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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 These representations are made by Enplan on behalf of LAMBS (Locals Against 

Mayfield Building Sprawl) whose constitution includes the objectives of preservation and 
protection of the Low Weald through the support of sustainable development and 
opposition to unsustainable development that harms the character of the towns, villages 
and hamlets of the Low Weald. 

1.2 LAMBS strongly oppose the proposal by Mayfield Market Towns (MMT) to build a new 
settlement on land in Horsham district, west of the A23 and north east of Henfield. 

1.3 References for this document are as follows: 

• National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF) 

• National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

• Horsham District Planning Framework 2015 (HDPF) 

• Horsham District Council Local Plan Review Housing and Employment Site 
Assessment Criteria (May 2019) 

• Horsham District Council Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (SHELAA) report published in January 2019 
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2.0 BACKGROUND 
2.1 Previously, MMT proposed a scheme of some 10,000 homes on a site which straddled 

the districts of Horsham and Mid Sussex. Approximately 5,000 dwellings were proposed 
in each district. 

2.2 During 2013/15 MMT made extensive representations to the Horsham District Planning 
Framework (HDPF) and following Examination of the Plan, where LAMBS attended and 
made representations against the MMT proposals, the Inspector concluded in October 
2015 that the MMT proposals were unsustainable. He stated in his report (at para 86): 

“I raised significant concerns about the sustainability of the location of the MMT site, in 
particular its distance from railway services and the strategic road network and the 
potential usage and viability of the ‘park and ride’ proposals. These concerns were 
refuted by the promoters of the proposed MMT but endorsed by other participants, 
including both District Councils. To my mind the location of the site beyond reasonable 
walking and cycle distance from the rail services serving LGW and the main employment 
centres along the route remains a severe disadvantage. Even if the MMT provided a 
significant amount of new employment, it is unrealistic to expect such a level of self-
containment that a very significant proportion of travel to work by car would be avoided”. 

2.3 On 27th November 2015 Horsham DC adopted the HDPF without allocating the site for 
development.  

2.4 In 2015/16 similar representations were made by LAMBS to the Mid Sussex Draft District 
Plan seeking further protection of the Low Weald area and objecting strongly to the MMT 
scheme which was being promoted through the Mid Sussex District Plan. Despite being 
required to make a significant increase in housing provision from the 650 dpa proposed 
in the draft Plan to 876 dpa until 2023/24 (rising to 1,090 dpa from 2024/25 to 2030/31), 
Mid Sussex District Council also did not allocate the MMT proposal for development in 
the District Plan 2014-2031 which was adopted in March 2018. The Inspector supported 
MSDC in confirming there was no requirement to allocate the MMT proposal. In his 
report on the Examination of the Mid Sussex District Plan the Inspector stated (at paras 
74 and 75): 

“The Council selected those sites with a large number of very positive impacts and few 
very negative impacts. They are all available, deliverable and in sustainable locations, 
with limited countryside impact with good access to facilities. The Burgess Hill and 
Hassocks sites are well located in relation to Brighton and Hove and the Pease Pottage 
site is close to Crawley, both areas with unmet housing needs … it is clear that the 
selection process outlined is sound, and the evaluation demonstrates that the Council 
has selected the most eligible strategic sites which together with the inclusion of the 
Hassocks site will provide sufficient housing for the plan to be effective as a strategic 
level plan”. 
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3.0 CURRENT POSITION 
3.1 The HDPF is now under review and within the updated HDPF the Council will seek to 

allocate additional strategic sites, informed by the latest Strategic Housing and 
Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA). 

3.2 MMT are now proposing a revised scheme for up to 7,000 homes in an area closer to the 
village of Henfield and to the South Downs National Park (SDNP). The site is located to 
the north east of Henfield wholly within Horsham district. It is understood that MMT have 
entered into a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) with Horsham District Council 
with regard to the site. 

3.3 As part of the Local Plan Review, the Council has already considered the MMT site. The 
Council’s latest published position on development on the site is contained in the 
January 2019 update to the SHELAA. In respect of the subject site (ref: SA414) the 
SHELAA concludes that the site is ‘Not Currently Developable’ citing concerns as to; 
land ownership; the need for cross boundary working with Mid Sussex District Council 
and with West Sussex County Council; environmental and infrastructure constraints; 
flood risk; impact on neighbouring settlements; and conflict with the Horsham District 
Planning Framework. 

3.4 LAMBS have specifically asked the District Council whether any further information has 
been submitted on behalf of MMT to address the issues identified in the SHELAA and 
have requested copies of any such information. LAMBS have been told by officers of the 
Council that no such information has been provided. In these circumstances, it is difficult 
to see on what basis the Council could change its position in order to give further 
consideration to the MMT proposal in the Local Plan Review. This letter details why the 
Council was correct to conclude that MMT is not developable and therefore should not 
be taken further as part of the Local Plan Review. 

3.5 LAMBS are also concerned that relevant consultees such as Mid Sussex District 
Council, Highways Authority, Environment Agency and utilities providers have not been 
consulted on the proposals. In order to proceed to Regulation 18 stage with the Plan it 
would be appropriate to seek input on any potential site allocations of this nature from 
these consultees. 
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4.0 POLICY FRAMEWORK 
4.1 Any decision to provide for new homes through planning for a new settlement must be 

consistent with national policy. If the Local Plan Review were to promote a new 
settlement which was not consistent with national policy, it would fail the test of 
soundness (NPPF, paragraph 35 (d)). 

4.2 Paragraph 72 of the NPPF contains a series of provisions which must be met in order for 
the allocation of a new settlement to be consistent with national policy. Without seeking 
to be exhaustive, the new settlement must be in a “suitable location” and be “supported 
by the necessary infrastructure and facilities”. The strategic policy making authority must 
“work with the support of their communities, and with other authorities”. This includes 
neighbouring authorities and other consultation bodies such as highways authorities. A 
new settlement should help to “meet identified needs in a sustainable way”. 

4.3 Any decision to plan for a new settlement should consider the scope for “net 
environmental gains”. The size and location of a new settlement must “support a 
sustainable community, with sufficient access to services and employment opportunities 
within the development itself (without expecting an unrealistic level of self-containment), 
or in larger towns to which there is good access”. 

4.4 The site selection must “make a realistic assessment of likely rates of delivery, given the 
lead-in times for large scale sites”. 

4.5 This report demonstrates that, in numerous respects, the MMT proposal either fails to 
accord with the requirements of national policy or there is no evidence to suggest that 
the proposal does accord with the requirements of national policy. These requirements 
are specific to and of particular importance in respect of any proposal for a new 
settlement. 

4.6 In addition, the NPPG sets out the need to demonstrate that there is a reasonable 
prospect that any large scale development can come forward, with realistic assessments 
being made about the prospect of the site being developed and of delivery rates. There 
should be early engagement with infrastructure providers to ensure that the infrastructure 
requirements are not beyond what could reasonably be considered to be achievable 
(Paragraph: 060 Reference ID: 61-060-20190315). 
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5.0 OUTLINE OF OBJECTIONS 
5.1 LAMBS maintain their strong objections to the scheme in light of the most recent MMT 

masterplan which proposes an even greater number of new dwellings within Horsham 
district than the previous rejected scheme. 

5.2 The proposal remains a wholly unsustainable development in an isolated location with 
little or no infrastructure and no local or political support. The Council will appreciate 
LAMBS’ genuine concerns about the significant impacts that a new settlement of 7,000 
houses would have on this rural (and relatively remote) part of the district. 

5.3 The impact of the proposal on the local area would be unacceptable and 
disproportionate to any perceived benefit. The map at Appendix B shows the Parishes 
that form the Inter Parish Group, all of whom have stated that MMT would negatively 
impact their community. This reflects an area which is more than 50 times the size of the 
MMT proposed site making the community impact totally disproportionate to the benefit 
of providing additional housing. It is also noted that there is no evidence of an identified 
need for the proposal at present. Therefore, this objection focuses on the fundamental, in 
principle, issues with the site. 

5.4 Objections to the MMT proposals are made under the following topics: 

• Settlement Sustainability: 

o Transport 

o Flood risk and drainage 

o Ecology and Biodiversity 

o Landscape and Visual Impact (including South Downs National Park 
impacts) 

• Deliverability and Viability 

• Need 

• Impact on Henfield 

• Absence of political or public support  

5.5 These topics are addressed below together with a summary of a number of specialist 
reports that deal with transport; flood risk & drainage; landscape impact; and ecology 
matters. The reports and have been commissioned by LAMBS and are appended in full 
to these representations. 
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6.0 SETTLEMENT SUSTAINABILITY 
6.1 The MMT proposals do not comply with the sustainability aims detailed in Chapter 2 of 

the NPPF. In particular, the proposals are contrary to the environmental objective 
detailed in paragraph 8(c) of the NPPF which seeks to protect and enhance our natural 
environment, improve biodiversity, minimise waste and pollution and to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy. The adopted HDPF 
Policy 1 also seeks to ensure that development proposals are sustainable. 

6.2 There are a number of issues with the proposed settlement in respect of flooding, 
transport, ecology and visual impact which are contrary to the stated environmental 
objective of the NPPF and of the HDPF. Consequently, the proposal does not represent 
sustainable development. 

Transport 

6.3 In relation to transport, the MMT scheme is contrary to the NPPF environmental 
sustainability objectives of minimising pollution and of mitigating and adapting to climate 
change by moving to a low carbon economy. Furthermore, MMT proposals do not 
comply with paras 103 and 108 of the NPPF which seek to focus development in 
sustainable locations to limit the need to travel and to promote sustainable transport 
methods. The proposals also breach HDPF Policy 40 regarding Sustainable Transport 
that was adopted in 2015. 

6.4 The proposals do not comply with para 103 of the NPPF in the light of significant 
sustainability concerns including the distance from railway facilities and the strategic road 
network. 

6.5 The site is relatively remote in an area of countryside. It is a considerable distance from 
any railway station and from the strategic road network and there is currently no access 
to public transport. As set out above, the Inspector in considering the draft HDPF in 2015 
concluded that the transport issues rendered the site unsustainable and, therefore, 
unsuitable for allocation for development.  

6.6 Policy 40 of the HDPF requires development to be appropriate and in scale to the 
existing transport infrastructure, including public transport and to be located in areas 
where there is a choice in the modes of transport available. Given the distance to the 
strategic road network and the considerable distance to any railway station, the site 
clearly does not meet these requirements. 

6.7 It is noted that MMT have stated that the proposed site was identified within the study by 
GL Hearn (New Market Town Study) in 2010, undertaken for Crawley, Mid Sussex and 
Horsham Councils, as suitable for a new market town. In fact, this study did not indicate 
that the site was suitable. The report considered 4 possible location options for a new 
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market town and concluded that “while there are relative advantages and disadvantages 
of the different options, there is not a robust and definitive case as to why one option is 
preferable to another”. Furthermore, none of the 4 location options considered 
corresponds with the site currently identified by MMT for development; all the options 
were some distance to the east, all abutted the A23, and were primarily in Mid Sussex 
District rather than Horsham District. 

6.8 The GL Hearn report also concluded that “the assessment is at this stage high-level and 
identification of a final option will require significant further technical studies”. The report 
went on to recommend that if the Local Authorities wanted to proceed with a site they 
should undertake further work to consider a range of issues including environmental, 
heritage, landscape, transport and utilities. 

6.9 The report also highlighted that transport was a key issue for a new market town noting 
that there were a number of ‘showstoppers’ for potential development in the vicinity 
including the delivery of “appreciable junction improvements” that would be required on 
the A23 and the low public transport offer. 

6.10 The claim by MMT that the site will be “self-contained” is untested with no precedent and 
with significant local impacts. It is understood that West Sussex County Council 
commissioned a traffic report as part of the Planning Performance Agreement. This 
indicated that there were no other settlements with 70% internal car movements, as 
indicated by MMT for this proposal, and WSCC have requested that MMT provide 
suitable examples. 

6.11 The suggestion of 70% self-containment is also logically inconsistent given the limited 
local population that might be able to exclusively work from home. While it is noted that 
employers in general are moving towards enabling staff to work from home, this is not 
possible all of the time and for many types of work it is not possible at all. It is certainly 
not considered realistic to expect 70% of new residents to work from home exclusively. It 
is far more probable that the majority of new homeowners would need to travel to their 
existing workplaces most days which would create the transport issues anticipated by the 
GTA Civils study. 

6.12 The majority of the transport burden would fall on MSDC where many of the road links 
are located. It is also likely that any necessary additional road for construction traffic 
would be located within MSDC. As a result of this, as well as the conflict with MSDC’s 
Northern Arc development at Burgess Hill which is backed by Homes England, it is highly 
likely that Mid Sussex DC would formally object to any HDC plan that included the MMT 
site. 

6.13 The transport assessment provided by GTA Civils (copy attached at Appendix D) 
identifies a number of major problems arising for the MMT proposals which are 
summarised as follows: 
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• The proposal is not in a sustainable location for development given the existing 
highways network and transport links available. 

• The development would create up to 46,000 additional vehicle trips every day 
even assuming favourable levels of internalisation. This would include large 
increases at junctions such as Wineham Lane/A272 which would experience an 
increase of 900 trips turning out of Wineham Lane in the AM peak. 

• The proposal would increase traffic on already congested junctions which have 
only limited capacity for improvements. 

• The local highways network already operates at close to or above capacity. The 
proposal would contribute to unacceptable levels of traffic and congestion in the 
locality, having a severe impact on the already fragile road network. 

• The A23, the A23-A2300 junction, Hurstpierpoint High Street and the 
Stonepound Crossroads would struggle to cope with the volume of traffic 
generated. Significant improvements to the surrounding road network would be 
essential. 

• The limited additional bus services proposed would be insufficient to serve the 
needs of the additional residents. 

• The development would impact on the Cowfold double mini roundabout junction 
and the Stonepound Crossroad, both of which are within Air Quality Management 
Areas (AQMA). Any additional traffic at these junctions would have an 
unacceptable impact on the AQMAs. 

• The development would exacerbate the danger at existing accident cluster 
locations in the surrounding road network. 

• The site is an unacceptable distance (at least 10km) from the nearest railway 
stations meaning residents would have to drive to them. This would lead to 
further traffic along routes that are already congested and highly built up, such as 
Hurstpierpoint High Street. This would also lead to parking issues as there is 
limited parking capacity at the closest railway stations. 

• The existing rail network already has capacity constraints, particularly on peak 
services to and from London. 

• The development will be reliant on private car use due to the limited sustainable 
transport options in the locality leading to unacceptable congestion. 

6.14 The report concludes that the proposal is “unsustainable and entirely located in the 
wrong place and will have a severe impact to junctions and links in the area”. 
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6.15 As set out above, there is relatively limited information publicly available concerning the 
MMT proposal. However, GTA Civils have provided the following comments on the 
transport bullet points contained within the letter from MMT to Horsham District 
Councillors dated 24th September 2019 (copy at Appendix C): 

• A new bus station would be useful but further information would be required to 
indicate where new buses will be running and who will be providing services. The 
proposed settlement would be similar in size to Burgess Hill which has good 
quality bus connections but still is a large generator of traffic movements. Whilst 
this may mitigate some car journeys it will not resolve the issue of residents being 
reliant on private car travel.  

• Travel plans can be useful in reducing single occupier car journeys by setting out 
alternatives and raising awareness of healthier and more environmentally friendly 
travel. A travel plan would propose a modal shift (from car journeys to sustainable 
travel such as buses, trains etc) and in locations with good transport connections 
a modal shift of between 10% to 20% is a target. This development location 
would not have the pre-existing transport infrastructure most towns of equivalent 
size in the area would have, so this would be a very difficult modal shift to 
achieve and would require an extensive list of measures. In addition, even with a 
best-case scenario of 20% modal shift this would still have a severe impact on 
the surrounding road network which would require extensive mitigation. 

• New cycle routes would be beneficial but are unlikely to significantly offset car 
journeys. Some residents may cycle to Hassocks, Henfield or Burgess Hill for 
work but this would not be possible for anyone working further afield in Brighton 
or London for example. 

• Electric charging points are beneficial to the environment and would aid the 
existing AQMAs but there are no guarantees regarding the uptake of electric 
vehicles and these would still contribute to congestion. 

• Improvements to the road network will need to be clearly set out. Given that the 
existing links and junctions are frequently at or close to saturation, improvements 
may only shift issues elsewhere. In reality extensive new road infrastructure 
would be required. 

• A new link road would be beneficial for journeys via the A23, however given the 
A23 is already very busy in peak hours this would simply just end up contributing 
towards existing congestion. 

6.16 Ultimately, the location makes the MMT proposal unsustainable in transport terms, even 
when accounting for favourable assumptions on internalisation of traffic movements and 
home working. 
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Flood Risk and Drainage 

6.17 In relation to flood risk and drainage, the MMT scheme is contrary to the NPPF 
environmental sustainability objectives of minimising pollution and of mitigating and 
adapting to climate change. The MMT proposals do not comply with paragraph 150 of 
the NPPF which seeks to ensure development avoids any increased vulnerability to the 
impacts of climate change, nor with paragraph 155 which seeks to avoid inappropriate 
development in areas at existing or future risk of flooding, nor with paragraphs 157 – 161 
which set out details of the sequential and exception tests in relation to flood risk, nor 
with paragraph 163 which seeks to ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere, nor with 
paragraph 165 which requires the incorporation of sustainable drainage systems. They 
also breach HDPF Policy 38 regarding flood risk, including reference to the sequential 
test, which was approved in 2015. 

6.18 The Technical Note on Flood Risk and Drainage provided by Motion (copy at Appendix 
E) identifies a number of major problems arising for the MMT proposals which are 
summarised as follows: 

• Existing flooding of the public highway around the MMT area is regular and 
extensive. 

• The site comprises low lying land with a significant number of water courses 
crossing it, including the River Adur. 

• Parts of the site are within Flood Zone 2 and 3, including some parts within Flood 
Zone 3b which is classed as functional flood plain where residential development 
is not allowed. 

• The scheme would likely need to pass the Sequential and Exception tests to 
demonstrate that there are no alternative locations with less flood risk that could 
accommodate the proposal. 

• The development would lead to a significant increase in surface water run-off due 
to the significant increase in the amount of built form and impermeable hard 
surfacing on site. 

• Site constraints such as the underlying Weald Clay and a high ground water table 
prohibit a number of potential SuDS techniques with only the least sustainable 
SuDS methods such as tanking being appropriate on the development site. 

• The development will increase the risk of pollutants and treated effluent 
discharging into the River Adur which could impact on the current ecological 
status and chemical status of the River Adur as well as having a negative impact 
on the Adur Estuary SSSI. 
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• The increase in impermeable area will increase the rate and volume of water 
draining into the River Adur catchment, which uncontrolled has the potential to 
increase flood risk in neighbouring areas and downstream. 

• The tidal limit of the River Adur is very close to the development site and with 
climate change raising sea levels there is potential in the future for the site to be 
tidally influenced. This could have an impact on surface water drainage due to 
tide locking, including the need for pumping, larger attenuation storage and an 
increase in the area of the site being classified at risk of flooding. 

• Significant foul water infrastructure will need to be constructed in order to serve 
the development, with additional resultant issues such as: land take, impact on 
farmland, easements, and discharges consents. All of which will be a significant 
constraint to any development making it unlikely that the proposed settlement 
could be delivered. 

• Overall conclusion that the proposed new settlement is in an unsustainable 
location in flooding and drainage terms. 

6.19 MMT have previously stated that “there appears to be no concern from the Environment 
Agency that surface water flooding should not be managed through a SDS” and that “no 
other overriding constraints have been raised”. These statements are unsubstantiated 
and disputed by LAMBS.  

6.20 The report by Motion supports LAMBS’ assertion that the site is not suitable for 
development due to flooding and drainage issues which cannot be suitably mitigated. 
The letter from MMT to Horsham Councillors states “it is possible to incorporate scheme-
wide approaches to Sustainable Drainage”. However, no detail of these measures is 
provided and there is no evidence that MMT have carried out any assessment of the 
flood risk issues of the scheme. Due to the site constraints, only the least sustainable 
SuDS techniques could be used and it is not considered that this would be sufficient to 
mitigate the impact of such a significant development. Therefore, it is concluded that the 
currently proposed location for the new settlement is unacceptable in terms of flood risk 
and drainage. 

6.21 These findings were reinforced by a separate study commissioned by the IPG which also 
commented on the impact of approved development at the Northern Arc which impacts 
the east branch of the river Adur. 

Ecology and Biodiversity 

6.22 In relation to ecology, the MTT scheme is contrary to the NPPF environmental 
sustainability objectives of protecting and enhancing our natural environment and helping 
to improve biodiversity. Furthermore, MMT proposals do not comply with paras 174b and 
175 of the NPPF regarding protection of Ancient Woodland and the promotion of 
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improvements to biodiversity. The proposals also breach HDPF Policies 25 and 31 
regarding biodiversity which were approved in 2015. 

6.23 With regard to ecological impacts the assessment by Wildlife Splash undertaken in 2019 
(copy at Appendix F) confirms that the proposal would have many harmful impacts upon 
a range of protected species and woodland areas. The conclusion of that report states 
that “due to the size of the area, the quality of the habitat and the number of protected 
species it can support, [it is] highly improbable that this development could be delivered 
without significant losses to biodiversity”. 

6.24 The species present on the site include the following: 

• Badgers (protected species) 

• 8 species of bat confirmed (including 1 listed as Vulnerable) with a further 4 
species likely present (all protected species) 

• 96 species of bird (including 18 Birds of Conservation Area Concern red-listed 
species and 21 amber-listed species. Also 6 species listed in the EU Birds 
Directive and 1 species on the International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN) Red List) 

• Tawny Owls, Little Owls and Barn Owls (protected species) 

• Mute Swans 

• Mallards 

• 19 species of butterfly (including 3 Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species) 

• 8 less common invertebrate species (including 1 IUCN Red Listed species, 1 
Nationally Notable species and 3 listed on the Rare Species inventory) 

• Slow Worms (protected species) 

• Grass Snakes (protected species) 

• Water Voles (a BAP species) 

• Common Toad (a BAP species) 

• West European Hedgehog (a BAP species and listed as Vulnerable) 

• 15 species of damselfly and dragonfly (including one less common species and 
one Red List Near Threatened species) 

• European Eel (protected species) 
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• Sea Trout (protected species) 

6.25 There is also abundant habitat on the site to support other protected species such as 
Common Lizard, Great Crested Newt, Brown Hare, dormice, European Eel and otters 
(as well as unconfirmed otter sightings in the area). 

6.26 There are a number of Priority Habitats across the site including; Ancient Woodland 
areas, additional notable, veteran and ancient trees, lowland mixed deciduous woodland, 
wet woodland, hedgerows, coastal and floodplain grazing marsh and a network of 28 
ponds. 

6.27 The land drainage schemes required to support the proposed development would result 
in the loss of the majority of the ponds on the site which would have a large negative 
impact on all groups of animals in the vicinity including the protected species listed 
above. Amphibians such as Common Toad and Great Crested Newt would lose 
breeding sites which may have been used for over 150 years. 

6.28 The removal of grassland will greatly reduce the diversity and number of plants. This will 
reduce the number of invertebrates which will lead to a negative impact on foraging for 
birds and bats. A significant amount of amphibian and reptile habitat would also be 
removed in addition to the negative impact on Badger foraging ability. 

6.29 The report notes that, even if features such as woodland, ancient or veteran trees and 
hedgerows were retained as part of the proposal, within an urban environment their 
wildlife interest and habitat value would deteriorate.  

6.30 For example, it is noted that most of the biodiversity features of veteran and ancient trees 
which support invertebrates, bats and other species are associated with dead wood. 
Within a built environment such features are usually removed due to Health and Safety 
concerns. Given the large number of veteran and ancient trees on the site (more than 
100) this would result in a significant level of habitat loss. Furthermore, to facilitate the 
development large numbers of hedgerows would need to be removed and even those 
retained would be trimmed frequently. This would lead to a further loss of habitat and a 
decline in the high number of species associated with the hedgerows. The report notes 
that the removal of hedgerows could be mitigated in part by the planting of equivalent 
replacements but the notable trees within the hedgerows and old features, which are of 
key importance to wildlife, are not replaceable. 

6.31 The report assumes that the main blocks of woodland on the site would be retained 
within the proposed development. However, it goes on to indicate that it is well 
documented that woodland suffers when it is in close proximity to habitation. This has a 
variety of causes including rubbish dumping and garden waste dumping, garden 
encroachment and the introduction of non-native invasive species. This is a particular 
concern in relation to the Ancient Woodland and trees as they are an irreplaceable 
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habitat. The importance of their retention is indicated in para 175 of the NPPF which 
states: 

“development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 
ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 
wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists”. 

6.32 The proposal would result in the fragmentation of habitat corridors in the wider area and 
that this could result in the loss of notable, BAP and protected species which are reliant 
upon open countryside and wetland habitat. The report states that the loss of a large 
area of species rich habitat with its associated biodiversity will ultimately lead to the local 
extinction of many of these species. 

6.33 Paragraph 174b of the NPPF states that in order to protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity plans should: 

“promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue 
opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity”. 

6.34 This is supported by current HDPF Policy 25 which states at point 3 that The Council will 
support development proposals which: 

“Maintains and enhances the existing network of geological sites and biodiversity, 
including safeguarding existing designated sites and species, and ensures no net loss of 
wider biodiversity and provides net gains in biodiversity where possible”. 

6.35 The Wildlife Splash ecology assessment of the MMT site concludes: 

“Given the biodiversity value of the area within a background of decreasing biodiversity, it 
would be contrary to current legislation and logic to develop this area. 

Moreover, it would be impossible to deliver a new town without having a significant 
negative impact on biodiversity (let alone achieving net biodiversity gains) without 
investing in substantial mitigation into a similar sized area of extremely impoverished 
habitat”. 

6.36 Therefore, not only would the proposed development entirely fail to achieve the aim of a 
net gain in biodiversity as set out in NPPF para 174b and HDPF Policy 25, it would in 
fact have a significant negative impact on biodiversity. In addition to the damage that 
would result to the Ancient Woodland on site (as referred to above), the development of 
this site would contrary to both the NPPF and the adopted HDPF. 

6.37 This assessment by Wildlife Splash is further supported by the letter from Sussex Wildlife 
Trust dated 28th August 2019.which points out the threat to the ecological integrity of 
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Horsham District posed by the scheme and the fact that the developers have made no 
apparent effort to address the natural capital impact. 

6.38 It is noted that the letter from MMT to Horsham District Councillors sets out a 
commitment to providing a 10% net biodiversity gain. It is not understood how this could  
be achieved for the following reasons: 

• There will be a significant reduction in the available habitat, much of which is 
good quality, not an increase in habitat. 

• The main blocks of the plantation mixed deciduous woodland that have really 
begun to establish and mature in the past 20 years or so are to be removed – 
with no replacement.  

• The hydrology of the area will change due to drainage systems and so many of 
the ponds may dry, and the Sakeham Farm wetlands would almost certainly dry 
in their valley setting. This will impact on water birds and the very high and 
diverse assemblage of odonata (dragonflies and damselflies). 

• The streets are shown to be tree-lined in the plans. However, the current mature, 
notable and veteran trees within the hedgerows would have to be managed for 
health and safety i.e. have their dead limbs removed. The dead wood habitat is 
extremely ecologically important and an uncommon habitat. It supports roosting 
bats and saproxylic invertebrates – which are the rarest group of invertebrates. 
These invertebrates emerge from the tree after spending years feeding on dead 
wood and immediately require flower rich habitat with a rich nectar source nearby 
– provided by the headlands of the hedgerows and the ditch network. These will 
be cut, as they will be managed as street verges. 

• The hedgerows are mostly undermanaged creating suitable habitat and food 
sources (i.e. caterpillars, insects, berries, nuts etc) for a number of groups such 
as birds. This will disappear with management. 

• The under-managed hedgerow headlands and field edges provide over-wintering 
sites for invertebrates such as moths and butterflies that overwinter as pupae on 
flower stems or the underside of leaves. Some invertebrates overwinter within the 
dead and hollow stems of flowers or the seed heads etc. These habitats will be 
removed. 

• Barn Owl, Nightingale, Swallow and Swift habitat will be removed. The habitat 
supporting the declining farmland birds (currently well represented in the area) 
will be removed.  
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• Development is likely to disrupt the bat populations that are roosting in buildings 
and old trees in the area and feeding over the wetlands, the damp field edges 
and dark lanes along the many hedgerows. 

• These habitats are also used as flight lines, which will be interrupted, by 
streetlights and urbanization. 

• Amphibians such as toads and Great Crested Newt will not be able to move 
across the landscape from breeding ponds to terrestrial habitat – which is usually 
woodland, scrubby field edges etc. There are token green lanes between the 
retained green corridors but these are adjacent to roads. 

• The high population pressure will change the nature of the green areas: the 
woodlands will become invaded by exotics and have garden waste dumped in 
them; and the ground flora will disappear due to heavy footfall from the public 
walking dogs and children playing in the woods. The public will walk their dogs in 
the wetland areas – swans, mallards etc. will no longer breed (if the wetlands 
haven’t dried due to changes in hydrology). 

• Reptiles such as Common Lizard and Slow Worm, presently throughout the area, 
will be restricted and population sizes will reduce. 

• Grass Snake, a species that has a far greater range, may have breeding sites 
removed and will not be able to navigate across the landscape to access the 
different hibernation and foraging areas required. 

• General invertebrate numbers will reduce substantially with the disappearance of 
arable margins, the ditch and hedgerow network, and the numerous unkempt and 
sheltered ‘edge’ habitats that are currently so productive. 

6.39 In conclusion, the proposed green areas to be retained are far too small to support the 
current diversity. The green areas are also too small and fragmented in light of the 
surrounding high housing density – the wild nature of these areas will be clipped as they 
become urbanised. A 10% increase in biodiversity will certainly not be achievable in the 
remaining areas. 

Landscape and Visual Impact (including South Downs National 
Park impacts) 

6.40 In relation to landscape and visual impact, the MTT scheme is contrary to the NPPF 
environmental sustainability objectives of protecting and enhancing our natural 
environments. Furthermore, the MMT proposals do not comply with paras 170 and 172 
of the NPPF which seek to protect and enhance valued landscapes, including the scenic 
beauty of National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The proposals also 



CONFIDENTIAL – FOR USE BY HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL PLANNING DEPARTMENT ONLY 
Enplan ref 02/590 

 
 

 
 

Settlement Sustainability | 21 
 

breach HDPF Policies 25 and 26 regarding protection of the countryside and landscape 
character. 

6.41 The promotion of this site to provide a new settlement appears to be continuing without 
any agreed evidence that the landscape has capacity for it. The landscape review 
undertaken by Terra Firma (copy at Appendix G) in 2019 identifies a number of issues 
with the proposal as follows: 

• It falls within the setting of the SDNP, only separated from the SDNP by open 
fields, small woodland blocks, scattered farms and small hamlets/low density 
housing. 

• The proposal would affect the important characteristic and iconic views from the 
chalk ridge within the South Downs National Park across this Low Weald 
landscape. Their contribution to the special qualities of the National Park, is 
identified in a number of published documents produced for the South Downs 
National Park Authority (SDNPA). In addition, the site is visible in the view from 
Devil’s Dyke viewpoint along the chalk ridge looking north over the Low Weald 
which was said to be described by the painter Constable as ‘the grandest in the 
world’. 

• Notably identified view 2: Devil’s Dyke is also a SDNP ‘Photograph monitoring 
point’, considered one of the most ‘iconic’ park-wide views (i.e. those that are 
breathtaking, a special quality of the National Park, and form part of the cultural 
identity of the South Downs). 

• The area is crossed by an extensive well-used network of public rights of way 
which provides opportunities for quiet recreation within easy reach of the nearby 
settlements and linking to the wider public right of way network including the 
SDNP in the south and High Weald AONB in the north. 

• This extensive public right of way network also means a high proportion of the 
area is visible from public vantage points. 

• The development of the site will result in the development of an area of 
landscape identified as having a high sensitivity to change with a mostly unspoilt 
rural character and relativity high intervisibility. 

• The area also contributes to the rural gap connecting the SDNP and the High 
Weald AONB to the north which can be appreciated travelling through the 
landscape and in views from the chalk ridge. 

• The key paragraphs of the NPPF relating to landscape in the context of this 
Review are paragraphs 172, 170 and 171 which state that in National Parks great 
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weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty, the 
conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage. 

• In the Horsham District SHELAA Assessment it is noted that the development of 
SA414 would be contrary to Policy 26, amongst other policies. 

• There are numerous views which would be negatively impacted as a result of the 
proposal and details of these are set out in the attached Review by terra firma. 

6.42 The key significant adverse landscape effects on the area of the site itself which are 
likely as a result of the development are identified within the report as follows: 

• Adverse effects on the strong rural character with a high level of perceived 
naturalness and tranquillity, secluded in places, of a large area of landscape with 
and identified good quality with areas of an unspoilt character. 

• Adverse effects on the strong sense of history including on: 

o the rural setting of a number of listed buildings 

o historic settlement pattern including the pattern of scattered farmsteads of 
medieval origin and cottages dispersed along lanes and tracks 

o historic field patterns including assets of medieval origin, a typical feature 
of the Low Weald and characteristic of an ancient landscape. 

• Adverse effects on the extensive well-used network of public rights of way which 
provide opportunities for quiet recreation within easy reach of the nearby built up 
areas and connecting to two designated landscapes. 

• Adverse effects on the general recreational value of the area, which is popular for 
cycling, with several cycle clubs using the it for road racing, and numerous 
equestrian pursuits take place throughout the area. The ‘Prairie Gardens’, with 
the backdrop of the SDNP, is an extremely popular destination for visitors, even 
attracting international groups of tourists. ‘Blacklands’ campsite’ attracts 
thousands of visitors (mainly families) per year, to experience camping in an 
unspoilt rural Sussex countryside setting. 

• Adverse effects on the significant proportion of landscape features, and their rural 
context, within the area including mature/veteran hedgerow trees, hedgerows, 
woodland, shaws, river/stream courses with numerous ponds in small gently 
undulating valleys. 

6.43 The report states that the site contains areas well above ‘ordinary’ countryside and has 
demonstrable physical attributes and identified qualities valued in published landscape 
assessments which provide supporting evidence for the Horsham District Local Plan and 
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the South Downs National Park Local Plan. This leads to the conclusion that it should be 
considered a ‘valued’ landscape within the meaning of NPPF paragraph 170. The NPPF 
states that ‘valued’ landscape should be protected and enhanced. 

6.44 The report concludes that the site is not an appropriate location for a new town in 
landscape and visual impact terms. The developer has not undertaken sufficient work to 
gather the baseline evidence that would support this proposal. It is not likely that the new 
settlement could be delivered without causing significant and overriding harm to the 
landscape in which the site is located. 

6.45 It should also be noted that it is highly likely that the SDNPA would formally object to any 
revised HDPF that included the allocation of the site for housing given the negative 
impact that the development would have on the setting of the National Park. 
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7.0 DELIVERABILITY AND VIABILITY 
7.1 The MMT proposals do not comply with paragraph 67 of the NPPF which requires 

planning policies to identify sites which are considered to be economically viable. No 
evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the proposals are economically viable 
as required by the HDC Site Assessment Criteria and there are several reasons why 
there are likely to be significant viability issues for this site. 

7.2 The proposed site extends to approximately 330 ha and is comprised of numerous land 
parcels which are all in different ownership. The map attached at Appendix A shows the 
proposed site area outlined in red. Marked in green are sites where the landowners are 
known to LAMBS and where MMT do not have any option to purchase. This land, which 
totals approximately 150ha, is entirely unavailable to MMT and not developable. 
Therefore, almost half of the site is not under the control of the developer. 

7.3 LAMBS do not know the status of the remaining land (shown in yellow on the map), 
however, they believe that Mayfields own only approximately 11 ha of the total 330 ha 
site, and that such options as they may have signed are due to expire. MMT have not 
provided any further detail on land control for the site and, consequently, it is not clear 
exactly how much of the site could potentially be developable. What is clear is that 
almost half the site, including an area covering the entire north west section and a large 
portion of the centre, is definitively not within the developer’s control and most of this land 
will never be available to them. The areas of the proposed site which remain (and which 
may or may not be available to the developer) are disjointed and could not be coherently 
developed to form a new town. A letter from the owner of Sakeham Farm is attached at 
Appendix H as an example of the strength of local opinion on the proposals and an 
indication that this area of land (a significant area in the north western corner of the 
proposed development site) will not be available to the developers. 

7.4 The District Council’s Housing and Employment Site Assessment Criteria indicates that 
factors such as complexity of land ownership will impact on the assessment of a site’s 
viability and deliverability. 

7.5 Even if the land shown on the map shaded yellow (where the current status is unknown) 
were to be made available to MMT by the numerous land owners, the cost of purchasing 
the land (or at least entering into option agreements) could have a significant impact on 
the potential viability of the scheme. The letter from MMT to Horsham District Councillors 
refers to “negotiations with landowners” gives the impression that the developers have 
ownership or options on much of the site but this is clearly not the case, as evidenced by 
the letter at Appendix H from the owner of Sakeham Farm. 

7.6 This lack of control over much of the proposed development site seriously undermines 
the viability and deliverability of the scheme. In addition, the delivery of housing rates 
referred to the letter from MMT to Horsham District Councillors is unsupported by any 
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evidence and do not appear to take account of the timescales required to negotiate with 
landowners or, if necessary, Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) proceedings. 

7.7 There are further viability implications for the site due to other costs associated with the 
site. For example, there are pylons and an overhead electricity line running across the 
site (marked by a black dotted line on the above map). MMT have previously indicated 
their intention to bury this electricity line underground in order to facilitate construction of 
the new town. However, it should be noted that electricity pylons and cables cannot be 
buried by developers; only the National Grid can undertake this work. There is no 
indication that MMT have been in contact with the National Grid to discuss this. In any 
case there is likely to be a significant cost associated with this work. MMT previously 
indicated that the cost of burying the pylons would be approximately £0.5 million per 
pylon. It is considered that this is a gross underestimate. A 2012 Electricity Transmission 
Costing Study, an independent report endorsed by the Institution of Engineering and 
Technology, estimates the cost to be somewhere between £10 million and £30 million 
per km of cable depending on the type of cable. This would have a very significant 
impact on the viability of the site, particularly given the developer’s initial estimate. 

7.8 It should also be noted that the National Grid do not allow houses to be built over 
underground cables as they need to retain access for maintenance purposes. In addition, 
there is a high pressure gas main crossing the centre of the site (marked by a blue 
dotted line on the above plan). Both of these issues would have practical implications for 
development. 

7.9 It should be noted that Homes England considered this site to be not developable and, 
consequently, they would provide no funding for infrastructure. Therefore, MMT would be 
responsible for funding all the necessary infrastructure to support the development and 
this would be likely to impact the viability of the scheme. 

7.10 The letter from MMT to Horsham District Councillors sets out a social and physical 
infrastructure cost of £350 million but there are no detailed costings and there is no 
evidence that this is deliverable. The statement that this is “far more generous than other 
schemes in the south east” should not be afforded any weight as it is an untested and 
unevidenced assertion. 

7.11 Given the lack of land control and the effect on scheme viability as a result of the likely 
significant costs of the development, it is considered that the proposal is not deliverable 
on this site. 



CONFIDENTIAL – FOR USE BY HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL PLANNING DEPARTMENT ONLY 
 
 
 

 
 
26 | Need 
 

8.0 NEED 
8.1 The independent Inspector, when assessing the existing HDPF in 2014 and 2015, 

rejected the previous proposal for 5,000 dwellings on the part of the site within Horsham 
District despite increasing the Council’s housing target and despite the extensive 
representations made by MMT at the 2 Examinations/hearing sessions. 

8.2 The housing requirement which will be set out in the revised Plan is not currently known 
although it is understood that this will exceed the previously identified requirement of 800 
dpa set out within the current HDPF. Therefore, it is appreciated that the Council must 
consider the allocation of additional strategic sites for housing. 

8.3 It is noted that in the most recent SHELAA Housing Report (published in January 2019), 
the Council was able to demonstrate a 10 year supply of housing land including a 5% 
buffer. Whilst this position will change in light of the amended housing requirement in the 
new Plan, it suggests that the District currently has a good supply of sites. 

8.4 There is no clear evidence that there is a need for a new settlement in Horsham District. 
It is certainly not considered that there is likely to be a sufficiently significant shortfall in 
housing sites to require a single settlement of this magnitude.  

8.5 Furthermore, it is very unlikely that this scheme would be able to make a significant 
contribution to any short term housing land supply shortfall, if one is found to exist. 

8.6 It is also noted that the focus of the MMT proposals appears to be younger working 
people. This fails to take account of HDC’s concerns about providing for an ageing 
population. 

8.7 It is recognised that there is significant “unmet need” from the Coastal region, but MMT is 
not a solution to this because the site lies outside, or at the very limit of, the boundary of 
the Coastal West Sussex HMA as recognised in the Local Strategic Statement and by 
the Inspector in 2015. Furthermore, if the development anticipates no (or very little) 
outward commuting, then it is obviously not a solution to Coastal unmet need and if it is 
developed as such it will compromise its sustainability. 
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9.0 IMPACT ON HENFIELD 
9.1 The MMT proposals do not comply with paragraph 83 of the NPPF which seeks to 

ensure the retention of accessible local services and facilities. The proposals also breach 
HDPF Policy 27 regarding settlement coalescence which was approved in 2015. 

9.2 It should be noted that the SHELAA Housing Report indicated that the site was not 
currently developable and noted that any major development would need to take account 
of the retail viability of existing settlements such as Henfield. The creation of a large 
settlement with a number of business and retail facilities could threaten the vitality of 
Henfield village, particularly small retail units which would be in competition with new, 
larger shops in the new settlement.  

9.3 Horsham District Council have a Visitor Economy Strategy (2018 – 2023) which aims to 
bring more visitors into the District and has been particularly focused on the rural villages 
who require strong visitor numbers to sustain their communities. The development of a 
new settlement on one of the existing visitor trails in the countryside would have an 
urbanising effect, reducing the number of tourism-related visits and negatively impacting 
the rural tourist economy of the locality. 

9.4 The Visitor Economy Strategy sets out a number of aims which include: working with and 
supporting local small businesses, creating trails to allow visitors to discover wildlife and 
celebrating and promoting the district’s geology, landscape and wildlife. The 
development of a new settlement in this countryside location would be contrary to these 
aims; reducing the local wildlife population and urbanising the area leading to a reduction 
in visitor numbers thereby damaging the rural economy. 

9.5 The current HDPF Policy 27 seeks to resist development which would lead to 
coalescence of settlements. It states that development between settlements, such as the 
proposed MMT site, will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:  

1. There is no significant reduction in the openness and “break” between 
settlements. 

2. It does not generate urbanising effects within the settlement gap, including 
artificial lighting, development upon key road corridors and traffic movements. 

3. Redevelopment of existing sites that seek to reduce the existing urbanised 
character and appearance of an area between settlements, particularly along road 
corridors, will be supported. 

4. Proposals contribute to the conservation, enhancement and amenity of the 
countryside, including where appropriate enhancements to the Green 
Infrastructure network or provide opportunities for quiet informal recreation. 
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9.6 It is clear that a new settlement of 7,000 houses less than 1km from the existing built up 
area boundary of Henfield would result in coalescence of settlements. Indeed, the 
proposed developers have confirmed this by their indication that Henfield would become 
a suburb of the new MMT. This is contrary to current HDPF Policy 27 point 1. 

9.7 The creation of a new settlement in this existing gap between Henfield, Sayers Common, 
Albourne, Twineham and Wineham would clearly generate an urbanising effect within 
the settlement gap including: the introduction of significant artificial lighting; development 
along key road corridors, particularly the proposed change of Wheatsheaf Road from a 
link route to the A23 (as at present) to a High Street setting (as proposed); urbanisation 
of the road between MMT and Henfield; and the significant traffic movements associated 
with 20,000 new residents. All of this is contrary to current HDPF Policy 27 point 2. 

9.8 HDPF Policy 27 point 3 is not directly applicable to the proposal as it is not for the 
redevelopment of an existing site. 

9.9 Far from contributing to the conservation, enhancement and amenity of the countryside 
(as required by point 4 of Policy 27); the MMT proposal would result in significant 
damage to countryside amenity and would permanently change the existing rural 
landscape with its network of footpaths into an urban environment. This would not 
enhance the green infrastructure network but would damage it and would remove 
opportunities for quiet informal recreation which are currently enjoyed by a number of 
recreational & leisure clubs from Brighton and the local area. 
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10.0 ABSENCE OF POLITICAL OR PUBLIC 
SUPPORT 

10.1 The MMT proposals do not comply with paragraph 16 (c) of the NPPF which seeks to 
ensure that Development Plans are shaped by proportionate and effective engagement 
between plan makers and communities, local organisation, businesses, infrastructure 
providers and operators and statutory consultees. Paragraph 25 of the NPPF also 
requires effective and on-going joint working between policy making authorities and 
relevant bodies. As referenced in chapter 4 above, paragraph 72 of the NPPF sets out a 
series of provisions which must be met in order for the allocation of a new settlement to 
be consistent with national policy. This states that policy making authorities should work 
with the support of their communities to find suitable locations for new settlements. 

10.2 As noted by the Inspector in his report on the Examination of the HDPF in 2015 (at para 
87) the MMT proposals face a significant level of opposition from two local MPs, Parish 
Councils and local people, including local landowners. This opposition has continued 
over a number of years and despite this, the developers have continued to promote the 
site for development. With this latest version of the proposal, very limited information is 
publicly available. It is not considered that the developers have sought to engage the 
local community (nor infrastructure providers) in an effective, proportionate manner. 

10.3 The Parish Councils in the area covered by and surrounding the site have formed an 
Inter Parish Group seeking to resist the proposals. This Group comprises the elected 
members of 17 separate Parish Councils which are as follows: 

• Albourne 

• Ashurst 

• Bramber 

• Bolney 

• Cowfold 

• Fulking 

• Hassocks 

• Henfield 

• Hurstpierpoint & Sayers Common 

• Newtimber 

• Poynings 
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• Pyecombe 

• Shermanbury 

• Twineham 

• Upper Beeding 

• West Grinstead 

• Woodmancote 

10.4 All of these Parish Councils have stated that the MMT would negatively impact their 
communities. This means that the local area which would be detrimentally affected by 
the proposal is approximately 20,000 ha; more than 60 times the size of the site. The 
map below shows the extent of these Parishes with the proposed site outlined in the 
centre. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.5 The proposal would also threaten successful and nationally recognised businesses such 
as the popular tourist destination Prairie Gardens and the Blacklands Farm campsite 
which attracts many visitors, mainly families. As set out in the landscape review, the site 
as existing has recreational value and there is an extensive and well-used network of 
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public rights of way across the site and on adjacent land connecting to the National Park. 
It is popular for cycling and equestrian activities with a number of clubs from Brighton 
and the local area making use of the quiet recreation opportunities. These clubs and 
businesses, along with local pubs and other organisations such as CPRE and the 
Sussex Wildlife Trust, all support LAMBS objection to the large scale development of the 
site and wish to retain its existing unspoilt rural character. 

10.6 It is also noted that the developer has submitted an application for a Scoping Opinion on 
which Mid Sussex District Council has been consulted. Mid Sussex District Council 
responded in full to the Scoping Report, finding that in many respects it was insufficient. 
They highlighted a number of significant areas of concern as follows: 

• There is a lack of detail on how the ‘likely significant effects’ on existing 
population including health, education and infrastructure will be assessed. 

• The extent of the proposed traffic model to analyse the transport impacts is not 
clear. The scope of the model is too tightly drawn. Also, in order to properly 
assess and understand the impact on the Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA, transport 
modelling needs to extend to the SAC/SPA boundary. 

• Analysis of the impact on the network of rural lanes to the south of the site which 
provide a route for traffic wishing to travel to the coastal towns needs to be 
included. The impact of the additional traffic on the character of the countryside 
and South Downs National Park also needs to be analysed. 

• It is of particular concern that there is no reference to the junction on the A23 with 
Hickstead Lane/A2300 at Hickstead. 

• In general the EIA does not robustly analyse the effects of the development on 
the A23/M23 nor the effect of additional traffic on the Stonepound Crossroads 
junction at Hassocks. 

• The capacity of the Burgess Hill, Wivelsfield and Hassocks railway stations and 
the associated infrastructure together with the railway network must be robustly 
analysed. It is not clear how future passengers would get to and from these 
stations in a sustainable way. 

• The effect of the ‘Northern Arc’ development at Burgess Hill, together with the 
proposed MMT development, are not robustly considered. The impact of these 
developments in combination, would have a substantial effect not just locally but 
sub-regionally. Allocated sites as well as committed development are not 
cumulatively assessed. 
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• The impact of the Gatwick Airport Limited proposals must be taken into account. 
This development is not one of those projects listed at Appendix E ‘Cumulative 
Schemes and Map.’ 

• The study area for the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has not 
been established and viewpoints are not identified. 
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11.0 CONCLUSIONS 
11.1 The need for new housing is understood. However, the currently proposed site is wholly 

unsustainable and there are significantly better and more deliverable options to meet the 
district’s housing requirements over the plan period.  

11.2 The MMT proposal is not in a “suitable location”. There is no evidence that it will be 
supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities. The local community has voiced 
strong opposition to the proposal and the strategic policy making authority has failed to 
engage other authorities in their consideration of the MMT proposal. This includes 
neighbouring authorities and other consultation bodies such as highways authorities.  

11.3 It is not clear what identified need the proposal is intending to meet and there is clear 
evidence that it would not be meeting any such need in a sustainable way. 

11.4 Horsham District Council’s Head of Planning Policy recently attended a meeting of the 
IPG and confirmed that key issues for the Council were; the ageing population, the need 
to achieve a biodiversity net gain and Climate change. The MMT proposals do not make 
any significant contribution to these aims. The published MMT brochure indicates an 
intention to provide sheltered housing for the elderly but this is not addressed in detail. 
There is no indication that any care home places would be provided nor any medical 
facilities. Residents would be reliant on the private car to access hospitals or doctor’s 
surgeries given the very limited public transport offer and the lack of medical facilities on 
site. This would be contrary to environmental sustainability aims and does not 
demonstrate any attempt to mitigate the impact of climate change. The future impact of 
climate change on potential flooding, particularly in light of the river and streams running 
across and adjacent to the site, means that the site is clearly unsuitable for development. 
Far from helping to deliver any biodiversity net gain, it is clearly set out above that the 
proposals would result in a significant biodiversity loss. 

11.5 The District Council also confirmed that the key focus for the strategic sites is settlement 
sustainability in terms of suitability (eg infrastructure/transport), deliverability (eg land 
ownership) and viability. As set out in detail above, the MMT promoted site scores poorly 
in all three areas. The site is too distant from public transport and from the strategic road 
network to support such a large development, the site is divided into numerous land 
parcels all in different ownership (with some owners refusing to sell the land) and the 
significant costs associated with burying the electricity cables in addition to the cost of 
purchasing land parcels or options indicate that the development would not be financially 
viable. 

11.6 The proposals are clearly contrary to numerous sections of the NPPF and policies in the 
adopted HDPF. The site fails to meet Horsham District Council’s stated site selection 
criteria and the development would be unsustainable. The allocation of this site is, 
therefore, considered to be entirely inappropriate and unacceptable. 


	1.0 Introduction
	2.0 Background
	3.0 Current Position
	4.0 Policy Framework
	5.0 Outline of Objections
	6.0 Settlement Sustainability
	Transport
	Flood Risk and Drainage
	Ecology and Biodiversity
	Landscape and Visual Impact (including South Downs National Park impacts)

	7.0 Deliverability and Viability
	8.0 Need
	9.0 Impact on Henfield
	10.0 Absence of Political or Public Support
	11.0 Conclusions

