland which could 
serve housing development 
there.  

 
 
041, 099 

 

This point is already covered in a note below  
Map F in the draft NDP where it states that : 

“ Please note that there is a locked barrier 
across the road between Hamsland and 
Bonfire Lane, preventing access between the 
two, except for emergency vehicles who have 
standing arrangements to collect keys from 
several local residents , if necessary” 
 

 
No objection in principle to 
housing development on site 
SA28, but the oak tree on the 
main road frontage should be 
retained , traffic calming 
introduced in view of 
proximity to other road 
junctions, and 30mph limit 
sign re-positioned   
 

 
042 

 
Noted. Draft layouts provided by the site 
promoter indicate that a site access on the 
westernmost part of the Birchgrove Road 
frontage (adjacent to the Old Police House) at 
some distance from the oak tree. The access 
would need to achieve adequate sight lines 
east along Birchgrove Road. It is understood 
the site promoters have resolved this matter 
with MSDC Highways. 
 
The proposed site access is a little elevated 
above Birchgrove Road, which would assist 
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visibility for traffic emerging onto the road at 
that point. 
 

 
 
 
Pleased to note that major 
housing development is 
directed to areas with the 
lowest probability of flooding 
(Flood Zone 1) 
  

 
 
 
048 (Environment 
Agency)  

 
 
 
Noted 

 
 
Development should be 
phased to ensure that 
infrastructure is in place to 
support growth. Liaison with 
the water companies is 
recommended  
 

 
 
048 (Environment 
Agency)  

 
 
Noted. It is likely that, for marketing reasons, 
the two housing allocation sites proposed in 
the Site Allocations DPD would not want to 
“come on stream “at the same time. MSDC 
would consult with infrastructure providers 
at the planning application stage. 
 

 
Support NDP strategy to meet 
the strategic housing 
requirement in MSDC policy 
SP6 and to rely on Site 
Allocations DPD sites SA28 
and SA 29 for housing 
provision.  
 
Confirm that each sites is 
suitable, achievable and 
deliverable with no 
constraints to prevent early 
delivery  
 
New housing in the village will 
help to support retention of 
existing village facilities such 
as the school and pubs 
 

 
051( Site promoter- 
St Stephen’s Field) 
 
054 (Site promoter-
Old Police House 
Field) 

` 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 

 
In paragraph 9.2, the 
requirement is for “a 
minimum of” or “at least” 69 
dwellings to meet MSDC 
policy DP6.  
 
[In other words , it is “a floor 
not a ceiling “] 
 

 
051(Site promoter- 
St Stephen’s Field) 
 

 
Agreed. The wording should be amended by 
the addition of “a minimum of ” or “at least” 
before 69 dwellings in this paragraph  
 
This would be consistent with other 
references elsewhere in this chapter. 
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Housing development on the 
former farm buildings at 
Jeffrey’s Farm would improve  
 
 
the area. 
 

 
056 

 
Agreed that some of the existing farm 
buildings at Jeffrey’s Farm are in a poor 
condition and that their removal, or a small  
 
 
and sensitive form of redevelopment, which 
is informed by its historic farmstead 
development and function, might enhance 
the immediate locality. 
 
However, any redevelopment there would 
need to avoid an urbanising effect on the site 
, substantially changing its character and 
causing harm to the AONB countryside . 
These were factors which led to refusal of a 
planning application and dismissal of a 
planning  appeal in 2019 
 

 
Support housing development 
on Old Police House Field site 
, but object to St. Stephen’s 
Field  
 

 
059 

 
Noted 

 
Land designated as 
“countryside” (that is, beyond 
existing settlement 
boundaries) will need to be 
removed from this 
classification and allocated for 
development through the 
development plan system. 
 
 
 
 
Land on the eastern side of 
the village, not only the Old 
Police House Field but also 
land at Birchgrove Road is the 
best location for new 
development . The site at 
Birchgrove Road should also 
be allocated in the draft NDP. 
 
The allocations proposed for 
category 3 settlements 
generally , and Horsted 
Keynes in particular , in the 

 
077 ( Site 
promoter-
Birchgrove Road )  

 
Agreed that some allocation of land beyond 
the settlement boundaries will be necessary 
to meet local housing needs. MSDC’s Site 
Allocations DPD addresses this matter and 
allocates the two most sustainable sites at 
Old Police House Field and St Stephen’s Field 
(SA28 and SA29). These, along with existing 
completions and commitments, are sufficient 
to meet the strategic housing requirements 
of District Plan policy DP6. 
 
 
The land at Birchgrove Road has been fully 
assessed and is not considered to be a 
sustainable location in several important 
respects. In any event, no additional  
allocations , beyond those in the DPD, are 
necessary to meet the strategic housing 
requirement for the parish  
 
 
This is a matter for the Site Allocations DPD 
examination. As indicated above, the draft 
NDP provides sufficient housing to meet 
strategic requirements in the District Plan. 
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Site Allocations DPD are 
insufficient to meet local 
needs and additional sites 
should be allocated  
 
 
Little weight can be attached 
to the SA28 and SA29 sites in 
meeting housing needs as 
they have not yet been 
through independent 
examination  

This will be examined further during the 
examination of the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
 
 
 
The DPD allocations have been through two 
rounds of public consultation and will shortly 
be the subject of independent examination. 
Accordingly, they already carry some weight 
which will further increase if endorsed by an 
independent inspector at examination in 
spring 2021.  
    

 
MSDC has under-delivered on 
housing  completions in 
recent years and have had to 
adjust its housing delivery 
trajectory to reflect this, 
adding a 10% “buffer” in its 
2019 Annual Monitoring 
Report and putting more 
pressure on the latter years of 
the District Plan up to 2031 . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Therefore , small , low impact 
sites such as Jeffrey’s Farm , 
which could be delivered 
quickly , should also be 
considered for allocation  
 

 
079 (Site promoter 
-Jeffreys Farm 
sites)  
 

 
Housing delivery across Mid Sussex District is 
a matter for MSDC. The basis for housing 
provisions in Horsted Keynes remains policy 
DP6 of the District Plan and the draft NDP has 
sought to meet the housing requirement 
indicated there. No further allocations are 
necessary.  
 
The District Plan examiner endorsed a 
“stepped approach” with higher housing 
delivery in the latter part of the plan period. 
The 2020 Housing Delivery Test for Mid 
Sussex indicates 91% delivery against housing 
targets for the previous three years, which 
indicates MSDC have to apply a 5% buffer, 
not a 10% buffer. 
 
No further allocations are necessary to meet 
District Plan requirements.  
 

 
Jeffrey’s Farm is a more 
sustainable location for 
housing development than 
either of the sites allocated in 
the MSDC Site Allocations 
DPD because: 
 

1. They are closer to 
facilities in the centre 
of the village, with 
easy walking routes: 

 
079 ( Site promoter 
-Jeffreys Farm 
sites)  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.This claim is not borne out by the evidence. 
Both the DPD allocation sites (SA28 and 
SA29) are a little closer to the centre of the 
village and have easy walking links to it.  
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reduced car 
dependency 
 

2. The existence of a 
well-established 
vehicular access and 
the option of a new 
access point off Sugar 
Lane, the latter being 
endorsed by WSCC 
Highways in earlier 
planning applications  

 
3. Physical presence of 

existing built 
development which 
could be redeveloped 
and enhance the 
AONB  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
4. Low impact on the 

AONB : good 
screening provided by 
existing trees and 
hedgerows 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Land readily 
deliverable for 
development (subject 
to planning 
permission), with a 

 
 
2.Agreed that there is an established farm 
access track ( although this would likely need 
improvement to serve development )and 
that earlier planning applications have 
indicated that a new access point off Sugar 
Lane is acceptable to WSCC Highways, 
although the latter risks adverse impact on 
the rural landscape( as indicated in a recent 
planning appeal)  

 
3. Agreed that some of the existing farm 
buildings at Jeffrey’s Farm are in a poor 
condition and that their removal, or a small 
and sensitive form of redevelopment, which 
is informed by its historic farmstead 
development and function, might enhance 
the immediate locality. 
 
However , any redevelopment would  need 
to avoid an urbanising effect on the site , 
substantially changing its character and 
causing harm to the AONB countryside : 
factors which led to refusal of a planning 
application and dismissal of a planning  
appeal in 2019 
 
4. The existing farm buildings (site 68) could 
be “low impact” on the AONB, if sensitively 
developed on a farmstead model, but other 
parts of the site (sites 69 and 971) are 
assessed as “high impact” by the AONB Unit. 
The scope for screening by existing 
hedgerows and trees forms part of this 
assessment.  
 
However , the continuing presence of such 
screening cannot be guaranteed and 
inappropriate development in an AONB 
should not be justified on the basis that “it 
cannot currently be seen”  
 
 
5. Accept that the site promoter would like to 
bring the Jeffrey’s Farm site forward for 
development at an early date, with a 
commercial partner.  
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commercial partner 
on board 
 

6. The village has an 
ageing population 
and needs more 
housing (particularly 
affordable dwellings) 
for younger, more 
economically active 
people if it is to 
remain a vibrant 
community. The 
Jeffrey’s Farm sites 
can assist in achieving 
this important 
objective 
 

7. Some elements of the 
Site Assessments 
carried out by the 
Parish Council are 
inconsistent , or are  
based on 
misinformation , 
particularly regarding 
access , landscape 
impact and proximity 
to services   

 

 
6. The NDP accepts that the village needs 
more housing and that there is a particular 
need for more affordable housing. 
 
 Jeffrey’s Farm could contribute to meeting 
those needs. However, other sites could also 
meet these needs and in a more sustainable 
way, so this point does not positively 
differentiate the Jeffrey’s Farm sites from 
others.  
 
 
 
 
 
7.The objector’s specific points about 
“inconsistency” and “misinformation” are 
taken up elsewhere in this report , 
particularly in the Site Assessments and 
Sustainability Appraisal.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The draft NDP should not rely 
on the sites allocated in 
MSDC’s Site Allocations DPD 
and should allocate additional 
sites for development 
because: 
 

1. The Site Allocations 
DPD sites have not 
yet been the subject 
of independent 
examination and 
there are still 
unresolved objections 

 
2. Too little margin is 

provided over the 
minimum strategic 
requirement for 69 

 
085 (Site promoter-
Land west of 
Church Lane)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.The DPD is expected to be the subject of 
independent examination in spring 2021 with 
an examining inspector’s  report to follow in 
the summer : this will resolve outstanding 
objections  
 
 
 
2. The housing provision identified by the 
draft NDP exceeds the minimum of 69 
dwellings in District Plan policy DP6. 
Additional flexibility will be provided by 
continuing windfalls, and any community-led 
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dwellings. More 
flexibility is required. 

 
 

3. It would boost the 
local economy 
 
 
 

4. Uplift in MSDC 
housing requirements 
as a result of the 
Government’s 
housing methodology 
and failure of MSDC 
to meet housing 
delivery targets for 
the district in recent 
years  

 

housing, up to 2031. There is no need for 
further allocations. 
 
3. Agreed , but this has to be weighed against 
other planning considerations such as impact 
on the local environment and infrastructure 
 
 
MSDC ‘s arrangements for a “stepped 
delivery” of housing through the district plan 
period to 2031, with higher provision in the 
latter years , was accepted as reasonable by 
the Inspector examining that plan , subject to 
an early review of the plan . The 2020 
Housing Delivery Test for Mid Sussex 
indicates 91% delivery against targets for the 
last three years: well above the 75% 
threshold used to define”under-delivery”. 
 
Future changes to the housing requirement 
are not a matter for the Site Allocations DPD 
or the NDP: they will be considered again 
when MSDC review its District Plan (starting 
2021 with adoption programmed for 2023). 

  

 
Land west of Church Lane 
should be allocated for 
housing development 
because : 
 

1. It is readily available 
for development and 
is the subject of a 
planning appeal 
hearing to be held in 
January 2021 
 
 
 

2. No unacceptable 
impact on the AONB 
 
 
  
 
 

 
 

3. The size of the site 
allows a flexible and 

 
085 (Site promoter-
Land west of 
Church Lane) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Accept that the site promoter would 
like to bring the site forward for 
development quickly. However, an 
outline planning application for 9 
dwellings was refused by MSDC in 
September 2019 and was then 
dismissed on appeal in February 
2021.   

 
2. The site would have a” high” impact 

on the character and appearance of 
the AONB (as assessed by the AONB 
Unit), and the enjoyment of it by 
people using the adjacent footpath. 
The recent appeal decision confirmed 
this view.(Inspector’s decision letter 
dated 12 Feb.2021 paragraph17)  

 
3. Although the latest planning 

application and appeal proposes only 
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sensitive response to 
the Conservation 
Area , nearby listed 
buildings and other 
environmental 
considerations 
 
 
 
 

4. No mitigation 
required for Ashdown 
Forest SAC 

 
 
 

 
5. Highway authority 

indicates that a 
suitable access to 
serve the 
development can be 
provided 

 
 

6. The site is preferable 
to either of the two 
sites proposed for 
allocation by MSDC 

9 houses on a large site of 1.3Ha 
/3.21 acres (a very inefficient use of 
land), it still attracted reasons for 
refusal in relation to its impact on the 
AONB and the nearby conservation 
area and listed buildings. Again, the 
recent appeal decision confirmed this 
view.  

 
 

4. This proposed development site lies 
within 7km of the Ashdown Forest 
SPA and as such, mitigation is 
required. It would need to be 
secured by s.106 legal agreement 
attached to any planning permission.  

 
5. Past planning applications suggest 

that a safe access can be provided to 
serve a housing development on the 
site of up to 38 dwellings. The appeal 
inspector concluded “no harmful 
impact” on highway safety or 
congestion   
 

6. The Site Appraisal and Sustainability 
Appraisal carried out for the NDP, 
and parallel work for the Site 
Allocations DPD, do not support this 
assertion. Other sites are more 
sustainable 
 
 

 
Both MSDC allocated sites 
(SA28 and SA29) are on the  
“wrong side” of the village in 
terms of traffic flows to and 
from the most frequently 
used “higher order centre”  
(Haywards Heath) where 
people from the village tend 
to shop, work or access a 
range of other facilities. 
 
This will draw additional 
traffic past many homes and 
businesses in the village and 
exacerbate traffic flow and 
parking problems at the main 

 
086 

 
Agree that most villagers will go to Haywards 
Heath for “higher order services” and that  
the most common routes taken by cars to 
reach that town will be to the south 
(Tremaines Road) and west  (Keysford Lane)  
 
This is an advantage for sites on those sides 
of the village, including SA29. However, it 
needs to be weighed against the whole range 
of planning factors in the Site Assessments 
and it may be outweighed by other factors. 
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“pinch points” on The Green 
and in Hamsland.  
 
The NDP should commission a 
traffic study to examine the 
detailed impact of traffic 
flows from the different  
 
 
potential housing 
development sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The sites at Jeffrey’s Farm are 
better located in terms of 
reducing traffic impact on the 
village  
 

 
 
The NDP has not commissioned its own 
detailed village-wide traffic study to examine 
the detailed impact of traffic flows from all 
potential housing development sites in and  
 
 
around the village. It has instead liaised and 
consulted with MSDC and with WSCC 
Highways on individual sites.  
 
However, MSDC have engaged specialist 
consultants to model the detailed traffic 
impacts of all sites included in the Site 
Allocations DPD, including the two proposed 
allocations in Horsted Keynes. These are at : 
 
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/
t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-
19.pdf  
 
This concludes that development of these 
two sites would not cause “significant” or 
“severe” traffic impacts, which are the tests 
set out in national planning policy (NPPF). 
These conclusions have been validated by 
WSCC Highways. 
 
Additionally , any future planning 
applications on these sites would require 
detailed Transport Assessments 
 
As indicated above , sites on the southern 
and western sides of the village , such as (but 
not exclusively) those at Jeffrey’s Farm have 
an advantage in reducing cross –village traffic 
flows towards Hayward’s Heath  
  

 
Poor infrastructure means 
that no sites of larger than 10-
12 houses should be 
allocated. 
 
 
 
 
 
If Jeffrey’s Farm is chosen for 
allocation on the basis that it 

 
087 

 
Utility providers have not indicated that 
there is any sort of critical infrastructure 
threshold around this 10-12 additional 
dwelling level. Larger sites can be 
accommodated within existing infrastructure 
or, where necessary, with upgraded 
infrastructure provided with developers’ 
contributions.  
 
It is likely that development on the 
“brownfield” part of the site would use the 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-19.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-19.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/5278/t7-strategic-transport-assessment-regulation-19.pdf
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is a “brownfield” site , it 
should be served by the 
existing access and not a new 
road   
 

existing access track, possibly with some 
modifications at its junction with Lewes Road 
/Sugar Lane to improve its safety. 
 

 
More provision should be 
made for housing , both by 
extending the BUAB ( policy 
HK1) and by imaginative 
housing proposals within the 
BUAB , such as development 
on the now defunct football 
pitch (whilst retaining the 
tennis courts and children’s 
play area)  
 
Chapter 9 of the draft NDP 
shows a lack of leadership in 
the face of competing NIMBY 
groups, providing only 16 new 
dwellings.  
 
 
Suggests Jeffrey’s Farm sites , 
Constance Wood Field , 
Birchgrove Road and part of 
the Recreation Ground as 
options which should be 
explored for provision of 
additional housing 
development  
 

 
088 

 
The draft NDP meets strategic housing 
requirements. Its policies also allow for some 
housing development on sites within the 
BUAB and immediately adjacent to it. No 
additional housing allocations, beyond those 
in the DPD, are necessary  
 
 
 
 
 
The draft NDP meets the strategic planning 
requirement for 69+ dwellings. Not clear 
where the reference to “only 16 new 
dwellings” is derived.  
 
 
 
Some of these sites have been assessed as 
part of NDP work and others (Constance 
Wood Field and the Recreation Ground) have 
not been promoted by the landowners in the 
latest SHELAA round, so have not been 
assessed. 
 
 
  

 
Need to investigate whether 
mitigation measures are 
necessary to offset the impact 
of development at Police 
House field (SA28) on the 
settings of Lucas Farmhouse 
and the village conservation 
area  
 

 
089 (Historic 
England)  

 
Agreed. In their Site Allocations DPD work, 
MSDC have indicated that a detailed Heritage 
Impact Assessment would be required with 
any planning application on this site, and this 
should then inform any necessary mitigation 
measures to safeguard heritage interest, 
which would be imposed by planning 
conditions. 

 
The draft NDP does not make 
adequate provision for 
housing to meet the strategic 
requirement set out by MSDC 
  

 
095  

 
The NDP identifies sufficient provision to 
meet the strategic housing requirement set 
out in District Plan policy DP6. MSDC have 
not objected to the NDP on this count.  
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General comments:  
 
Clearly, this remains by far the most contentious issue in the NDP. 
  
 
The NDP needs to demonstrate that adequate housing is provided in line with MSDC District Plan 
policy DP6 with at least 69 additional dwellings to be provided from 2014-2031.The NDP’s 
assessment is that past completions and commitments( up to 31.12.2019), an allowance for the 
institutional housing at Westall House, and allocations SA28 ( Old Police House , Birchgrove Road 
)and SA29 ( rear of St Stephen’s Church , Hamsland) , made in MSDC’s Site Allocations DPD,  will 
together be sufficient to meet this requirement . Additionally, further planning permissions for 
new housing may be granted in future on other unallocated sites in the parish, if suitable 
proposals come forward. This will provide further flexibility. The draft NDP is not proposing any 
allocations of land for housing development itself. 
 
Policy DP6 of the Mid Sussex District Plan sets out a guideline minimum housing requirements for 
each settlement across Mid Sussex District, which includes a minimum of 69 new dwellings to be 
provided in Horsted Keynes between 2014 and 2031.  
 
Neighbourhood Plans have been identified by the District Council as part of the strategy for the 
delivery of housing as they can allocate sites for development, including housing. Although the 
Parish Council initially intended to progress housing allocations as part of the Neighbourhood 
Plan, it was essential ( as per national planning guidance)  to take into account the progress of Mid 
Sussex District Council on the Sites Allocation DPD to avoid duplicating planning processes.  
 
Subject to the adoption of the Sites Allocation DPD ,as submitted, Mid Sussex District Council 
vhave  confirmed that sufficient land has been allocated to meet the requirements identified in 
the Mid Sussex District Plan.  
 
For the settlement of Horsted Keynes, this will be achieved through: 
 

• Past housing completions and existing commitments (planning permissions) for housing  

• An allowance for the institutional housing at Westall House 

• The two allocations in the Sites Allocation DPD (SA28 Old Police House, Birchgrove Road 
and SA29 Rear of St Stephen’s Church, Hamsland) 

 
Additionally, further planning permissions for new housing may be granted in future on other 
unallocated sites in the parish, if suitable proposals come forward. This will provide further 
flexibility. On this basis, the draft NDP is not proposing any allocations of land for housing 
development itself. 
 
Mid Sussex District Council will have met its overall 16,390 dwellling requirement up to 2031,  
once the Sites Allocations DPD has been adopted.  
 
 
The proposed MSDC allocations at SA28 and SA29 have yet to be considered by an independent 
examiner (this is expected in spring 2021). There are some unresolved objections to these 
proposed allocations and the forthcoming DPD examination is the appropriate arena in which to 
test whether these are the most sustainable sites for housing development in Horsted Keynes. In 
both cases, the site promoters have confirmed that the sites are available and deliverable. 
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If these DPD sites are confirmed, there is no need to make any housing development allocations 
in the draft NDP in order to meet strategic housing requirements.   
  
 
 
If the NDP sought to promote a different development package by seeking to delete one - or both 
- of these DPD sites (as urged by a large number of objectors), it would need to make 
compensating provision through housing allocations on other site(s). However, there are several 
very strong reasons why this is not recommended: 
  
(a) the analysis in the DPD's “Site Assessment of Realistic Options for Housing Allocations ” 
indicates that none of the other options assessed in and around the village are more sustainable 
sites for housing development than SA28 and SA29. Parallel work for the NDP supports this 
conclusion.  
 
Should the Inspector examining the Site Allocations DPD feel that MSDC have not allocated 
sufficient sites, he will likely require the District Council to suggest alternative provision. Given the 
evidence submitted by the District Council to the examination, it is likely that there are more 
sustainable sites outside of Horsted Keynes (for example, in and around the towns or larger 
villages in Mid Sussex ) compared to other options in this parish. MSDC will then have to 
determine options that are most consistent with the strategy set out in District Plan policies DP4 
and DP6. 
 
(b)  given the stage reached by the MSDC Site Allocations DPD, and the body of evidence 
assembled to support it , there is a strong possibility that Sites SA28 and SA29 will have been 
confirmed  by an independent inspector , and the plan formally adopted, by autumn 2021. This is 
likely to be some time before the NDP is completed   
  
(c) at DPD adoption , any “replacement “ allocation(s)  being proposed in the draft NDP would 
then become a “third” or “fourth” allocation in Horsted Keynes , rather than a substitution for the 
two SA sites. This could result in a significant overprovision of housing beyond that indicated in 
policy DP6 and likely to be very difficult to justify in a nationally protected landscape 
  
(d)  any new NDP allocation(s) would mean going back to undertake another regulation 14 
consultation because the public and consultees would not previously have had a chance to 
comment on it/them.  This would lead to a further delay in progressing the plan and a very real 
risk that, in seeking to placate one group of objectors, another group of objectors would be 
generated. In any event, the outcome of the Site Allocations DPD examination and conclusions on 
MSDC allocations SA28 and SA29 will be known by this point. 
  
Accordingly, no changes are recommended to the approach to site allocations set out in the draft 
NDP  
 
Recommendations:  
 

(a) In paragraph 9.2 , add “at least” before “69 dwellings” 
 

(b) Amend supporting text in Paragraph 9.7 to reflect latest position on progression of Site 
Allocations DPD and update Table A and paragraph 9.8 to reflect the latest position on 
housing land supply   
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Section of draft NDP:  Chapter 10 –  Community action : Non-land use issues  
 

 
Number of representations received –  3 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support - 0 ; Neutral - 3, Object -0  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
The table in this chapter refers to 
Southern Water as providing water 
supplies to the parish. In fact , the 
supplier is South East Water and 
Southern Water is the statutory 
waste water undertaker only  

  
044 ( Southern 
Water) 
 
 
 
 
  

 
This is an error which should be 
corrected with an amendment to the 
draft NDP  

 
Should the list of community 
actions on pp 55/56 also include 
the “visiting” Post Office, run by a 
local committee? 
 

 
053 

 
Add further information as follows: 
 
“There is an “outreach” post office in the 
village provided by Sharpthorne PO, 
supported financially by a local 
committee (HKPOSAL). More recently, 
HKPC has agreed to give financial 
support to HKPOSAL ”  
 

 
More information is required on 
the Youth Club ( as listed in the 
table) and the support which the 
parish council provide for it 
 

 
067 

 
Add further information as follows: 
 
“Pre-pandemic , a youth club (HKafe) 
was run once a week at the Martindale 
Centre , supported by a church youth 
worker , volunteers and a HKPC grant “ 
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General comments:  These updates, corrections and additions will help provide more 
comprehensive and up-to-date information.   
 
Recommendations: 
 
 
 

1. Correct table in Chapter 10 to show that South East Water provides water supply and 
Southern Water is the statutory waste water undertaker  
    

2. Add information above on visiting Post Office and HK Youth Club  
 

 

 
 
Section of draft NDP:  Chapter 11 –  Monitoring and Plan Review  
 

 
Number of representations received :- 1 
 

 
Balance of representations received: -  Support - 0;  Neutral - 1; Object - 0   

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

The inclusion of a monitoring 
framework is welcomed. We would 
recommend approaching the MSDC 
policy team to discuss and agree 
what you would like to monitor, 
how these elements fit with the 
policies within the plan and identify 
indicators to that the Council can 
use to report on the 
implementation of the plan within 
its Authority Monitoring Report.  

 080 ( Mid 
Sussex District 
Council ) 

Agreed. Detailed arrangements for 
monitoring this plan will need to be 
integrated into MSDC’s wider, district-
wide, monitoring arrangements  

 

 
General comments:  None 
 
Recommendations:  No amendments 
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Section of draft NDP:  Chapter 12 –  Policies Maps  
 

 
Number of representations received – 0 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Not applicable 
 

 

 
General comments:  The Policies Maps will need to be updated to take account of all the 
decisions HKPC makes as a result of this regulation 14 consultation , as set out on previous pages  
 
Recommendations:  No amendments at this stage, but some of the recommended amendments 
arising from the Regulation 14 consultation will require updating of Policies Maps. These will be 
presented to the PC for approval at a later date   
 

 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

 
 
Updated Evidence Base   
 

 
Number of representations received –  1 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   Support-1 ; Neutral-1-; Object-1  
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
The updated evidence base is not 
up –to-date , for example in 
recording planning appeals for 
housing development on land west 
of church lane (January 2021) at 
Birchgrove Road (March 2021) 
 

 
086  

 
The updated evidence base covers 
changes to the planning background over 
the period from December 2017 (when 
the previous NDP was submitted) up to 
June 2020, when a revised plan was 
considered by the Parish Council).  
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It also fails to record some 
important earlier planning 
applications such as  DM/16/3974 
for 42 dwellings at Jeffrey’s Farm 
(Note: This application was refused 
in August 2017)  
 
Table of “windfall developments 
“in paragraph 28 should include 
dates developments were 
completed. The Westall House 
properties were not put on the 
open market  
 

It will be fully updated to cover any 
errors or omissions, or significant 
changes since last June. It will then be 
presented to the Parish Council for 
approval before the NDP is re-submitted 
to MSDC. 
 
 
This level of detail is not necessary to 
explain the overall housing land supply 
position in the parish  
 

 

 
 
General comments:  The comments set out here are not considered to warrant amendments , but 
the document will need to be fully updated before it is formally submitted to MSDC at Regulation 
15 stage  
 
Recommendations:  None 
 

 

 
 
Site Assessment of “Realistic Development Options”  
 

 
Number of representations received –  12  
 

 
Balance of representations received:   -Support – 0  , Neutral -  1 ,  Objection  - 10 
 

 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
The sites at Jeffrey’s Farm (H, I and 
J)  could be developed without 
risking uncontained further 
development to the west , by the  
developer dedicating an area on its 
outer edge to a public or charitable 
body to be maintained as open 
land 

  
043 

 
It is not considered that such an 
arrangement could reasonably be 
demanded by the planning authority as 
part of a planning application. 
 
( This comment is submitted by a private 
individual, not the site promoter /site 
owner)  
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The Site Assessment discriminates 
against Jeffrey’s Farm development 
options (Sites H, I and J in the 
Assessment). The Parish Council 
have not responded to errors 
previously drawn to their attention.  
 
Specifically , the following matters  
are either incorrect or 
misrepresented and the objectors 
state that : 
 

1. The footprint of the farm 
buildings could 
accommodate more than 
the 6 dwellings assumed by 
the Parish Council and 
could provide 18 dwellings 
on site 68 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
075, 086 , 088, 
091, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The potential capacity of the farm 
buildings site has been discussed further 
with the site owners’ agents, MSDC and 
the AONB Unit. 
 
Although a “potential yield” of 18 
dwellings was indicated in MSDC’s Site 
Selection Document 1 (and passed onto 
the AONB Unit for their assessment at 
that time), this was based on a site area x  
density yield calculation, rather than 
through a detailed assessment of the 
site.   
 
Such an assessment was carried out by 
MSDC at stages 2 and 3 of the process. 
This reduced the estimated dwelling 
yield down to 6 after site development 
constraints were taken into account, as 
indicated in Site Selection Paper 3.  
 
Specifically, development would need to 
be on a “farmstead model” in order to 
have “low impact” on the AONB.  
 
Discussions with the AONB Unit  suggest 
that any such “farmstead” development 
would need to have close regard to these 
guiding principles : 
 

(i) Understanding the character 
of the farmstead , its setting  
and its historic development 
and function  ( critically, the 
starting point is the historic 
farmstead rather than any 
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2. The existing access is 
surfaced ( albeit requiring 
upgrading to serve 
residential development) 
and has been used by farm 
traffic for decades and 
there is no evidence to 
show that it is inadequate 
or would require 
improvement involving 
removal of trees and 
hedgerows 

 
3. The site could also be 

served by a new point of 
access to the north and 
WSCC have no objection to 
this in highway terms 
 
 
 

 
4. All new development 

within the AONB will be 
harmful and sites should 
not be differentiated on 
that point 
 
 

more modern buildings on 
the site)  
 

(ii) Identifying and assessing its 
historic and landscape 
significance 

 
(iii) Understanding the sensitivity 

of the farmstead to any  
 

 
changes proposed as a result 
of new development   
 

It is very hard indeed to see how a 
farmstead model, prepared on this basis, 
would provide more than around 6 new 
dwellings and certainly nothing like 18.  
 
This remains MSDC’s position as planning 
authority in its updated Site Selection 
paper 3, published in December 2020.  
 
2. Accept that the track has been long 
used by farm traffic. It is of variable 
quality, partly metalled and partly 
surfaced with crushed aggregate, and 
would likely need upgrading to serve 
residential development. Upgrading to 
improve visibility at the Lewes Road 
/Sugar Lane junction could involve some 
loss of hedgerow and trees. 
 
 
 
3.Agree that a new point of access is 
technically possible to the north , but a 
new road in that location was considered 
to add to “the visual impact of 
development in urbanising the rural 
landscape” in a recent appeal, so would 
need further consideration in terms of 
mitigating landscape impact. 
 
4.Agree that all new housing 
development is likely to impact upon the 
AONB , but it is important to assess the 
scale of this impact, with a view to 
minimising or mitigating it as far as 
possible  
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5. Redevelopment of the 
existing farm buildings will 
have a low impact on the 
AONB 
 

6. Site 971‘s impact on the 
AONB is already 
compromised by existing 
development 
 

7. Failure to identify the 
impact of other greenfield 
sites on the character of 
settlement pattern around 
the village  
 
 

8. The Jeffrey’s Farm buildings 
site (68) has the least 
environmental impact of all 
sites assessed 

 

5.Agree that a “farmstead model” of 
development  could have a low impact 
on the AONB , provided that it follows 
the guidance in 1 above  
 
6. This site is detached from any existing 
part of the settlement and is in an area 
characterised by dispersed development 
in the countryside. It is rural in nature. 
 
7.Assessment of the historic settlement 
pattern, and the scale of development 
relative to the settlement , is an explicit 
part of the consideration of AONB impact 
and site assessments by both MSDC and 
the NDP  
 
8.”Low impact” development on site 68 
depends upon a sensitively designed 
“farmstead model “, as outlined above. 

 
 
The SA29 allocation at Old Police 
House Field has a high impact on 
the  
AONB. There is confusion on the 
labelling of this site 
  

 
 
075 

 
 
It is assessed as “moderate impact” by 
the AONB Unit.  
 
It is accepted that different site 
development  configurations have been 
discussed over the course of preparing 
the NDP , but the Site Assessment 
document seeks to be as clear as 
possible in identifying the site on a map 
 

 
The Site Assessment for site D  ( 
Birchgrove Road) does not 
accurately reflect the planning 
merits of the site for housing 
development in that : 
 

1. The rural character of the 
site is compromised by its 
proximity to development 
in the village 
 

2.  The visual impact of 
development on the site is 
reduced by topography, 
trees and hedgerows. The 
number of visual receptors 

 
077 (Site 
promoter  – 
Birchgrove 
Road ) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The site is in open countryside 
and is both physically and 
visually separated from the 
village. It is clearly rural in 
character  
 

2. Although topography, trees and 
hedgerows might reduce the 
visual impact of development to 
some extent, it will still have a 
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is limited to a few isolated 
properties and farmsteads 
and public rights of way on 
the upper slopes 
 

3. Important natural features 
of the site, and its nature 
conservation value, can be 
retained in any new 
development and be 
reinforced with additional 
planting  
 
 

4. Proposals for the site 
include a “green buffer” 
along the Birchgrove Road 
frontage and a public 
footpath , providing a link 
from Westall House into 
the village  
 

5. Overall, development of 
the site will conserve and 
enhance the AONB 

 
 

6. SUDS can be incorporated 
into a housing 
development on the site   

 
 

high impact on the character and 
appearance of the AONB. The 
objector’s claim here contradicts 
point 1 above 
 
 

3. Retention of important features 
of the site, and measures to 
safeguard nature conservation 
value, would be essential in any 
future development. However,  it 
would still remain a 
fundamentally unsustainable site  

 
 

4. The Site Assessments focus on 
intrinsic qualities of sites, and 
any measures to mitigate any 
harmful impact , rather than any 
measures to enhance public 
benefit which might be offered 
by a developer  as part of a 
planning application  

 
5.  The AONB Unit assesses this site 

as having “high impact” on the 
character and appearance of the 
AONB. MSDC concur. 

 
6. Incorporation of SUDS would be 

a policy requirement for larger 
housing developments in both 
the District Plan ( Policy DP41) 
and the NDP ( Policy HK12), so 
this is not a factor which 
positively differentiates this  site 
from others  

 

 
The Site Assessments for the three 
Jeffrey’s Farm sites are incorrect in 
many important respects, 
rendering their conclusions 
unreliable.  
 

(a) Site H ( Site 68)-Jeffrey’s 
farm buildings 

 
1. The site can accommodate 

18 dwellings rather than 
the 6-8 dwellings assumed  

 
086, 088 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.This matter is considered in detail 
above on pages 72/73 
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2.  The existing access road is 

surfaced , not “unsurfaced” 
as stated , although it 
would require upgrading to 
service new housing 
development  
 

3. The AONB Unit did not 
comment upon the impact 
of access arrangements on 
the landscape and the 
impact of any works can be 
offset by mitigation and 
replacement planting  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

4. On access to education ( 
village school ), the site 
should be assessed “light 
green” not “yellow”  
 
 
 

(b) Site I ( Site 69) Jeffrey’s 
Farm ( Northern Fields)   

 
1. Challenge AONB Unit 

assessment that 
development would be 
“out of character with the 
settlement pattern”. Site is 
on NE >SW ridge on which 
much of the village is sited 

2.The existing farm track is of variable 
quality, partly metalled and partly 
surfaced with crushed aggregate, and 
would likely need upgrading to serve 
residential development.  
 
3. Agreed that the AONB Unit did not 
comment on access arrangements for 
sites in its “advice on Horsted Keynes 
SHEELAA Sites “(October 2018 and 
addendum in May 2019). 
 
 
 
The Site Assessments focus on the 
intrinsic qualities of sites, but also 
consider possible measures to manage 
and mitigate the impact of development.  
 
In a recent appeal (Application 
DM/19/0957), the Inspector considered 
the impact of new access road proposals 
on the character and appearance of the 
AONB. She concluded that “even if 
narrow and surfaced in grasscrete, a new 
access and road would have added to the 
“visually urbanising impact of 
development”  and “erode the rural 
nature of Sugar Lane”, so this needs 
further consideration by the site 
promoters 
 
4.Checked on site ( adult walking with no 
accompanying child) at 12 minutes , so 
agreed that it is a 10-15 minute walk , so 
“light green” rather than “yellow” in the 
Assessment  
 
 
 
 
 
1.This matter was the subject of 
correspondence between the objector 
and AONB Unit in autumn 2019.  

 
The existing character of this site derives 
from dispersed settlement around a 
historic farmstead in open countryside. It 
is rural in nature. 
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2. The AONB Unit assessment 
is a desk exercise , which  
should be supplemented by 
evidence of visual impact 
and mitigation measures 

 
 
 
 

3. This is one of the few 
potential development 
sites with modern -  rather 
than historic - field systems 
 
 

4. Inconsistent assessment of 
heritage impact of this site 
( on Ludwells Grange: 
Grade 2 listed and Boxes 
Farm : Grade 2 listed) in 
comparison with Old Police 
Field (Lucas Farm –Grade 2 
listed)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Access arrangements (a 
new access point off Sugar 
Lane) have been defined 
and accepted by WSCC 
Highways in previous 
planning applications 
(DM/16/3974 and 
19/0957). Any trees or 
hedgerows affected will be 
replaced , not lost , and 

The introduction of housing 
development (approx. 22 units) into this 
rural area would be out of character with 
the settlement pattern of Horsted 
Keynes.  
 
2. The AONB Unit’s desktop exercise has 
been supplemented by HKPC field work 
with the consultant, which included 
inspection of the Jeffrey’s Farm sites, 
both internally and from external 
viewpoints.  
 
 
 
 
3.The Site Assessments are already 
prepared on the basis of the May 2019 
AONB advice that the field system on this 
site is post-medieval, due to more recent 
field amalgamations. 

 
4.The impact of development on the two 
sites on the setting of nearby listed 
buildings has been re-assessed and 
further field work has been undertaken. 

 
Each site forms part of the wider rural 
setting of listed buildings (two at 
Jeffrey’s Farm and one at Old Police 
House Field). In both cases, the impact of 
development would be mitigated to 
some degree by topography, trees, and 
hedgerows. 
 
However , part of the Old Police Field 
development would be hidden behind 
existing frontage development in 
Birchgrove Road , lessening  impact on 
the setting of the listed building  at Lucas 
Farm    
 
5.Agree that WSCC Highways did not 
object to the new access and road off 
Sugar Lane proposed with the two 
previous planning applications.  
 
However, in the latter of the two 
applications, these arrangements were 
criticised by the appeal inspector as 
having an “urbanising impact which 
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also enhanced by 
additional planting  

 
 
 

 
6. Site is no more car 

dependent than others in 
the village 
 

 
 

7. Site is not within a 10 
minute walk  of village 
school , more 10-15 
minutes 
 
 

8. Site is large enough to 
provide SANGS (Suitable 
Alternative Green Space) 
mitigation  
 

 
(c) Site J ( Site 971) Jeffrey’s 

Farm ( Southern Fields ) 
 

1. Site not completely a 
medieval field system, 
partly covered by existing 
buildings  
 

 
 

2. Not out of character with  
existing settlement pattern 
 
 

 
 
 

3. Site distant from historic 
routeways in Sugar Lane: 
so not relevant  
 
 
 
 

4. Site is no more car 
dependent than others in 
the village 

would diminish the character and 
appearance of the rural landscape and 
erode the rural nature of Sugar Lane”. It 
is accepted that such impacts might be 
mitigated by additional planting  
 
6.Agreed that all sites in Horsted Keynes 
are likely to have a high degree of car 
dependence, but this site is a little 
further out from the village centre than 
some other potential development sites 
 
7.Agreed , it is 10-15 minutes’ walk  

 
 
 
 
8.This would be a benefit if the site were 
granted planning permission and if this 
was the best available site for SANGS 
mitigation to offset any impact on 
Ashdown Forest    
 
 
 
 
1.The AONB assessment is that it is “part 
of a medieval field system” .The Site 
Assessment refers to the open 
undulating field to the south of the 
existing farm buildings 
 
2.The existing character of this area  
derives from dispersed settlement 
around a historic farmstead in open 
countryside. The introduction of a 
housing development in this location 
would be alien to this existing rural 
character.  
 
3.Agreed that the site is set back at some 
distance from Sugar Lane , but vehicles 
accessing  the site would need to use 
that route to gain access to the site , 
either via a new access road or the 
existing farm track 
 
4. Agreed that all sites in Horsted Keynes 
are likely to have a high degree of car 
dependence, but this site is a little 
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further out from the village centre than 
some other potential development sites 
    

 
The Site Assessments for the 
proposed allocation sites at Old 
Police Field (Site F /Site 807) and St 
Stephen’s Field (Site G / Site 184) 
are incorrect in many important 
respects, rendering the conclusions 
– and the resultant housing 
allocations -unreliable.  
 

(a) Land at Old Police House 
Field  

 
1. Earlier assessment by the 

AONB Unit indicated “high 
impact” , but this is now 
indicated as “moderate 
impact” 
 
 
 

2. The Site Assessment fails to 
take account of a former 
barn and farmyard in the 
north-east corner of the 
site, which served the 
Grade 2 listed Lucas Farm  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. It is not possible to both 
safeguard the prominent 
oak tree on the Birchgrove 
Road frontage and provide 
a safe vehicular access with 
adequate visibility splays  

 
086, 088  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.The earlier assessment included a 
larger area also comprising the 
downslope “south field” beyond a broad 
tree belt. If confined to the upslope 
“north field” only, and accessed from 
Birchgrove Road ,  then impact on the 
AONB  is assessed as moderate  
 
2.The historic “tithe map” of Horsted 
Keynes (1842) indicates what appear to 
be some farm buildings in this location. 
Later historic maps also show buildings 
there until well into the 20th century, 
although there appears to be little trace 
of them there now, apart from a small 
ruined brick structure within 
undergrowth .  
 
The position has also been checked with 
the current owner of Lucas Farm, who 
states that any buildings in that location 
have had no connection with the farm 
since at least 1981. 
 
MSDC indicate that this matter would 
need to be investigated further in any 
Heritage Statement submitted with a 
planning application and any necessary 
mitigation measures carried through.     
 
3. Draft layouts provided by the site 
promoter propose a site access on the 
westernmost part of the Birchgrove Road 
frontage (adjacent to the Old Police 
House) at some distance from the oak 
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(b) Land at St. Stephen’s Field 
 

1. The AONB assessment is 
inconsistent  in concluding 
“low impact” , as this site is 
part of a medieval field  
 
 
system  ( like site 971 at 
Jeffrey’s Farm)  
  

2. Access road to serve the 
development will disrupt 
the root plates of trees 
along the western edge of 
the site 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The site entrance off 
Hamsland  is too narrow to 
protect adjacent trees and 
the developer does not 
control adjacent land to 
avoid them  
 

4. Highway works in 
Hamsland to achieve safe 
access to the site will be 
disruptive , require removal 
of green verges and 
installation of pedestrian 
barriers to cope with 
different levels, both of 
which will be alien to the 
character of the street   

 

tree. The access would need to provide 
adequate sight lines east along 
Birchgrove Road. The site promoters 
have provided WSCC Highways with a 
forward visibility plan for drivers leaving 
the site, which takes the tree into 
account.  
 
The site is a little elevated at the 
proposed access point , which helps 
forward visibility eastwards along 
Birchgrove Road.   
   
 
 
 
1.The site is part of a wider medieval 
field system , but no longer intact as its 
value has been partly compromised by 
the adjacent  church and housing estate 
developments 
 
 
 
 
2. There could be some impact on trees 
at the site entrance, in order to achieve 
visibility splays, vehicle clearance and 
installation of service pipes and ducts.  
 
The trees along the western and 
southern edges of the site should be 
preserved to provide screening to 
development and this could be achieved 
by a sensitive layout.  
 
3.There may well be some impact trees 
at the site entrance (see 2. above)  and 
measures should be taken to protect the 
root plates of other trees in that area    
 
 
 
4. Agree that highway works are likely to 
require the removal of parts of the green 
verge on the opposite side of Hamsland 
to the site entrance, in order to allow 
both a safe access and the retention of 
roadside parking there.  
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A recent planning application 
(DM/20/4692) does not indicate 
pedestrian barriers on the footway 
opposite the site, or any requirement for 
them from the highway authority. Level 
differences between roadway, verge and 
pavement are not significant in that 
position. 
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Sustainability Appraisal  
 

 
Number of representations received –  5 
 

 
Balance of representations received: -  Support -0, Neutral-1 ; Object - 4 
 
 

Comments received Response 
reference 
  

Analysis   

 
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
uses some unweighted 
qualitative data alongside 
numerical quantitative data. 
With a large number of factors 
considered in the SA, “hard” 
numerical data is diluted.  
 
It appears to assume that all the 
factors assessed are of equal 
weight.  A “sense check” is 
needed   
 
 
 
 

  
086, 088 

 
The Appraisal uses the same criteria as MSDC in 
their SA for the Site Allocations DPD, which does 
allow some degree of weighting, as in the table 
below. 
 
Some of the factors assessed in the SA lend 
themselves to a quantitative analysis, others are 
more qualitative matters of judgement.   
 
Sustainability Assessment then involves bringing 
together, balancing, and coming to an overall 
conclusion on the various themes. The NPPF 
indicates particular matters to which national 
planning policy indicates “great weight” should be 
attached , such as the conservation and 
enhancement of AONB and heritage assets  

 
 

 
Fundamentally disagree with 
the way the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) considers sites at 
Jeffrey’s Farm (Sites H (68) , I 
(69) and J (971) in many 
respects as follows:  
 

1. Sustainability theme #3 
seeks focus on 
previously developed 
land , which only Site H  
 

 
086, 088 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.Confirm that Site H is the only previously 
developed site and that it has been assessed as 
“low impact” on AONB, “provided that the design 
reflects a farmstead model “.  
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offers, but it is still 
shown as scoring less 
well on this count that 
some other sites 

 
 

2. Sustainability theme #4 
seeks to ensure priority 
for local housing needs 
in new development  
 
The SA assesses the site 
for 6-8 dwellings in a 
“farmstead style” 
development and marks 
its contribution to 
meeting local housing 
needs down on account 
of its small size. 
However, the site could 
accommodate a larger 
development of 18 
dwellings (as assumed 
by both the MSDC and 
AONB Unit 
assessments).  
 
The smaller scale of 
development assumed 
by the NDP represents 
ineffective use of the 
site, contrary to the 
NPPF 

 
3. On Sustainability theme 

#8 (promotes safe 
movement and access 
to key service centres)   
 
The Jeffrey’s Farm sites 
are better in terms of 
location on the western 
(Haywards Heath ) side 
of the village and safe 
access can be achieved 
to the sites , so they 
should be marked more 
positively on this 
transport factor 

 

If so, should be marked “possible negative impact 
or “slight negative impact” on this theme. Amend 
SA accordingly.  
 
 
 
 
See comprehensive response on capacity of the 
site on pages 72/73. The “farmstead model” 
required on this site would not provide 18 
dwellings. Around 6 dwellings is the likely yield. 
 
This is not an “ineffective use of the site” as it 
reflects the landscape and heritage constraints 
which apply there and restrict its development 
potential.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Jeffrey’s Farm sites are on the west side of the 
village, with better access to Haywards Heath and 
less cross –village traffic as a result. However, 
there are also other access factors to consider in 
coming to an overall score on this theme. 
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4. Sustainability Theme #8 

(actually 9) `incorrectly 
marks down sites 68 
and 971 as being a 
longer walk from the 
village primary school.  
Using existing footpaths,  
they are within a 10 
minute walk like other 
sites 

 
5. Sustainability Themes 

#9 and #10 both 
downgrade Jeffreys 
Farm buildings site 68 
due to the size of the 
development, but it can 
accommodate 18 
dwellings rather than 
the 6-8 dwellings put 
forward in this plan 
 

All of these points together 
mean that the Jeffrey’s Farm 
sites ( particularly site 68) are 
more sustainable than DPD 
allocations SA28 and SA29 , 
endorsed by the NDP  
 

 
Sites 68 and 971 are located further from the 
village school than some other sites, and so 
slightly less favoured on that count. See above ( 
items 1 and 2 in this box) . The walk to the village 
school has been checked out at 12 minutes.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
See comprehensive response on capacity of the 
site on pages 68 and 69. The “farmstead model” 
required on this site would not provide 18 
dwellings. Around 6 dwellings is the likely yield. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disagree. Sites F ( Old Police House Field) and G ( 
St Stephen’s Field )  are the most sustainable sites 
 
 
  

 
It is not always clear how 
impacts of development on 
heritage assets have been 
determined. Where a 
designated asset (such as a 
listed building) is affected , this 
should be given great weight, 
irrespective of whether the 
impact is assessed as 
“substantial” or “less than 
substantial” 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal is 
also light in terms of the 
consideration of archaeological 
remains of interest. 
 
 
 Suggest it might be helpful to 
examine whether any areas of 

 
089 ( 
Historic 
England)  

 
The Site Appraisals use the same criteria as MSDC 
for their Site Allocations DPD, with three separate 
heritage criteria for listed buildings, conservation 
areas and archaeological interest. A detailed 
framework for assessment is set out in the Site 
Assessments document. 
 
Confirm that NPPF (paragraph 193) states that 
“great weight should be attached to the 
conservation of designated heritage assets “, 
irrespective of the degree of impact  
 
Agree. This should be more explicit in 
Sustainability Theme 6 ( “To protect the distinctive 
local heritage of Horsted Keynes”) and the 
importance of archaeology is reflected in 
recommended changes to policies HK5 and HK7 
 
 The WSCC Historic Environment Records team 
have been contacted to provide additional 
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General comments:  The points raised by objectors have been assessed and changes 
recommended where necessary to provide the most accurate and up-to-date information  
 
Recommendations:   
 

(a) Amend Sustainability theme 3 in respect of Jeffrey’s Farm Buildings (Site H) to be marked 
“possible negative impact or slight negative impact” on this theme 

 
 

 

 
 
Habitat Regulations Appraisal  (HRA) 
 

 
Number of representations received  –  None 
 

 
Balance of representations received:   - Not applicable 
 

 

 
General comments:  HRA has attracted no comments     
 
Recommendations:  No amendments  (subject to confirmation with MSDC) 
 
 

the settlement have a higher 
potential for presence of areas 
of archaeological interest where 
infill proposals will need to give 
greater consideration for the 
conservation of the settlement's 
archaeological record 
 

information on archaeological interest in the 
parish. This has also been used to update this 
Sustainability Appraisal.  
 
 
It is also recommended that additional supporting 
text be added to policy HK6.  
   
 

 
The SA is flawed in that its 
conclusions contradict its own 
objective of focusing on 
development of brownfield sites 
  

 
095 

 
Agreed that the only available brownfield site is at 
Jeffrey’s Farm (site 68). If allocated, this site ,on its 
own, would not provide sufficient land to meet 
strategic housing requirements. Greenfield sites 
also have to be considered. 
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APPENDIX 1 - SCHEDULE OF RESPONDENTS TO THE CONSULTATION  

 

Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of 

001 001 Dawn Langston Mid Sussex Voluntary Action  

002 001 James Wardlaw Scotland Gas Network Southern Gas Network 

003 001 Amanda Purdye Airport Safeguarding Gatwick Airport Ltd 

004 001 Tim Westlake Resident  

005 001 Phil Miles 
Horsted Keynes Community 

Land Trust Feasibility Group 
 

006 001 Claire Tester High Weald AONB Unit  

007 001 Phil Miles Resident  

008 001 Mike Kirk Resident  

009 001 
Sally & Steve 

Haylock 
Residents  

010 001 Anonymous Hamsland Action Group  

011 001 Michelle Knight Resident  

012 001 Tom Romer Resident  

013 001 Tony Sabin Resident  

013 002 Tony Sabin Resident  

015 001 Sarah Doherr Resident  

016 001 Mary Hentschel Resident  

017 001 Simon Doherr Resident  

018 001 Andy Bliss Resident  

019 001 Sue Karle Resident  

020 001 Gary Slade Resident  

021 001 Pamela Hurwitz Resident  

022 001 
Jeremy Humphries-

Davies 
Resident  

023 001 
Amanda & David 

Harrad 
Resident  

024 001 
Mr & Mrs MK 

Macnaughton 
Resident  

025 001 Patricia Parlour Resident  

026 001 
Caroline & William 

James 
Resident  

027 001 
Mr. B.R. Oliver & 

Mrs. R. Pearman 
Resident  

028 001 
Alan & Peggy 

Rothwell 
Resident  

029 001 Cllr Paul Brown MSDC Counsellor  

030 001 Mrs H. Douch St. Giles School Head  
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Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of 

031 001 B. Sawyers Resident  

032 001 
Angela & John 

Browning 
Resident  

033 001 Alan Davies Resident  

034 001 Jacqui Salt Natural England  

035 001 John Gallsworthy Resident  

036 001 
Lawrence (Loz) 

Allan 
Resident  

037 001 
Margaret Jane Allen 

(MRS) 
Resident  

038 001 
Malcolm & Sarah 

Amos 
Resident  

039 001 David G Wilson Resident  

040 001 Justin Walters Resident  

041 001 Kay Austin Resident  

042 001 Tim Westlake Resident  

043 001 
Terry & Sylvia 

Higham 
Resident  

044 001 Charlotte Mayall Southern Water  

045 001 Michelle Knight Resident  

046 001 Tony Skeel Resident  

043 002 
Terry & Sylvia 

Higham 
Resident  

047 001 
Carole 

MacNaughton 
Resident  

048 001 
Hannah Brothwell 

 
Environment Agency  

049 001 Ian Mayhew Resident  

050 001 Joyce Mayhew Resident  

051 001 Christopher Hough Sigma Planning Rydon Homes 

052 001 Sue Stewart Resident  

053 001 David Watson Resident  

054 001 Antonia Catlow Strutt & Parker Sunley Estates Ltd 

055 001 T. Bartrum Resident  

056 001 Judith Bowron Resident  

057 001 Peter Whatling Resident  

058 001 Howard Edge Resident  

059 001 Lorna Shimmen Resident  

060 001 James Parsons Resident  

061 001 George Holloway Resident  

062 001 Sasha Rossi Ashton Resident  

063 001 Rhoda Miles Resident  
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Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of 

064 001 
Mary Mitchell-

Gogay 
Resident  

065 001 Alex Hooper Resident  

066 001 Lisa Brigden Resident  

067 001 
Paul & Barbara 

Fairweather 
Resident  

068 001 Mike Palmer Resident  

069 001 Clive Illingworth Resident  

070 001 Peter Vince Resident  

071 001 Marjorie Fritz Resident  

072 001 Peter Raney Resident  

073 001 Barry D. Heasman Resident Caroline Heasman 

074 001 Kerry Heasman Resident  

075 001 
Karen & Tim 

Griffiths 
Resident  

076 001 David Grounds Resident  

077 001 Tim Rodway 
Rodway Planning 

Consultancy 

Fairfax Acquisitions 

Limited 

078 001 
 Planning Policy and 

Infrastructure Team 
WSCC  

079 001 Harriet Richardson Batcheller Monkhouse Griffiths Family 

080 001 
Cllr Andrew 

MacNaughton 
MSDC  

081 001 Celia Vince Resident  

082 001 Alison Nicholson Resident  

083 001 Chris Johnson Avison Young National Grid 

085 001 Sarah Fordham Rappleys Horsted Keynes LLP 

086 001 Helena Griffiths Resident  

086 002 Helena Griffiths Resident  

086 003 Helena Griffiths Resident  

086 004 Helena Griffiths Resident  

087 001 Reg Stewart Resident   

088 001 Paul Fairbairn Resident  

089 001 Robert Lloyd-Sweet Historic England  

090 001 Myra Boyce Resident  

091 001 Simon Nicholson Resident  

092 001 Elizabeth Lawton Resident  

093 001 Emma Bell Resident  

094 001 Caroline Burton Resident  

095 001 Kenton Lawton Resident  

096 002 Kenton Lawton Resident  

097 001 Pedro Santos South East Water  
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Ref# Cmt# Respondent Organisation On behalf of 

098 001 Richard Franklin Highways England  

099 001 Hilary Watson Resident  

 


