




MSDC District Plan 2038 – Polices for WSCC review WSCC Informal 
Officer Comments (March 2022) 

The whole Draft District Plan is available to view on the web site here 
consultation-draft-district-plan-2038.pdf (midsussex.gov.uk).  This version of 
the plan has not yet been approved by the Council but we are taking the 
opportunity to engage with stakeholders prior to regulation 18 consultation. 
Below are a number of policies that we would welcome WSCC input at this stage. 

Policy Ref – Title Topic Key issues 
DPT1: Placemaking and 
Connectivity 

Transport To ensure WS are 
content and that it aligns 
with WS LTP 

DPS1: Climate Change Climate change Overarching policy that 
sets out principles 

DPS2: Sustainable 
Design and Construction 

Sustainable design and 
construction 

Sustainability measures 
including water 
efficiency  

DPS4: Flood Risk and 
Drainage 

Flood risk and drainage SuDs, function of WSCC 
as LLFA 

DPS6: Health and 
Wellbeing 

Health and wellbeing Overarching policy – an 
earlier draft has 
previously been 
reviewed by WSCC. To 
align with other 
emerging local plan 
policies in WSx, e.g. CBC 
and WBC. 

DPN1: Biodiversity, 
Geodiversity and Nature 
Recovery 

Nature recovery Refers to nature 
recovery and emerging 
LNRS that WSCC is likely 
to lead on. There may 
be strategic issues to 
consider. 

DPN2: Biodiversity Net 
Gain 

BNG Refers to nature 
recovery and emerging 
LNRS that WSCC is likely 
to lead on. There may 
be strategic issues to 
consider. 

DPN3: Green 
Infrastructure 

Green infrastructure  Refers to nature 
recovery. There may be 
strategic issues to 
consider.  

DPN4: Trees, Woodland 
and Hedgerows 

Trees etc Links to nature recovery 
and resilience to the 
effects of climate 
change. There may be 
strategic issues to 
consider. 







































Mid Sussex District Plan Review – infrastructure delivery on the 
proposed housing allocations 

INFORMAL CONSULATION 

Informal WSCC service comments March 2022  

As requested in your email of the 24 February 2022, this is an initial informal 
officer response to your request for WSCC infrastructure delivery on the 
proposed housing allocations. As the plan preparation progresses, please re-
consult us as changes, to the number and location of sites as well as individual 
sites may affect strategies for delivery of services and therefore the mitigation 
requirements from planned development. 

Minerals and Waste (Planning)  

A steady and adequate supply of minerals and the achievement of sustainable 
waste management can help to achieve a District or Borough Council’s goals in 
relation to the economy, housing, transport, communications, strategic 
infrastructure, and the environment.  Therefore, District and Borough Local Plan 
documents should recognise the importance of minerals and waste issues as 
relevant to the scope of their overall strategies. 

Please consider the location of sites in relation to minerals and waste sites and 
safeguarded uses.  A number of sites fall within the Building Stone and the Brick 
Clay Minerals Safeguarding Area and Minerals Consultation Area. Therefore, 
consideration should be given to the Joint Minerals Local Plan, particularly Policy 
M9 (and associated guidance) on mineral safeguarding.  

Policy M9 of the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan 2018 (Partial review March 
2021) requires the safeguarding of existing minerals sites from non-mineral 
development, it also safeguards soft sand (including potential silica sand), sharp 
sand and gravel, brick-making clay, building stone resources and chalk reserves 
against sterilisation. The policy sets out proposals for non-mineral development 
within the Minerals Safeguarded Areas will not be permitted unless they meet the 
criteria set out.  The implementation of M9 requires cooperation between West 
Sussex County Council and the local planning authorities.  Applications for any 
development in a minerals safeguarding area should be the subject of consultation 
with West Sussex County Council, in line with the recently published Safeguarding 
Guidance (November 2019). 

Site name Minerals & Waste Considerations 

Land at Ansty Farm, Cuckfield 
Road, Ansty (DPH5) 

Within Brick Clay (Wadhurst formation) and 
Building Stone (Cuckfield and Ardingly 
formations) Safeguarding Areas 



Land to the west of Burgess 
Hill (DPH6) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area and Waste Consultation 
Area (waste infrastructure)  

Land to the South of Reeds 
Lane, Sayers Common (DPH7) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area  

Land at Crabbet Park (DPH8) n/a 

Batchelors Farm, Burgess Hill 
(DPH9) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land off West Hoathly Road, 
East Grinstead (DPH10) 

Within Brick Clay (Wadhurst formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land at Hurstwood Lane, 
Haywards Heath (DPH11) 

n/a 

Land at junction of Hurstwood 
Lane and Colwell Lane, 
Haywards Heath (DPH12) 

n/a 

Land east of Borde Hill Lane, 
Haywards Heath (DPH13) 

Within Brick Clay (Wadhurst formation) and 
Building Stone (Cuckfield formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land to the west of Turners 
Hill Road, Crawley Down 
(DPH14) 

n/a 

Hurst Farm, Crawley Down 
(DPH15) 

n/a 

Land west of Kemps, 
Hurstpierpoint (DPH16) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

The Paddocks, Lewes Road, 
Ashurst Wood (DPH17) 

Within Brick Clay (Wadhurst formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land at Foxhole Farm, Bolney 
(DPH18) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land West of London Road, 
Bolney (DPH19) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area  

Land rear of Daltons Farm and 
The Byre, The Street, Bolney 
(DPH20) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land east of Paynesfield, 
Bolney (DPH21) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 



Land as Chesapeke and 
Meadow View, Reeds Lane, 
Sayers Common (DPH22) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land at Coombe Farm, London 
Road, Sayers Common 
(DPH23) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land to the West of Kings 
Business Centre, Reeds Lane, 
Sayers Common (DPH24) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Land South of LVS Hassocks, 
London Road, Sayers Common 
(DPH25) 

Within Brick Clay (Weald formation) 
Safeguarding Area 

Ham Lane Farm House, Ham 
Lane, Scaynes Hill (DPH26) 

Within Building Stone (Ardingly and Cuckfield 
formations) Safeguarding Area and Waste 
Consultation Area (waste infrastructure).  

Land at Hoathly Hill, West 
Hoathly Road (DPH27) 

Within Brick Clay (Wadhurst formation) 
Safeguarding Area and Buildings Stone 
(Ardingly formation) Safeguarding Area 

Challoners, Cuckfield Road, 
Ansty (DPH28) 

n/a 

Land to the west of Marwick 
Close, Bolney Road Ansty 
(DPH29) 

n/a 

 

Waste Management:  

The cumulative impact from the housing numbers will have an impact on the 
waste infrastructure, namely Burgess Hill transfer station and recycling centre.  
As the strategy is progressed, we will seek to clarify what mitigation, 
contributions and land may be required. If expansion of the existing Burgess Hill 
transfer station and recycling centre, which is under WSCC ownership, were a 
potential solution during the plan period in order to mitigate planned 
development, contributions would be required to ensure the land is suitable and 
for the extension/reconfiguration of facilities. 

 

Education Comments  

WSCC is responsible for statutory education for children which includes free 
entitlement for early years, compulsory mainstream education from 4 – 19 years 
of age and for children with SEND from 2 – 25 years of age.  More details are 
contained in the Planning School Places document 2022. 



https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/about-the-council/policies-and-reports/school-
policy-and-reports/planning-school-places/ 

Discussions are ongoing with the developers of sites DP5-8 as to land 
availability, suitability and appropriateness of their sites to incorporate new 
educational facilities. MSDC planning officers are part of these conversations in 
order to identify any changes that might be required to the draft District Plan in 
order for sites to mitigate their impacts.  As discussed WSCC cannot allocate 
land for educational development, Mid Sussex District Council will need to 
allocate land for educational facilities required to mitigate planned development..  

An additional 7,000 homes in Mid Sussex would generate the need for a 
significant number of new primary and secondary school places as well as early 
years, and Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) provision. As a 
starting point we would look for the following requirements (which will be 
subject to change as the plan is prepared):  

Secondary School Provision: To serve the District at this time with the 
proposed development strategy put forward, the following would be required:  

1 x new secondary school (6-8 forms of entry or 900-1200 places with or 
without a sixth form) – as a guide for plan making = 6.8 ha of land would be 
required to be allocated 

OR   

2 x all-through schools with four forms of entry at Secondary and two forms of 
entry at Primary (600 places in the Secondary phase and 420 places at Primary 
phase) with or without sixth form - as a guide for plan making = 6.91 ha of land 
would be required to be allocated (this is an estimate of a maximum figure as 
there may be opportunities for space saving with an all through school).   

Primary School Provision:  With regard to Primary needs we would envisage 
new schools at each of the strategic sites either as standalone primaries or as 
part of the all-through schools as mentioned above. We would favour campus 
arrangements in an appropriate configuration to cover primary, secondary, sixth 
form, early years and for children with SEND (whether this is a unit attached to 
a mainstream school or a full Special School).  

As a guide for plan making: 2fe primary = 2ha - plus additional land for early 
years and SSC  

As outlined in the table below: DP9-29 would be expected to contribute 
financially towards the cost of land and building of the new schools/early years 
or any expansion of existing education facilities in the vicinity of their 
development.  

There are caveats around the above which is broadbrush at this stage and 
dependent on demographic changes and forecasts.  Projects we plan to 
undertake in order to cater for the increase in pupils numbers may be subject to 
change particularly if they are more than five years away and the children are 
not yet born. 



MSDC may wish to consider separately the need for Further Education, Sixth 
Form College places, the University Sector and Adult Education, as well as any 
Youth Provision that maybe generated, as these are not delivered directly by 
WSCC. 

SEND: As outlined in our conversations with developers and MSDC Planning 
Officers, WSCC is looking for a site/land for a new SEND school with 150 on roll. 
This would not necessarily be on the same site as a new secondary school, as we 
would not expect a developer to provide two schools, contributions are required 
from all developments for SEND, depending on the provision will depend how 
they are directed. 

As a guide for plan making an estimate (based on government guidelines) is:  

120 on roll = 2.08ha  

180 on role = 2.4ha  

Early years: the standard calculations have been applied to the proposed sites 
and places are indicated in the table below. Some have come out as very small 
numbers which is not big enough for standalone provision but could support 
expansion where needed. Some of the sites have been combined to make a 
practical assessment.  

To provide some guidance for plan making the site areas required that we use 
we use are:  

30 places = 887m2  

50 places = 1,374m2 

90 places = 2,192m2 

 

Site Address  Facilities 
included  

Other considerations  Early Years  

DPH5: Land at Ansty 
Farm, Cuckfield Road, 
Ansty (1600 homes) 

Primary 
School  

Early Years, Special 
Educational Needs, 
Secondary Education, Post 
16 Education and Special 
School provision. 

80 places  

DPH6: Significant Site - 
Land to West of Burgess 
Hill (1400 homes) 

Primary 
School 

Early Years, Special 
Educational Needs, 
Secondary Education, Post 
16 Education and Special 
School provision. 

70 places  

DPH7: Significant Site - 
Land to South of Reeds 
Lane, Sayers Common 
(2,000 homes of which 
1,850 in plan period) 

Primary 
School 

Early Years, Special 
Educational Needs, 
Secondary Education, Post 
16 and Special School 
provision. 

100 places 
(93 in the 
plan period)  



DPH8: Significant Site - 
Land at Crabbet Park 
(2,300 homes of which 
1,000 in plan period) 

Primary 
School 

Early Years, Special 
Educational Needs, 
Secondary Education, Post 
16 and Special School 
provision. 

115 places 
(50 in the 
plan period)  

DPH9: Batchelors Farm, 
Keymer Road, Burgess 
Hill (33 homes) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

2 places  

DPH10: Land off West 
Hoathly Road, East 
Grinstead (45 homes) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

2 places  

DPH11: Land at 
Hurstwood Lane, 
Haywards Heath (45 
homes) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

Combining 
sites = 130 
homes = 7 
places which 
could be a 
contribution 
towards 
expansion. 

DPH12: Land at Junction 
of Hurstwood Lane and 
Colwell Lane, Haywards 
Heath (25 homes) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH13: Land east of 
Borde Hill Lane 
Haywards Heath (60) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH14: Land to west of 
Turners Hill Road, 
Crawley Down (350) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

Combining 
these sites 
= 387 
homes = 19 
places.  DPH15: Hurst Farm, 

Turners Hill Road, 
Crawley Down (37) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 



DPH16: Land west of 
Kemps, 
Hurstpierpoint (90) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

5 places  

DPH17: The Paddocks, 
Lewes Road, Ashurst 
Wood (8) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

No 
requirement  

DPH18: Land at Foxhole 
Farm, Bolney (100) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

Combining 
these sites 
= 261 
homes = 13 
places (for 
somewhere 
as small as 
Bolney this 
may have 
an impact)  

DPH19: Land West of 
London Road (north), 
Bolney (81) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH20: Land rear of 
Daltons Farm and The 
Byre, The Street, 
Bolney (50) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH21: Land east of 
Paynesfield, Bolney (30) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH22: Land at 
Chesapeke and Meadow 
View, Reeds Lane, 
Sayers Common (33) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

Combining 
these sites 
= 463 
homes = 23 
places  DPH23: Land at Coombe 

Farm, London Road, 
Sayers Common (210) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH24: Land to the 
West of Kings Business 
Centre, Reeds Lane, 
Sayers Common (100) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH25: Land South of 
LVS Hassocks, London 
Road, Sayers Common 
(120) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

DPH26: Ham Lane Farm 
House, Ham 
Lane, Scaynes Hill (30)  

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

2 places  

DPH27: Land at Hoathly 
Hill, West Hoathly Road 
(18) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

1 place  

DPH28: Challoners, 
Cuckfield Road, Ansty 
(37) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

Could 
combines 
these sites 
= 82 homes 
=4 places  

DPH29: Land to the west 
of Marwick Close, Bolney 
Road, Ansty (45) 

 Financial contributions to 
wider schemes. 

 

Transport Planning (Transport Plan and Modelling)  

Existing Policies, Guidelines and Standards: The West Sussex Transport Plan 
update (LTP) will be adopted in the first half of 2022 and should be consulted to 
understand the objectives which the County wishes to achieve in the next 15 years 



as well as the supported principles for transport planning, delivery, operation and 
management. Further, the County Council’s Transport Assessment Methodology 
Guideline (2007) should be used to inform the Transport Assessments.  Should 
the opportunity arise further requirements may be communicated to the developer 
and their professional team taking into account more resent policies and guidelines 
nationally and locally. Further, the WSCC Parking Guidance (2020), Design Manual 
for Roads and Bridges, Manual for Streets and other national and industry 
guidelines and standards should also be adhered to ensuring the appropriate 
considerations as the site and its transport package progresses from strategic 
analysis to detailed design to support planning applications.   

Land Use & Spatial Planning:  

1. Land use type, mix of uses and quantum at each phase of development 
should be clearly communicated. Masterplanning should not only reflect the 
number of homes developed but also supporting mix of land uses to 
maximise active travel trips (providing segregation where necessary) and 
reduce trips external to the development which may require vehicle trips. 

2. The spatial framework of development should take into consideration not 
only environmental and natural constraints, but also principles of local living 
and efficient and effective planning to achieve WSCC’s objectives as set out 
in its LTP. Effective spatial planning should provide a suitable layout to 
support walkable communities where most daily services and commercial/ 
retail needs are accessible by active travel, including on-site wherever 
practicable. These modes and users should be given priority within local 
roads and in towns to ensure direct travel routes, segregation where 
necessary to limited vehicle conflicts and protected precincts with lower 
traffic volumes for safer operations where necessary e.g. school precincts.  

3. Spatial Planning should also extend and promote active travel networks and 
facilities to reach destinations in surrounding developments and existing 
settlements where the travel distances warrant. The Mid-Sussex LCWIP 
should be used as a first guide to potential active travel routes. 

4. Further, compact spatial developments which promote efficient public 
transport operations should be achieved. This should maximise 
development densities in proximity to public transport stations and stops as 
well as social and commercial services. Lower density developments should 
be set back away from these locations higher density public transport 
corridors, but should still aim to minimise unnecessary use of private cars 
as far as practicable through: 

• use on-street parking and traffic management techniques to manage 
demand; 

• access to flexible alternatives, which could include mobility as a 
service, demand responsive services and car sharing.   

5. Developers should adhere to the County’s parking guidelines, noting that it 
makes provision for parking reductions under certain condition. Further, 
flexible parking provision should be explored which provides the opportunity 
for on-street parking management which allows other shared uses of 



roadway capacity, better solutions for EV charging, the ability for more 
flexible parking management and redevelopment in the future.  

Demand Analysis: The Mid-Sussex Transport Study is currently in progress and 
makes use of a Saturn Transport Model to evaluate the impacts of proposed 
developments on the local road network. This tool provides the opportunity to 
base planning decisions on scenario evaluations supported by rigorous data 
analysis.  

To date the modelling has not yet identified preferred sustainable transport 
mitigation strategies and solutions. Mitigation will need to be apportioned 
appropriately to development sites on the basis of their size and location, but the 
initial results prior to mitigation indicate that the largest sites will need to consider 
the impacts on the following locations either due to severe congestion impacts or 
due to link flows inappropriate for smaller existing roads. Further issues may come 
to light from more detailed analysis. Any additional capacity should be on main 
and strategic roads; smaller roads should be protected from the forecasted 
impacts by other means including sustainable transport strategy and traffic 
management. 

DPH5: Land at Ansty Farm, Cuckfield Road, Ansty:  

A272 junctions with A23, B2036, B2272, A273 

B2036 junction with Ardingly Rd 

Flow increases on Cuckfield Rd 

DPH6: Significant Site – Land to West of Burgess Hill 

A2300 junctions with A23, Cuckfield Rd and Mill Lane 

A273 junctions with York Rd, B2116 and B2112 

Flow increases on Malthouse Lane, Chalkers Lane and Cuckfield Road through 
Hurstpierpoint 

DPH7: Significant Site - Land to South of Reeds Lane, Sayers Common:  

A23 junctions with B2118, A2300, A272 and A281 

Flow increase on Shaves Wood Lane and Truslers Hill Lane 

Flow increases on Mill Lane and Cuckfield Rd 

DPH8: Significant Site - Land at Crabbet Park:  

B2036 junctions with A2220, B2037 

B2110 junction with B2028 

Flow increases on Old Hollow and Turners hill Road 

Flow increases at Pease Pottage and Colgate 

Strategic site promoters should use appropriate tools to evaluate realistic active 
travel mode share scenarios based on trip distributions, trip purpose and travel 
distances. These can then be used as the technical basis on which agreement with 



local authorities can be reached for active travel provision, associated vehicle trip 
reductions and infrastructure and delivery scheme provision.  

Public transport demand and road network capacity analysis would also inform the 
need for public transport including bus priority measures based on analysis of 
travel time/ delays along the route. At this stage of the planning process, the 
identification of required bus priority infrastructure along public transport routes 
to ensure dependable travel times is required as well as analysis at critical 
junctions on the network where public transport prioritisation would be required. 
Evaluation of public transport mode share scenarios would be required to evaluate 
the various demand scenarios and provision of sustainable travel options. There 
is a need for an optimistic public transport modal split which would represent a 
scenario of higher levels of bus provision and inform the services and 
infrastructure requirements. Similarly, a conservative public transport mode share 
scenario must be evaluated to determine the impact on the local road network, 
should public transport take up not meet targets. A robust well-evidenced mobility 
strategy to determine what service will be viable to support the site will be 
required while promoting car competitive transport alternatives 

Infrastructure & Service Planning: This work should include: 

1. Internal road network (of development) hierarchy including: 
- typical cross-section and controls, parking and loading provisions, active 
travel provision; 
- active and passive management and enforcement; 
- how it integrates with the broader external (to development) road 
networks.  
Please ensure that the network adheres to the appropriate strategic 
components of the above-mentioned standards such as intersection 
spacings, design speeds etc. 

2. The proposed public transport infrastructure (and service provision); 
- how it links with the broader public transport networks to maximise 
access and provide travel options for all user groups and journey choices;  
- A multi-modal approach should be taken ensuring access to the most 

appropriate mode for the journey, while be cognisant of the demand 
levels and cost implications of operating these services; 

- Deliverability of prioritised public transport infrastructure. This should 
be supported by analysis of options and assessment of congestion 
levels, mixed traffic travels times, junction design etc.; 

- Mode share scenario planning. 

3. Pedestrian and cycle transport infrastructure network; 
- Typical cross-sections of pedestrian and cycle ways, ensuring they meet 
minimum standards; 
- How the walking and cycling routes meet desire lines for movement; 
- Provision of cycle storage facilities. 

All of the above should be designed as a seamless and integrated network, 
allowing users to move effortlessly between modes and catering for the complete 
range of users and trip purposes. The network must also form an integrated 



component of the urban development facilitating economic activity is a sustainable 
manner.  

Funding Contribution proposals: High level cost estimates of transport 
infrastructure and service provision based on acceptable analysis methods will be 
required to commence discussions of funding sources and delivery mechanism.  

 
Highways (Development Management and PRoW) 

In general, it is recognised that a number of the sites are in relatively poor 
locations to promote walking, cycling and access by passenger transport 
(notably those sites in Bolney and Sayers Common) and will not be of such scale 
to deliver anything but localised transport improvements.  Realistically residents 
at most of these sites will be reliant on the use of the private car.   

More detailed comments are:  

DPH5: Land at Ansty Farm, Cuckfield Road, Ansty: The sustainable 
transport routes mentioned in the policy requirements could be more specific in 
terms of what is needed, i.e. provision of new and improved cycle routes 
towards Haywards Heath and improved pedestrian routes to Cuckfield.  The 
inclusion of the Burgess Hill/Haywards Heath bus service is supported in 
principle, but there would need to be further work to ensure that a service can 
be offered that is sufficiently frequent to make this a genuine alternative to the 
private car and to ensure it has long term viability. 

PRoW: There is reference to: ‘Sustainable transport routes connecting site to 
Ansty, Cuckfield and Haywards Heath’ 

From a PRoW perspective, this site should deliver the upgrade of Footpaths (FP) 
62CR and 69CR to connect Bridleways (BW) 61CR in the west and BW67CR and 
BW68CR in the east towards Haywards Heath. This would also allow for 
sustainable modes of travel to Ansty. 

Upgrading FP65CR and 8bCU within the site to bridleways and contributing to 
the upgrade of FP8aCU outside the site would provide the sustainable transport 
link between this site and Cuckfield. 

 



 

DPH6: Significant Site – Land to West of Burgess Hill 

PRoW: There is reference to: ‘Sustainable travel connections to Burgess Hill and 
links to employment centred around the A2300’ and ‘Green travel corridors for 
cycle and pedestrian access throughout with links to the ‘Green Circle’ 

The upgrade of FP48Hu (both within and outside the site) and 49Hu would 
connect those within this site to existing bridleways to the west of Burgess Hill 
already designated to be part of the Burgess Hill Green Circle. 

 
 

DPH7: Significant Site - Land to South of Reeds Lane, Sayers Common: If 
this site is to be allocated, there would need to be some feasibility studies 
undertaken to ensure any sustainable transport links to Burgess Hill or any other 
identified locations are deliverable.  In terms of bus services, this is a significant 
allocation but it is questioned whether a service could be operated to the site in 
the long term that offers sufficient frequency to encourage modal shift.  The 
journey time by bus to Burgess Hill is unlikely to make this appealing compared 
with driving.  This factor would also influence any bus service viability. 

PRoW: There is reference to: ‘Sustainable travel connections to Burgess Hill’ 

Existing PRoW within the site largely run North-South with no onward 
connections to bridleways. There is little reason to upgrade these however an 
internal layout providing for a pedestrian and cycling exit from the eastern edge 
of the site opposite BW86Hu would allow cyclists from the site to travel east to 
Langton Lane, then travel northwards to Mill Lane then eastwards again, all 
along quieter ‘D’ class roads until reaching site DPH6. With DPH6 delivering the 
upgrade of FP48Hu this would connect all within this Sayers Common site 
(DPH7) to the Burgess Hill Green Circle. 



 

 

DPH8: Significant Site - Land at Crabbet Park: The policy requirement 
should include a restriction on vehicular access onto Turners Hill Road.  This 
restriction could limit access to sustainable modes only or alternately limit to a 
given number of dwellings.  There is concern that if access is unrestricted it 
would impact upon the Turners Hill crossroads.  There would also need to be a 
policy requirement covering Old Hollow, a public highway that crosses the site 
from north to south, and the various uses proposed along it.  The exact 
treatment of Old Hollow would need to be considered through the master plan 
but this should not be used to facilitate access to the proposed development.     

PRoW: There is reference to: ‘Improved linkages to cycling and walking network 
to improve sustainable transport routes to Three Bridges train station, Crawley 
Town Centre and areas of employment centre including links to the Worth Way.’ 
There are no PRoW linking the site westwards towards Crawley and its 
infrastructure. Two of the three PRoW footpaths through the site however (14W 
and 12W) are part of Worth Way walk 2. The additional pressure this 
development will have on these PRoW will require surface improvements to be 
made. 

DPH11: Land at Hurstwood Lane, Haywards Heath and DPH12: Land at 
Junction of Hurstwood Lane and Colwell Lane, Haywards Heath: Access 
to these sites would need to be considered in light of the Haywards Heath 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy for Hurst Farm that requires Hurstwood Lane to be 
closed to vehicular traffic.  Any closure would of course still need to allow for 
access to the existing properties on Colwell Lane, so access to the proposed 
allocations should still be viable onto Colwell Lane. 

DPH14: Land to west of Turners Hill Road, Crawley Down: If feasible a 
pedestrian/cyclist access should be formed onto Worth Way, which runs to the 



south of the proposed allocation.  Worth Way provides a traffic free route 
directly into Crawley Down. 

PRoW general comments for all sites - DPH9 – 29: In accordance with 
NPPF, developers must consider the impact of development on existing PRoW 
and the opportunities presented to improve the network, both in physical terms 
so that users have greater connectivity, convenience and enjoyment and in 
terms of path status, such as upgrading footpaths to bridleways for the benefit 
of a wider user group.  

To achieve valuable and useable additions to the PRoW network it may be 
necessary on occasions to deliver improvements outside of a site boundary. In 
such cases developers are encouraged to participate in negotiating necessary 
consents and deliver works or make financial contributions towards 
improvements, as appropriate. 
 
 



From:                                             Vanessa Cummins  
Sent:                                               13 September 2023 16:37 
To:                                                  Natalie Sharp; Estelle Maisonnial 
Cc:                                                   Eleanor Harman; Eloise Witty; Rachel Conway; Katie Crompton 
Subject:                                         FW: Infrastructure queries 
Attachments:                               WSCC Comments Infrastructure Mitigation Consultation March 2022 

FINAL.docx 
  
Categories:                                   AP 
  
Hi Natalie, 
  
Thank you for getting in touch and updating us on the District Plan Review. 
  
We are working on SEND and EY but before we come back to you in writing 
could we meet to get the latest with your thinking on any changes to the DPR? 
I’ve made some tentative comments below in red but these can be confirmed 
after the 25th and you have spoken to the Leads for EY and SEND, Katie and 
Rachel, if that’s ok. 
  
Kind regards, 

Ness. 

Vanessa Cummins LLB (Hons), Award LGM| Schools Planning Officer, School 
Organisation and Capital Team | Education Directorate | West Sussex County Council 

Location: Ground Floor Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester PO19 1QT 
Internal:<> 

E-mail: v  
  

 
  
From: Natalie Sharp <N  
Sent: 30 August 2023 15:57 
To: Tracey Flitcroft < >; Eloise Witty 
< k> 
Cc: Estelle Maisonnial < > 
Subject: Infrastructure queries 
  
  

**EXTERNAL** 
  
Hi Tracey and Eloise, 
  
I hope you’re both well. 
  



Thank you again for meeting us earlier in the month, it was a helpful catch up. As discussed, we have 
outlined what was discussed and set out the queries we had below. If you’re able to respond once 
you’ve been able to discuss with your colleagues, if needed, that’d be great. Apologies that it’s taken 
until now to send these, with a public inquiry and various leave it’s taken longer than we wanted! 
  
General 

• MSDC intends to produce one overall IDP bringing together the 2018 District Plan, Site 
Allocations DPD and draft District Plan IDP into one document. WSCC were generally 
supportive of approach, should make it easier to update. 

• Developer contributions: are the WSCC contributions sought (thresholds and amounts) up to 
date? 

Transport 
• The highway projects identified; are these funded from TAD monies or contributions on top 

of TAD? 
Education 

• Early years provision: Is a campus approach preferred (early years attached to the primary 
school)? Are the calculations provided in March 2022 still appropriate (see attached)? KC to 
confirm the calculations which I believe have changed from Mar 22. My understanding is 
that EY attached to the primary phase is our preferred option. Again KC to confirm. 

• SEND: Does WSCC have a preferred location? Our last understanding was that Graham was 
discussing with Thakeham the potential of DPSC1 to provide a SEND school, but your 
confirmation of where those discussions got to would be helpful. This is not my 
understanding but you maybe more up to date. We were originally looking at the Ansty 
development which I understand is not favoured. 

• Expansion land: In WSCC’s Reg 18 response expansion land was identified for significant sites 
DPSC2: Land south of Reeds Lane, Sayers Common and DPSC3: Land at Crabbet Park, 
Copthorne. This is not something raised previously. Promoters have been working on the 
basis of providing an all-through school (2FE primary and 4FE secondary) on approximately 
6.91ha. Would additional land be needed to allow for provision of expansion land? We may 
need some from WSCC on why it’s needed. Yes, I think you are right we may need to future 
proof some more land particularly with biodiversity net gain (my limited understanding 
here) and for further expansion. Happy to discuss further. 

• All-through schools: Currently, DPSC2 and DPSC3 have identified on-site provision of an all-
through school (2FE primary and 4FE secondary). WSCC’s Reg 18 response now identifies 
a 4-6FE secondary on DPSC2 and a 3FE primary and 4-6FE secondary on DPSC3. Is this 
correct and if so, what is the reasoning behind the changed positions? See above. 

• WSCC Education Paper: Tracey mentioned a paper that was being produced; is this is in a 
position that can be shared? Will this contain any updated pupil projections? I believe it will 
be circulated prior to the PPOG meeting in Oct. 

Other 
• Metal recycling/ CDE Waste and Aggregate Recycling facility consultation area: clarification 

on the location of these would be helpful and where they’re identified. They were 
mentioned in WSCC’s Reg 18 response in relation to sites DPSC1 and DPH23: Ham Lane, 
Scaynes Hill. 

• Gypsy and Traveller accommodation: DPSC2 is currently to provide a site of 6 permanent 
pitches. Would WSCC have the capacity to take on the site and manage? Does WSCC have a 
preferred approach to how the site is delivered? 

  
We also agreed that myself and Estelle would arrange a separate meeting with Ness as there were 
some detailed questions that would benefit further discussion. Happy for you to forward our 
questions to Ness in advance of us arranging this meeting. 



  
If you have any questions on the above please let us know. 
Many thanks, 
Nat 
  
Natalie Sharp 
Senior Planning Officer 
Planning Policy 
  

 
 

www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  
The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from 
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From:                                             Eleanor Harman  
Sent:                                               01 November 2023 13:37 
To:                                                  Estelle Maisonnial 
Cc:                                                   Natalie Sharp; Eloise Witty; Caroline West; Tracey Flitcroft 
Subject:                                         RE: Mid Sussex District Plan - Infrastructure Policies 
Attachments:                               Infrastructure Policies.docx 
  
Follow Up Flag:                           Follow up 
Flag Status:                                   Completed 
  
Categories:                                   AP 
  
Hi Estelle, 
  
Please find attached some comments on the infrastructure policy you sent to us for comment last 
week. Please let me know if you have any queries. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Eleanor 
  
Eleanor Harman 
Principal Planner (Part Time: Mon, Tues and Weds 9.30-2.30) 
Planning Policy and Infrastructure Team, Planning Services 
West Sussex County Council, Ground Floor, Northleigh, Chichester, PO19 1RQ 
Phone: ,. 
E-mail:  | Web: www.westsussex.gov.uk 
  
  
  
From: Estelle Maisonnial  
Sent: 26 October 2023 15:57 
To: Eloise Witty  
Cc: Natalie Sharp >; Eleanor Harman 

 Policies 
  

**EXTERNAL** 
  
Hi Eloise, 
  
Further to our meeting earlier today, please find attached a copy of the proposed key 
infrastructure policies. 
Let me know if you would like me to make any amendments. 
  
Kind regards, 
Estelle 
  
Estelle Maisonnial 
Senior Planning Policy Officer 
Planning Policy and Housing  
  












