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1. Introduction
Background
Lewes District Council is currently preparing its Local Development
Framework (LDF), a portfolio of planning documents that will be used to guide
new development in Lewes District.
The Lewes District LDF will comprise a number of Local Development
Documents (LDDs). This will include a Core Strategy Development Plan
Document (DPD), a Site Allocations DPD (a document that identifies districtwide non-strategic site allocations for a range of uses including housing,
employment, retail and leisure) and a Proposals Map. It may also include
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) and Area Action Plans, which
are documents used to detail policies on one topic or in a specific geographic
area.
Associated documents such as the Statement of Community Involvement (a
document which sets out how and when the Council will involve the
community in planning matters), a Local Development Scheme (a document
that sets out the proposed production timetable for the LDF) and an Annual
Monitoring Report (which amongst other things, reviews progress on the
formation of the LDF) have already been produced and in some cases being
updated.
Core Strategy
The Core Strategy DPD is the pivotal document of the LDF. It will set out the
strategic policies to which all other documents in the LDF will need to conform
with. With it being the central LDF document, it is the first DPD that will be
produced.
As the policies of the Core Strategy will have an affect on the future land-use
of the whole District, it is important to get the views of the public and bodies
that operate in the District at various stages of the production process.
We have identified 6 stages in preparing the Core Strategy DPD and have
highlighted in bold the three stages where public consultation has been/will be
undertaken in the table below.
1. Issues and Emerging Options Topic Papers1
2. Emerging Strategy (including other options
considered)1
3. Proposed Submission Document2
4. Formal Submission3
5. Examination
6. Adoption4
1

Consultation to be carried out in accordance with Regulation 25 of The Town and Country Planning (Local
Development) (England) Regulations 2004 (as amended in 2008 and 2009)
2
Consultation to be carried out in accordance with Regulation 27 of the above regulations
3
In accordance with Regulation 30 of the above regulations
4
By both Lewes District Council and South Downs National Park Authority
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Summary of Consultation – Issues and Emerging Options Topic Papers
For each consultation stage of the Core Strategy, the Council will prepare a
summary of the representations received. This report relates to the first public
consultation that took place between 21st May and 16th July 2010 on the
Issues and Emerging Options Topic Papers.
A previous version of this document in October 2010 provided a simple
summary of the comments made during the consultation. This updated
version of document has been added to showing how the comments received
have been used to influence the formulation of the Emerging Strategy
document.
There were 9 separate Topic Papers (plus an introductory paper). These
papers discussed different aspects of the Core Strategy, which included the
characteristics of the District, options for strategic sites and options for how
we could deliver and accommodate growth.
There were different ways for consultees to comment on the content of the
Issues and Emerging Options Topic Papers. These are described below:
Representations received on Topic Papers
The community was invited to respond to the content of the Topic Papers.
Each topic paper explained that responses could be made by email to
ldf@lewes.gov.uk and by post to The Planning Policy Team, Southover
House, Southover Road, Lewes, BN7 1AB.
We received comments from 126 groups and individuals on the topic papers.
A summary of the comments we received can be found in section 2 of this
report. This summary identifies the number of representations received on
each topic paper and then breaks down the comments into a number of sub
categories that cover different aspects of the topic paper, or the main issues
raised by respondents.
Sessions with Town and Parish Councils/Meetings
All of the 28 Town and Parish Councils/Meetings in the District were invited to
one of 6 sessions regarding progress with the LDF and the content of the
Topic Papers. Representatives from 18 of the 28 Councils/Meetings
attended.
The session ended with a discussion about issues that they would like to see
addressed through the LDF. A summary of issues that they raised are
detailed in section 3.
Drop-in Sessions
As part of the public consultation, we held 7 ‘drop in’ sessions across the
District. These were held at Newick Village Hall, Lewes Leisure Centre, the
High Street in Newhaven, Ringmer Village Hall, Rodmell Village Hall, the
Meridian Centre at Peacehaven and Seaford Baptist Church. These sessions
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were open to all members of the public and were held between Monday 24th
May and Thursday 10th June.
There were 12 exhibition boards at each ‘drop in’ session, summarising the
information contained within the topic papers. Two planning officers were
present at each of the ‘drop-in’ sessions to answer any queries, while all of
the topic papers as well as background documents were made available to
the public.
Members of the public were invited to submit comments on the content of the
topic papers by sticking post-it notes on the appropriate spaces of the
exhibition boards. The comments were recorded and can be found in section
4.
Discussion Forums
Two Discussion Forums were held regarding the emerging Core Strategy.
The first was held at The Corn Exchange at Lewes Town Hall and the second
was held at the Assembly Hall of Tideway School in Newhaven. They were
held on Thursday 1st July and Monday 5th July, respectively.
A PowerPoint presentation detailing the LDF process and the content of the
Issues and Emerging Options Topic Papers was followed by discussions
regarding some of the key issues that would need to be considered in
progressing the Core Strategy. The comments/questions made were
recorded and a summary of the comments made at both events can be found
in Section 5.
Publicity of Consultation
The Topic Papers were published on the Council’s website and were placed
in the Council’s Planning Offices in Lewes. Hard copies were sent to Town
and Parish Councils/Meetings, District Councillors and MPs. Letters and
emails relating to the publication of the Topic Papers and the dates of the
consultation were sent to statutory bodies as well as non-statutory
organisations and members of the public who had notified us that they wanted
to be kept informed of progress on the LDF.
Hard copies of the Topic Papers were placed in the public libraries at Lewes,
Newhaven, Peacehaven, Ringmer and Seaford. In addition, copies were
placed in libraries outside of the District at Burgess Hill, Haywards Heath,
Saltdean and Uckfield.
Posters were placed on the District Council’s notice boards informing of both
the ‘drop-in’ sessions and discussion forums. Posters were also sent to all
Town and Parish Councils/Meetings in the District, the District’s leisure
centres and secondary schools/colleges. These groups were asked to display
them on their noticeboards.
An advert containing information about the consultation was placed in the
Sussex Express on 21st May. Press releases were prepared and circulated
and as a result, 2 articles appeared in the Sussex Express regarding the
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‘drop-in’ sessions and the Discussion Forums, on 21st May and 25th June,
respectively. In addition, a radio interview was conducted by Bright FM with a
member of the Planning Policy Team, which aired in May. The interview
explained the purpose of the consultation, where the Topic Papers could be
found and how comments on the content of the Topic Papers could be made.

Lewes District Council – Core Strategy Issues and Emerging Options
(Topic Papers) – Consultation Summary

6

2. Summary of the Comments received on the Topic Papers
Topic Paper 1– Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
30
Agree with content
Number of respondents
18
Summary of the comments received
The majority of respondents agreed with the key characteristics that are
identified for the District, although a number of these respondents considered
that further detail and statistical information about the identified characteristics
should have been included or additional characteristics identified.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The broad agreement with the identified characteristics of the District is
welcomed. Nevertheless, some amendments have been made in response to
a number of comments and suggestions as outlined below.
Additional characteristics suggested
Number of respondents
24
Summary of the comments received
No general themes emerged from the responses received on the Topic Paper,
with the majority of organisations making suggestions that relate specifically
to the geographical area that they represent, or within which they have an
interest. At a District-level, the following characteristics were put forward as
also making a key contribution towards the distinctiveness of the area:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Ouse River and Estuary
Groundwater resources
Community bus services
Walking and cycling facilities
Peacehaven Waste Water Treatment Works
Archaeological resources
Waste and recycling
Gypsies and travellers
The proposed Hastings Bank off-shore wind farm
Cultural assets

In terms of Lewes town, the following characteristics were suggested as also
making a key contribution towards the distinctiveness of the area: parking
problems, North Street and tourism.
In terms of Newhaven, the following characteristics were suggested as also
making a key contribution towards the distinctiveness of the area: Great
crested newts, the Marine Workshops on East Quay, the Marina, Tidemills,
Sussex Downs College and Denton Island Family Centre.
With regards to Seaford, the following characteristics were suggested as also
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making a key contribution towards the distinctiveness of the area: Seaford
Head Golf Course, the Martello Tower, the Cinque Ports union, Conservation
Areas, the high proportion of independent retailers and the Cradle Hill
Industrial Estate.
In terms of characteristics of Peacehaven, the Waste Water Treatment Works
was suggested as also making a key contribution towards the distinctiveness
of the area:
In terms of the rural areas of the District, one respondent suggested that a key
characteristic of the Low Weald is its role in providing a setting for National
Park, and another respondent suggested that the village of Wivelsfield Green
should be specifically highlighted as making a key contribution towards the
distinctiveness of the area.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Further detail has been included about heritage assets which contribute to the
distinctiveness of Newhaven and Seaford. The fact that Sussex Downs
College has a small campus at Newhaven, in addition to the main campus at
Lewes town, has also been added. It is acknowledged that Low Weald
countryside has a strong influence on the landscape character of the South
Downs, and this is now recognised in the text. The fact that Lewes town is a
popular tourist destination has also been added. However, in the interests of
brevity and the need to publish a concise document, it is not possible to list
every individual characteristic of the District or its separate settlements. The
remaining features suggested by respondents are not considered to make a
particularly significant contribution to the character of the District or its towns
and villages, apart from the Ouse river and estuary which are already
mentioned three times within the text.

Disagree with any of the characteristics
Number of respondents
5
Summary of the comments received
With reference to the overall District characteristics, one respondent argued
the Newhaven Enterprise Centre has only an 80% occupancy rate, not 100%
as stated in the Topic Paper, and another argued that both the A27 and A26
are substandard roads.
With reference to Lewes town, a respondent argued that it is specifically the
‘lower parts of the town’ that are at risk of flooding, rather than ‘significant
parts’ as stated in the Topic Paper.
With reference to Seaford, one respondent argued that the town’s visitor
economy is not ‘underdeveloped’ but in need of revitalisation, and another
argued that the shingle beach is an amenity attraction as much as a sea
defence.
With reference to the University of Sussex, a respondent argued that part of
the campus lies within Lewes District, not just adjacent to it, and makes a
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significant contribution to the local economy.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
It is acknowledged that occupancy rates at the Newhaven Enterprise Centre
fluctuate marginally over time, that Seaford beach is also an amenity
attraction, and that part of the campus of Sussex University lies within the
District and these facts are now reflected in the text. The importance of the
education sector to the local economy is already highlighted elsewhere in the
text. It is considered that the other comments submitted represent subjective
statements which do not warrant any specific changes to be made.
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Topic Paper 2 – Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
32
Agree with content
Number of respondents
20
Summary of the comments received
There was broad agreement from a number of respondents with both the key
strategic issues and challenges for the District identified in Topic Paper 2 and
also with the need for partnership working in order to address them
successfully.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The broad agreement with the key strategic issues and challenges is
welcomed. Nevertheless, an additional issue has been added in response to
comments submitted by the South Downs National Park Authority, as outlined
below.
Additional issues/challenges suggested
Number of respondents
20
Summary of the comments received
One respondent, whilst acknowledging that protecting and enhancing the
distinctive quality of the environment, thought that the South Downs National
Park (SDNP) merited identification as a separate key strategic issue. Whilst
another comment mentioned that there should be mention of the contribution
that the SDNP could make to tourism in areas that border, but are not in, the
SDNP’s boundary.
Other issues/challenges suggested the inclusion of the following:
• the risks to multiple assets from coastal processes;
• ‘peak oil’ as a challenge;
• commuting within the district;
• the need to address socio-economic deprivation by providing quality
affordable housing;
• the knock-on effects of the growth of tourism;
• the challenge of meeting the retail and leisure needs of the district;
• the future growth of universities;
• the growth of Brighton and Hove;
• the risks of water shortages due to water over-consumption;
• increasing the vitality of the district’s town centres;
• a particular need to regenerate vacant, underused or poor quality
employment sites and premises in Seaford.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The sustainable use of water resources, the provision of affordable housing,
the growth of Brighton & Hove and the need to tackle cross-boundary issues,
such as the expansion of the two University campuses at Falmer, are already
identified as key strategic challenges in the section ‘Accommodating and
delivering growth’. Accordingly, no changes have been made to the text in
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respect of these issues.
Flood risk, including coastal inundation, and the protection of water supplies
are already identified as key strategic issues in the section ‘Protecting and
enhancing the distinctive quality of the environment’. Whilst the opportunity to
achieve economic benefits through tourism is likely to be enhanced by the
designation of the South Downs National Park, these benefits will be sought
across Lewes District, not just within the Park boundaries. Accordingly, no
changes have been made to the text in respect of these issues. However, the
importance and specific purposes of the National Park designation are
acknowledged and are now identified as an issue that should be specifically
addressed by the Core Strategy.
The need to promote and encourage the efficient use of water, the generation
of renewable and low carbon energy, and the movement of people around the
District in a sustainable manner, together with the need to ensure maximum
accessibility to new development by walking, cycling and public transport, are
already identified as key strategic issues in the section ‘Tackling climate
change’. However, it is acknowledged that a number of households in the
rural areas of the District rely on oil for heating, which leaves them vulnerable
to increases in fuel costs, and an amendment has been made to the
‘Characteristics’ section to recognise this issue.
The need to ensure adequate access to community facilities and to provide
adequate recreational facilities for all the community are already identified as
key strategic issues in the section ‘Creating healthy, sustainable
communities’. The additional provision of retail floorspace was not identified
as an issue in the Council’s most recent retail study. Accordingly, no changes
have been made to the text in respect of these issues.
The need to improve the amount and availability of affordable housing is
already identified as a key strategic issue in the section ‘Improving access to
housing’, whilst determining the best way of raising the quality of all new
development is addressed in the section ‘Protecting and enhancing the
distinctive quality of the environment’. Accordingly, no changes have been
made to the text in respect of these issues.
The need to deliver the regeneration of vacant, underused or poor quality
business sites and premises is identified as a key strategic issue across the
District in the section ‘Promoting sustainable economic growth and
regeneration’. However, this issue is particularly acute in Newhaven, where
the scale and extent of vacant, underused and poor quality sites and premises
far exceeds that experienced in other towns in the District, including Seaford.
Accordingly, no change has been made to the text in respect of this issue.

Disagree with any of the issues/challenges
Number of respondents
5
Summary of the comments received
A few respondents said that some of the key strategic issues and challenges
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for the district will need changing due to the revocation of the South East
Plan, particularly as the Sussex Coast Sub-Region has been removed.
A comment received suggested that the word conserve should be used
instead of preserve when discussing the quality of the environment. Another
said that whilst they appreciate the need to protect the environment, the
priority should be to deliver the much needed market and affordable housing
and that this should be included.
Another respondent suggested that they did not understand or approve of the
term ‘town-cramming’, stating that such terms invite NIMBY reactions which
can prevent development of reasonably developable sites from occurring in
towns.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Some of the key strategic issues and challenges have been amended in the
light of the Government’s proposed revocation of the South East Plan. The
need to meet the District’s housing requirements is addressed in the sections
‘Accommodating and delivering growth’, ‘Creating healthy, sustainable
communities’ and ‘Improving access to housing’. It is considered that ‘town
cramming’ is a well-recognised and understood term that refers to an
inappropriate increase in development density, leading to the loss of
environmental, cultural or social resources. Accordingly, no other changes
have been made to the text.
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Topic Paper 3 – Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
46
Agree with content of the vision
Number of respondents
16
Summary of the comments received
There was broad support from some respondents for all the content featured
in the Topic Paper; some further reiterated their support for the vision stating
that it was realistic, achievable and relevant to the District.
A number of comments received supported general subject areas featured in
this Topic Paper. For instance, some respondents welcomed that the vision
highlights the need to respond to the challenges of climate change, whilst
others were in agreement with the various character areas identified in the
respective area visions but were happy that there was an over-arching vision
for the entire District.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The broad support for the vision is welcomed. Notwithstanding this a number
of minor alterations have been made in response to a number of comments
and suggestions as outlined below.
Comments on District-wide vision
Number of respondents
20
Summary of the comments received
There were comments received that believed that the vision should have had
greater scope including and expanding a range of land uses. In response to
this some respondents suggested additions, whilst one respondent provided
an alternative vision.
Some thought the District-wide vision should have included greater reference
to improve transport/accessibility. On a similar note, the mention of a
reinstated Lewes to Uckfield railway line in the vision was largely supported,
although there was a comment received that believed it was unrealistic to say
that the line would be reinstated by 2026.
There were comments that felt that there was not enough reference made to
the need for housing to meet both the current needs of the District as well as
the needs of the projected growing population, whilst similar comments were
put forward concerning retail.
Respondent’s thoughts on the references to rural and landscape issues were
mixed. Some expressed that a stronger emphasis on such issues were
merited in the vision, whilst others felt that such issues were given too much
prominence. In addition, there were comments that expressed outside
influences such as Universities and neighbouring authorities should have
been referred to in the vision.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Where possible, the vision has been amended to reflect the comments that
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were made on the relevant topic paper. However, in some instances
conflicting comments have been received, which has meant that it has not
been possible to address all concerns. In such instances the District Council
has had to strike a balance between these conflicting views and refer back to
the key issues and characteristics and ensure that any change to the vision
relates to these influencing factors.
With regards to having reference to meeting retail need, at this stage it has
not been established if such a need exists. Reference has though been
included with regards to meeting housing need beyond just affordable housing
and to the delivery of sustainable transport options, which relates to the point
about improving transport/accessibility.
Within the vision, references to outside influences has been mentioned,
including the planned growth at Burgess Hill, Haywards Heath and Uckfield,
the Community Stadium at Falmer and the two universities.

Comments on Newhaven Vision
Number of respondents
6
Summary of the comments received
Mention of the regeneration of Newhaven as it appeared in the vision was
generally supported and there was agreement that the renovation of the port
would act as a key driver for the regeneration of the town.
One respondent did however believe that it was too optimistic to suggest that
port-related activities would automatically help to improve the rest of the town.
The same respondent commented that the vision should include a clear role
for the town centre that stated how it could help with regeneration efforts.
Another respondent believed that Newhaven’s ring road should be redesigned
and that this aspiration should be included in the vision.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Reference has already been made to improving the accessibility to the town
centre in the vision, including with regard to the ring road. The issue of the
ring road is not the only current highways issue experienced in and around
the town (i.e. the swing bridge creates congestion at times). Therefore, the
comment relating to the redesign of the ring road has been encapsulated in a
reference being made in the vision to improving the highway network.
The District Council considers port generated activities as an integral part to
any regeneration at Newhaven and therefore this part of the vision has not
been altered.
Comments on Peacehaven & Telscombe vision
Number of respondents
3
Summary of the comments received
There were very few comments received which related directly to this vision.
One respondent agreed that the regeneration of Newhaven was very
important to the prospects of Peacehaven and Telscombe and was correctly
Lewes District Council – Core Strategy Issues and Emerging Options
(Topic Papers) – Consultation Summary

14

highlighted in the vision.
One respondent thought that the vision of the A259 should be as a high
quality corridor for all forms of transport and not just public transport, while it
was suggested in one comment that improving the Meridian Centre should be
referenced specifically in the vision for this area.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
In light of the comment regarding the A259, the relevant section of the vision
has been expanded so that reference is now made to a ‘sustainable transport
corridor’ rather than just a ‘public transport character’. The need to improve
the Meridian Centre has not been identified as an issue for Peacehaven and
is therefore not mentioned in the vision.
Comments on Seaford vision
Number of respondents
7
Summary of the comments received
There were comments received that were in support of a regenerated
seafront, although some thought that it should be made clear what
‘regeneration’ involved whilst another respondent added that a regenerated
seafront should be in keeping with the character of the town.
A respondent believed that the vision should seek to preserve and enhance
the historic parts of the town, whilst another comment received thought that
the vision should mention that Seaford is the most populous town in the
District.
It was felt by other respondents that the town should have improved
infrastructure and services that would be of benefit to both the residents and
visitors and that this should be mentioned in the vision.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The main change that has been made has been to include reference to the
historic characteristics of the town in the final sentence of the vision. Few
other changes have been made.
With regards to defining what ‘regeneration’ will involve, this will be for the
spatial strategy to set out.
In terms of mentioning that Seaford is the most populous town in the District,
this is not for the vision to say as it is a current characteristic and is hence
referenced in the characteristics section of the Core Strategy.
The improvement of infrastructure and services is not just seen as an
aspiration to Seaford, but the whole plan area. Hence, reference has already
been made to this in the District-wide vision and it is therefore not considered
necessary to repeat for the Seaford section.
Comments on Lewes Town vision
Number of respondents
14
Summary of the comments received
Comments received generally made additions to the vision or questioned the
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omission of certain subject areas. Having said this, there were some
respondents who agreed that Lewes in 2026 should be home to a range of
premises suitable for modern businesses’ needs.
There were queries about how and why the County Town function would be
strengthened, as stated in the vision. Some comments pointed to mooted
plans to move County Hall and the District Council out of Lewes Town which it
felt would weaken the County Town function. Others stated that the public
and indeed the tourism sectors already dominated the local economy and
thus it was difficult to see how they would not dominate in the future.
Comments received suggested that the following were incorrectly missing
from the vision:
• Reference to flood defences.
• The need to maintain and enhance the historic character of the town.
• The need for improved retail and leisure offerings.
There were comments which rephrased parts of the vision or rewrote the
entire vision. In addition, there was a respondent who felt that the vision was
too short, poorly phrased and lacking in balance.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
In light of the comment made regarding maintaining and enhancing the
historic character of the town, the final sentence of the vision has been added
to in order to reflect this point. It is considered that reference to flood
defences is already encompassed in the District-wide vision, where reference
is made to measures to reduce flood risk, particularly in the urban areas. The
need for improved retail and leisure offerings in the town has not been
identified within the key issues and is therefore not reflected within the vision.
It is accepted that the public sector and tourism industry are presently
dominant within Lewes town. However, the aspiration of the vision is to
encourage a greater range of businesses within the town so that Lewes
becomes more resilient to any downturn in any particular employment sector
(e.g. if significant public sector cuts are to take place). Although some
consider this unlikely to happen, it will be the role of the LDF to set strategies
and policies to try and ensure that it does.
Comments on Low Weald vision
Number of respondents
5
Summary of the comments received
There were relatively few comments received relating to this vision.
Respondents stated that:
• the vision was too optimistic due to the fact that the area is not in a
designated area (such as National Park, etc.) unlike most other parts
of the District and thus will emerge as the ‘dumping ground’ for new
and unwanted development;
• they are in support of mention of providing affordable housing for local
needs;
• the vision was to the point;
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•

mention should be made of the need for the villages to provide their
own renewable energy; and
• agreement that Plumpton needs an improved rail service.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
In light of the comments made it has not been considered necessary to make
any significant changes to the vision for the rural area of the Low Weald.
In respect to the first point made, it is considered that the vision presented for
the Low Weald will not become a ‘dumping ground’ for new and unwanted
development. It is accepted that a certain amount of development will take
place in this part of the District (as with all areas), although the vision clearly
states that “the majority of recent development will have been directed to the
urban areas of the District”.
Reference to increased production of green energy, which incorporates
renewable energy, is made in the District wide vision.
Comments on South Downs vision
Number of respondents
4
Summary of the comments received
Again, there were relatively few respondents that commented on this vision. It
should be mentioned that the Interim South Downs National Park Authority
welcomed the vision, although suggested that “where possible” was removed
from the first sentence of the vision (“By 2026, the highly valued character of
the South Downs will have been protected and, where possible, enhanced.”).
There was a comment received that mentioned that the vision was to the point
and another respondent stated (as they had done for the Low Weald vision)
that rural villages should provide their own renewable energy in the future.
One respondent felt that there should be mention of the need to provide
affordable housing for the local population.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Changes made to this vision have been minor, reflecting the relatively few
comments that were made in relation to it in the topic paper. The suggested
change made by the Interim South Downs National Park Authority has been
reflected in the Emerging Strategy document. This has resulted in this part of
the vision better reflecting the twin National Park purposes.
Reference to increased production of green energy, which incorporates
renewable energy, is made in the District wide vision. Part of the vision has
been altered to place more of an emphasis on the need to meet affordable
housing need for the existing communities.
General Comments on the visions
Number of respondents
10
Summary of the comments received
There were a few suggestions that applied generally to the set of visions
provided and are thus recorded here. Comments received included the
following:
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•

that the importance of the Ouse and other waterbodies should be
referred to more in the visions;
• that it is welcomed that the visions contain a strong focus on
sustainable transport;
• that the visions were not particularly distinctive to the District;
• the visions should aim to protect more of the countryside/greenfield
sites in favour of developing brownfield land; and
• the healthier communities theme of the Sustainable Community
Strategy should be carried through the visions, with mention of
recreation and sport.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Ouse and other waterbodies are referred as key characteristics of the
district and in the characteristics of individual towns and areas where relevant.
However because key strategic issues and challenges relating to the Ouse
and other waterbodies (with the exception of dealing with flood risk) were not
identified, further reference to them in the strategic vision, which stems from
the identified issues and challenges, has not been included. Reference to the
conservation and enjoyment of our natural environment would also
encompass waterways and specific mention is made of enhancing the
recreation opportunities provided by our rivers.
The Emerging Strategy continues to have a strong focus on sustainability,
including sustainable transport.
The significant majority of respondents did not raise lack of local
distinctiveness as a problem with the visions. The District Council considers
that there is a high degree of local distinctiveness incorporated both within the
district wide vision and through the fact that there are specific visions for
distinct areas within the district. However, the question, “Do you consider the
vision to be locally distinctive to Lewes District?” will be asked again in the
Emerging Strategy consultation.
It is stated that the majority of development will be directed to the urban areas
and that the unique, distinctive and general high quality of the natural
environment of the district will have been preserved. In order to achieve this
there is an intrinsic brownfield before greenfield presumption.
Recreation is referred to with regard to the opportunities given in the natural
environment. Accessible healthcare provision is also a districtwide element
of the vision. Enhancement of recreational facilities is also a specific point in
the vision for Peacehaven, Telscombe, Newhaven, Seaford, Lewes and the
South Downs National Park area.
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Topic Paper 4– Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper – 35

Agree with content
Number of respondents
22
Summary of the comments received
Most of the comments received stated that they agreed with certain strategic
objectives, whilst some stated their broad support for the complete set of
objectives.
A comment received stated that the objectives should help ensure that the
draft vision set out in Topic Paper 3 is achieved.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
We are pleased that there was agreement with a particular objective or the
whole set of objectives as they were originally worded in the topic papers.
Notwithstanding this, we have changed the wording of some of the objectives
where relevant to better reflect the comments seen below.
Additional objectives suggested
Number of respondents
17
Summary of the comments received
There were comments received by a number of respondents who suggested
topic headings that an additional objective should cover. Topics included:
• water efficiency;
• health issues;
• waste and recycling;
• the rapid loss of biodiversity;
• the loss of fossil fuels;
• to encourage learning with the nearby universities; and
• meeting the needs of disabled residents.
There were comments which suggested that certain amendments to
objectives should be undertaken. These included:
• changing the order of the objectives to reflect importance;
• making reference to sports and cultural facilities in objective 3;
• mentioning in objective 7 the continuous cycle route between
Newhaven and Eastbourne;
• adding “encouraging and promoting low emission transport options” in
objective 8; and
• adding “promoting low emission building and transport options” in
objective 4.
Additionally, some respondents suggested that there was a need to define
phrases seen in the Topic Papers. One respondent considered that it was
important to clarify the definition of functional floodplain that was identified in
the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, another thought that the word
sustainable needed to be defined, a third thought that Green Infrastructure
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needed more explanation, whilst another respondent felt that the word ‘they’
needed to be better defined in Objective 2.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
• Changes have been made to Objective 6 to include mention of the efficient
uses of resources, such as water, as had been alluded to by one
respondent.
•

Health issues, including the ageing population (Objective 1) and
healthcare provision (Objective 3) are already mentioned directly, while the
promotion of cycling and walking, mentioned in Objective 7, should also
encourage healthier lifestyles. With these points in mind we have decided
not to include an objective specific to all.

•

LDC is not the planning authority for issues related to waste, as the
responsibility for waste and minerals planning lies with East Sussex
County Council (ESCC), who produce their own Minerals and Waste Local
Development Framework in conjunction with Brighton & Hove City Council.
As a result it is not appropriate to include an objective on this matter, as it
is not something that our Core Strategy can directly address.

•

Biodiversity and negative impacts on biodiversity is explicitly mentioned in
objective 8 and implicitly mentioned in objectives 2 and 10. We think
therefore this issue is already prominent and thus a new objective is
unnecessary.

•

In objective 6, we mention that we are seeking to reduce locally
contributing causes of climate change, which includes the consumption of
fossil fuels by promoting a low carbon lifestyle in relation to construction
and the consumption of renewable energy. We therefore do not feel that it
is necessary to create a new objective that specifically deals with the loss
of fossil fuels.

•

We recognise the point that working with universities (as well as colleges
and schools) can be of benefit to the district as a whole and have added a
line in objective 9 to reflect this.

•

With regards to meeting the needs of disabled residents, we believe that
objective 1 (providing suitable accommodation for the district’s population),
objective 3 (providing infrastructure to the benefit of the wider community
and redress current inequalities in provision) and objective 4 (“the creation
of safe legible layouts that provide inclusive access to all) already
addresses the point made by one respondent.

•

We do not feel it appropriate to order objectives in terms of importance.
Doing so would be a highly subjective process and would be open to much
contention. We consider all of the objectives to be important and the aim
of the Core Strategy will be to seek the achievement of all of them.
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•

We have added a line in objective 3 which refers to recreation and open
space, which meets a part of the point stated by a consultee.

•

Objective 7 explains that sustainable transport will be promoted and
explicitly mentions that one of the aims is to improve the facilities that
enable cycling. With this in mind, we do not think it is appropriate to
include mention of a particular transport route, which includes a cycle
route between Newhaven and Eastbourne.

•

We have chosen not to add “encouraging and promoting low emission
transport options” in objective 8, as words to that effect are included in
Objective 7.

•

Similarly, we have chosen not to add “promoting low emission building and
transport options” in objective 4. This is as low emission transport options
already feature in objective 7. Furthermore, we have mentioned in
Objective 6 the aim of promoting sustainable construction methods, which
we feel already addresses the points made by the consultee.

We have produced a glossary for the Emerging Strategy which defines words,
including those listed above, as a direct result of some respondents feeling
that some terms needed more explanation.
In order to improve understanding of objective 2 and meet the point raised by
one respondent, we have replaced the word ‘they’ with ‘collectively we’.
Disagree with any/all of the objectives
Number of respondents
11
Summary of the comments received
There were a number of respondents who felt that some/all of the objectives
were not appropriate or disagreed with the wording in the Topic Paper.
A few comments received stated that the objectives weren’t SMART (Specific,
Measureable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound) and thus reference to
SMART should be deleted. Another comment received stated that the
healthier communities objective expressed in the Sustainable Community
Strategy had not been carried through.
It was felt by some that the objectives were too generic, indistinctive (to
Lewes District) and did not pick up certain issues highlighted in Topic Papers
2 and 3. Another felt that Newhaven’s continental potential (highlighted in
Topic Paper 2) had not been further developed as an objective.
It was felt by a few respondents that some objectives should be changed,
particularly objectives 4, 8 and 9, in order to widen their scope. This included
adding air quality and noise to objective 4, including all aspects of adaptation
to climate change with respect to objective 8 and mentioning that suitable
employment land and business premises should be protected from competing
land uses in objective 9. Respondents re-wrote objectives to expand their
particular theme.
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With regards to objectives 1 and 5, it was felt by some that we should be
planning for growth more than the 4,400 homes stated in the now revoked
South East Plan because of the findings of the most recent Housing Needs
Survey and Strategic Housing Market Assessment. As a result, it was felt that
we should not restrict development by seeking to maximise previously
developed land (PDL) as building on PDL can have a range of costs and
constraints and thus can stall developments.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
In response to one comment, we do believe that the objectives meet the
priorities of the Healthy Communities aim in the Sustainable Community
Strategy. For instance, in objective 1 we refer to the ageing population that is
mentioned in the Healthy Communities aim, in objective 3 we aim to redress
current inequalities in healthcare provision, while the promotion of walking and
cycling will encourage an active lifestyle – one of the aim’s priorities.
As suggested by some respondents, we have removed reference to the
objectives being SMART, as had appeared in the Topic Papers. This is
because the SMART idea was provided as a tool to aid readers in responding
to the Topic Papers. Such a tool was not well used nor would it feature in an
adopted version of the Core Strategy and thus it is not thought necessary to
include it in the Emerging Strategy.
We have taken on board the point made by some respondents that the
original objectives were too generic and indistinctive. We hope the changes
we have made to them will help to make them more specific to Lewes District.
We have added a line in Objective 7 in order which refers to accessing
continental Europe through Newhaven Port in order to carry on this point
throughout the Emerging Strategy.
Mention in objective 6 of reducing low carbon emissions will help to improve
air quality, as will the promotion of sustainable modes of transport in objective
7 and thus do not think it necessitates inclusion in objective 4.
The issue of noise, and indeed other negative impacts with regards to new
development, is covered in broad terms in objective 5 (“to plan for new
development… without adversely affecting the character of the area”) and
thus we believe that this topic is sufficiently covered.
It is not possible to mention everything that could be affected by climate
change that we would have to adapt to in objective 8. Thus, we have included
some of the main impacts of a changing climate.
In response to the comment relating to the protection of suitable employment
land from other land uses, we feel that objective 9 supports this stance.
Notwithstanding this, it may be the case that a particular policy/policies would
be needed to achieve that rather than a mention in the objectives.
In the topic papers we stated that we planned to deliver 220 homes until 2026
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through the Core Strategy, in line with the figure of the South East Plan
(SEP). With the SEP now likely to be revoked by the time the Core Strategy
is adopted, we agree with some of the respondents and thus have not used
the target that it set. Instead, we have used evidence base documents such
as the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), the Local Housing
Needs Assessment (LHNA), the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) and the Landscape Capacity Study to identify a locally
derived housing target to 2030.
Whilst we appreciate that there can be a range of costs associated with
developing on PDL, the choice to maximise opportunities for the development
of such sites is preferred and remains in objective 5. This is because it
reduces the need to build on greenfield land and also because such sites are
likely to be near to the existing infrastructure and facilities that the
development would rely on.
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Topic Paper 5– Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
76
Housing requirement (RSS, sub-region, etc)
Number of respondents
13
Summary of the comments received
Topic Paper 5 was written prior to the revocation of the South East Plan,
which set out the District’s housing requirement up until 2026. This meant
that a number of the comments that were received on this paper related to
whether or not it was appropriate to continue with the level of growth that was
assigned to the District in the South East Plan. Those in favour of continuing
to plan for this level of growth gave the following reasons;
• The level of housing growth assigned to Lewes District was the same
as the level proposed in the document ‘New Homes for East Sussex
2006 – 2026’, which was prepared by East Sussex County Council.
This level of provision was endorsed by the Panel of Inspectors and the
Secretary of State.
• The level of growth set for Lewes District in the South East Plan was
consistent with historical building rates.
A couple of respondents were of the opinion that a lower level of housing
growth should be planned for (than that set out in the South East Plan). This
included respondents who wanted to see a lower level of housing growth in
the part of the District that was outside of the Sussex Coast sub-region. Such
comments included;
• The volatility in markets mean that the predicted housing needs are
likely to be significantly less than that determined through the South
East Plan.
• Too large a proportion of new housing was allocated to the Low Weald
area in the South East Plan.
The only other comments that were made on this subject area were
concerned with how sites that already benefitted from allocation and/or
planning permission had been dealt with. The following comment is typical of
those that were made on this subject:
• Until such time as the SHLAA is published and the deliverability of the
Allocations Without Consent/Unimplemented Planning Permissions is
known the district cannot say they only need to provide for a further
1,992 residential units to meet the South East Plan targets. In addition
the Council should have a contingency/non-implementation allowance
to account for allocated sites and sites with planning permission that do
not come forward for development.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Emerging Strategy includes an option for a locally derived housing target
for the District. It has become clear that the likelihood is that the South East
Plan will have been revoked via the Localism Bill by the time the Core
Strategy is adopted. As a result the Council, in partnership with the National
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Park Authority, has developed a locally derived target, the methodology for
which is explained in an accompanying Background Paper. There is currently
a lack of detailed government guidance on how to establish a housing delivery
target. The Background Paper sets out how current evidence, including in the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and the Local
Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) have informed the locally derived
methodology, together with the wider strategic context and constraints to
housing development in the district. Other options for further consideration
and comment in the Emerging Strategy consultation will include retaining a
housing target based on the outgoing South East Plan requirements.

General comments relating to distribution and the delivery of housing
(infrastructure provision, etc)
Number of respondents
27
Summary of the comments received
Although the majority of representations raised comments on specific options
for distributing growth, many of them made generic comments that could be
applied to all options, or how the Council appraises them. A summary of such
comments is as follows;
• There should be a preference for development within settlements,
rather than on the edges, given the presence of the National Park
within the majority of the southern half of the District.
• The evidence which supported the South East Plan showed that there
should be a focus of development on the coast and to existing towns.
This position is still justified although it is now up to Lewes District
Council to decide whether this is still the best approach to take.
• The housing delivery strategy needs to meet rural need for affordable
housing to support the rural economy and deliver the rural area visions.
• All towns and villages in the District would benefit from the provision of
both market and affordable housing.
• The vision and objectives show that there is a requirement for housing
in all towns to either lead to economic regeneration or to maintain and
stimulate growth.
• There should be a priority for distributing growth to the areas that make
the best use of public and sustainable transport and where existing
transport infrastructure would support new development.
• New housing should be delivered predominantly on brownfield sites.
• The constraint represented by the National Park has been underplayed
in many of the growth options.
• It would make sense to locate a far higher percentage of growth to the
north of the District since growth at Burgess Hill is likely to create
demand for workers. There were respondents who disagreed with this
view.
• There is a need for the phasing of housing development to be in line
with job growth.
• New housing in the villages should be small scale (no more than 25
units).
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•

The constraints to development within the towns, which have been
identified in the Topic Paper, should not be seen as a barrier to
development.
• The exclusion of private gardens from the definition of previously
developed land is likely to significantly reduce opportunities for infill
development. This will increase the need for development on the edge
of settlements.
• The need for recreational/outside space needs to be addressed in new
developments.
• There is significant housing need at the villages and small settlements.
• The number of new houses built in any location should be
proportionate to the services and infrastructure currently available to
serve them. Equally the building of houses can be used to support and
secure existing services and infrastructure which may be under threat
due to lack of local demand. It therefore makes sense to locate new
housing where there are existing schools, shops, railway stations and
other necessary facilities to serve the increased population.
• Wherever new housing is delivered every effort must be made to
secure an adequate supply of social housing.
• Whatever option/combination of options is chosen needs to make sure
that there is sufficient flexibility/contingency built in. This will be to
compensate for delays in planned schemes coming forward, or not at
all.
• The options that only allow for development within the existing
settlements cannot on their own be relied upon to meet a five year
housing land supply.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Emerging Strategy gives weight to the most sustainable development
options, which includes preference for development within settlements,
whether within or outside the National Park boundary.
The emerging affordable housing core policy approach and the emerging
approach to a locally derived housing target have been developed including
evidence of rural housing need.
The evidence shows that there is significant affordable housing need
throughout the district and that the delivery of affordable housing is
intrinsically linked to the delivery of market housing. As a result the Emerging
Strategy recognises the need for both market and affordable housing
development in terms of housing needs and for maintenance/stimulus of the
local economy.
Accessibility to sustainable transport and services is a key criterion that has
been used for the consideration of the emerging approach for the distribution
of growth.
There is a presumption in favour of development on brownfield land whenever
such land is suitable, available and achievable to meet requirements.
The Emerging Strategy document has been developed in partnership with the
National Park Authority and having regard to the statutory National Park
purposes.
Locating more development in the north of the district to serve Burgess Hill
has been considered. While there is some merit in the idea, there are also
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significant constraints on the level of development that can be realistically
accommodated in that part of the district, including highways constraints.
When appropriate and necessary housing development will be phased in the
Core Strategy. There are a number of potential reasons for doing this and
where it emerges that it is necessary it will be set out when detailed policies
are written for relevant sites.
In villages within the National Park boundary the emerging approach is that
housing development will be small scale and to meet the evidenced local
need. For villages outside the National Park the level of development in the
Emerging Strategy is guided by various influences including, housing needs,
land availability and landscape constraints, infrastructure and transport
constraints, the size, character and sustainability of the settlement etc.
Identified constraints to development in the towns can sometimes be
overcome within the confines of the financial viability of the development and
the relevant mitigation measures. In other cases it emerges that the
constraint is insurmountable or that the necessary mitigation measures would
render development unviable. In such insurmountable circumstances the
option has been removed from the Emerging Strategy as we would not be
able to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect of the development
taking place during the plan period.
The exclusion of private gardens from the definition of previously developed
land has the potential to significantly affect windfall housing development in
the district. However, it does not materially affect the Emerging Strategy,
which is concerned with strategic level development (defined as being
capable of delivery at least 100 homes).
It is agreed that recreational/outside space requirements for new
developments will need to be addressed. Specific requirements for strategic
sites will be set out in the details for the options taken forward into the
Proposed Submission document.
Housing needs have been assessed in the Local Housing Needs
Assessment, the outcomes of which have informed the emerging policy
approaches.
In terms of sustainability it is agreed that housing development is best located
with good access to existing shops and services wherever possible. This
approach runs through the Emerging Strategy and all options presented have
been subject to Sustainability Appraisal.
Given the identified level of need for affordable housing across the district, it is
recognised that every effort must be made to secure an adequate supply of
affordable homes. The emerging approach, based on the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment and the Local Housing Needs Assessment seeks to do
so. The Council and the National Park Authority are currently seeking to
engage a consultant to carry out an up-to-date Affordable Housing Viability
Assessment (AHVA) for the district to ensure we seek the optimum level of
affordable housing that still renders developments viable, in the knowledge
that viable market housing is essential to the delivery of affordable housing.
The evidence from the AHVA, which is expected to be carried out in autumn
2011, will be used to inform the detailed affordable housing policy that will be
included in the Proposed Submission document.
It is a national requirement that we plan for a continuous five year housing
land supply. The Core Strategy must ensure we can meet this requirement
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and so the Emerging Strategy sets out a combination of strategic site options
and broad locations for development options.

Comments on option 1 - Focus the majority of housing growth on sites
immediately adjoining Haywards Heath and/or Burgess Hill. Minimal growth
would take place in the settlements elsewhere in this part of the district.
Number of respondents
12
Summary of the comments received
The majority of representations that were made on this option expressed
support for its inclusion in the Core Strategy. The main reasons cited were;
proximity to infrastructure, jobs and key highway and rail routes; and the
relatively unconstrained nature of the land in this area.
Those who were not in favour of the option, or expressed concern about
taking it forward in the Core Strategy, raised the following issues;
• Development at Burgess Hill is constrained by Ditchling Common
nature reserve and SSSI.
• Sites in this location would lie some distance from the town centres and
would not necessarily result in a sustainable option with regard to
services and public transport links.
• If this option is taken forward then new fit for purpose, access roads
must be provided...as envisaged in the Feasibility Studies
commissioned by Mid Sussex DC and undertaken by Atkins in 2005/6.
One respondent sought clarification as to whether the option implied
Greenfield sites would be delivered immediately adjacent to Burgess
Hill/Haywards Heath, or that the development would take place within the
villages that are within close proximity to the two towns. Their view was that
the latter was the more sustainable approach.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The updated SHLAA has identified options for broad locations for
development at:
• Land East of Valebridge Road, Burgess Hill, within Wivelsfield
Parish (up to 150 residential units);and
• Land at Greenhill Way/Ridge Way, Haywards Heath, within
Wivelsfield Parish (up to 180 residential units).
These options are set out in the Emerging Strategy for consultation.

Comments on option 2 - Focus a significant proportion of the growth at
Plumpton Green and Cooksbridge (i.e. where mainline train stations currently
exist), and possibly Wivelsfield/Wivelsfield Green, due to its relative close
proximity to Wivelsfield train station. The remaining growth required would be
directed to the other settlements in this part of the district (a few allocations to
the larger villages with the greatest range of services and facilities).
Number of respondents
24
Summary of the comments received
The majority of respondents who commented upon this option generally
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focused on the issue of additional housing at Plumpton Green and
Cooksbridge. There were slightly more representations that stated opposition
to significant additional housing at Plumpton and Cooksbridge than those that
were in favour. Reasons given for this opposition were:
• Visual impact of new development on the National Park and/or
increased recreational pressure.
• Significant new housing in these locations would contradict some of the
key objectives of the Core Strategy.
• Occupants of new development in these localities will still use the
private car to travel and not use the stations.
• Development would result in the character, identity and sense of place
being lost.
Those who supported development in these localities provided the following
reasoning:
• New development would have easy and rapid access by bus into
Lewes for shopping and employment. The railway station
(Cooksbridge) has easy connections to London and elsewhere.
• It would make viable the provision of a local shop and other facilities.
• Agree with growth along rail routes.
Other comments that were made with regards to this option were:
• This option should not result in further expansion of Newick as the
village has already ‘done its bit’ for housing provision and should not be
expanded further.
• What is meant by ‘a significant proportion of growth’?
• If larger allocated sites are necessary, they should be sub-divided into
distinct phases, with distinct styles, avoiding 'estates'.
• Any housing development at Cooksbridge should make use of existing
'brownfield' locations only.
• One respondent highlighted sites at Riddens Lane and Plumpton
School where limited and affordable housing would be appropriate.
• A couple of respondents also made detailed comments relating to a
site to the south of the Plough PH at Plumpton, which had been
submitted for consideration in the SHLAA. These respondents were
opposed to development taking place on this site.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The updated SHLAA has not identified any strategic scale site options or
broad locations for development at a strategic scale in Plumpton or
Cooksbridge and so no strategic options are included in the Emerging
Strategy for these locations.
Comments on option 3 - Growth in this part of the district is directed on a
proportional basis, in that the larger villages take the largest proportion of
growth and the smaller villages/hamlets take minimal growth (likely to be infill
development and redevelopment, along with a degree of development that is
social housing required to meet local needs).
Number of respondents
15
Summary of the comments received
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A significant number of the comments that were made on this option referred
to the amount of housing that the South East Plan required to be delivered in
the part of the District outside of the Sussex Coast Sub-region. These
comments were generally along the lines that a lower level of housing growth
should be planned for in the Low Weald area (this comment is made and will
be responded to under the first sub-section of this feedback paper).
Other comments that were made on this option are summarised as follows:
• Directing growth on a proportional basis may help meet local needs,
but the larger villages are not always the most sustainably located
settlements for further growth.
• We believe that all the villages should have minor development that
would respect the character of each village, whether Wealden or
Downland.
• We would like to see a strategy that seeks to balance all communities,
large and small, so that the mix of housing and jobs enables people to
live and work locally and reduces overall commuting both within the
area and to distant locations.
• Surely every rural village needs a measure of development to ensure it
remains sustainable.
• Logically, any house building should be spread equitably across many
small rural communities within our region, supplying the local need
without changing the intrinsic rural nature of each community.
• If additional housing is provided at Ringmer it will almost inevitably
exacerbate the already congested road into or out of Lewes at peak
times.
• Proportional growth is in our opinion less suitable than options 1 and 2,
and is unlikely to provide the quantum of development that would
provide for new/improved infrastructure.
• Option 3, to distribute growth equitably around the district outside the
Sussex Coast Sub Region, has something to commend it, but is flawed
on the basis that there is no assessment of capacity or need to
determine where growth could be located. The 'Sustainability of
settlements' document is now out of date, and no other background
work has been completed to assess the infrastructure and
housing/employment needs of individual settlements.
• It would seem appropriate to spread development across the district to
limit the effect of substantial house building to the edge of settlements
which bound or lay close to the National Park, and subject to other
constraints such as Conservation Areas, flood/erosion risk,
SSSI/SNCIs and important heritage assets.
• Option 3 would not seem to meet a number of the strategic objectives
set out in Topic Paper 4, in particular appropriate levels of access to
public transport nodes and appropriate services/facilities.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
An emerging approach to the distribution of residential development across
the district is set out in the Emerging Strategy for consultation. It has taken
into consideration a range of factors derived from the evidence base,
including the SHLAA, Local housing Needs Assessment, National Park
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purposes, Landscape Capacity Assessment and settlement sustainability and
hierarchy. In the first instance it was assumed that the Secondary Regional
Centre (Haywards Heath) and the District Centres should be the main focus
for development given their high sustainability ratings in the Settlement
Hierarchy. However it is apparent in the updated SHLAA that some of these
settlements have limited potential to accommodate growth and so the
emerging distribution for consultation in the Emerging Strategy is more
complex than a simple proportionate distribution according to settlement size
but takes into account a whole range of constraints.
Comments on option 4 - Growth within the existing built up area of Lewes
town (i.e. no greenfield extensions to the town). This will involve infill
development and the redevelopment of certain sites (to be informed by the
SHLAA), one or two of which could be significant in size.
Number of respondents
10
Summary of the comments received
A number of the representations that commented upon this option
concentrated on the possible strategic development site at North Street.
These comments are covered in the feedback paper for Topic Paper 7.
Those representations that commented upon the principle of the option,
without considering site specifics, were generally in favour of it being pursued
in the Core Strategy. The reasoning that was given included:
• In Lewes District, Lewes itself is by far the most suitable town as; it has
much the best transport links; it offers many more employment
opportunities, and; has a high demand for housing - reflected by high
house prices.
• This option seeks to avoid urban spread beyond the existing edges of
the settlements, and maximises land available within the existing built
up areas.
Although not opposing this option, a couple of respondents, which included
the South Downs National Park Authority, highlighted that development in
Lewes town would need to be justified primarily in terms of National Park
needs.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The general support for the sustainability of this site location is noted. North
Street is identified as an option for a broad location for growth in the Emerging
Strategy. A detailed boundary has not been identified as there are a number
of key matters that would need clarifying before the exact boundary could be
defined, including ensuring any development scheme would be able to
generate sufficient development value to provide all necessary infrastructure,
including upgraded flood defences, and meeting National Park purposes.
Comments on option 5 - As option 4, but allow for small-scale housing
developments on land immediately adjoining the town (note: all such sites
would be within the National Park).
Number of respondents
3
Summary of the comments received
As can be seen above, very few respondents made specific comments on this
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option. Those comments that were made can be summarised as follows:
• We are unable to support the option unless the exact potential
development sites can be identified.
• Whilst it is recognised that Option 5 would involve the development of
greenfield sites within the National Park, there is no national policy that
prevents such an approach. Paragraph 21 of Planning Policy
Statement 7 is clear that suitably located and designed development
necessary to facilitate the economic and social well-being of National
Parks and their communities, including the provision of housing to meet
identified local needs, is acceptable and can be included as planning
policies within Local Development Documents.
• Development around Lewes town would need to be justified primarily in
terms of National Park needs.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Old Malling Farm is identified as a broad location for growth in the Emerging
Strategy as an option for helping to meet housing requirements in the Lewes
town area. National Park purposes remain a key consideration in this
emerging option.
Comments on option 6 - Growth within the existing built up area of Seaford
(i.e. no greenfield extensions to the town). This will involve infill development
and the redevelopment of sites (to be informed by the SHLAA).
Number of respondents
8
Summary of the comments received
The majority of the comments that were made on this option related to the
amount of development this option could deliver. Comments made in this
regard included:
• This option will be constrained by the lack of brownfield sites within the
town.
• Other than possible ‘windfall’ sites there are no suitable sites for
development within Seaford.
Other representations made on this option were generally in support of it
being taken forward in the Core Strategy. One respondent considered that
industrial or commercial development should be brought forward at Brooklyn
Road, Cradle Hill and in the town centre.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
No strategic level (100+ units) housing site options have been identified for
Seaford in the Emerging Strategy. Seaford is particularly constrained by a
limited supply of sites available in the town and by the close proximity of the
National Park boundary around the town. A level of new houses to be found
through small-scale sites in or possibly around the town of 155 is presented
for consultation. Together with the existing commitments of 190 houses this
would mean a total of 345 for Seaford over the Core Strategy plan period.
The 155 new sites would be identified and allocated in the subsequent
Allocations Development Plan Document and/or Neighbourhood Plans.
Comments on option 7 - As option 6, but allow for small-scale developments
on land immediately adjoining the town.
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Number of respondents
18
Summary of the comments received
The vast majority of the representations made on this option were opposed to
it. The primary reason for this was due to the possibility of a site to the south
of Chyngton Way being developed for housing if this option was to be pursued
in the Core Strategy. Several reasons were given as to why this site should
not be developed, including that it provides an essential gateway into the
National Park, the site has significant landscape and archaeological value and
that it should be used for agricultural purposes.
Two respondents were in favour of this option and specifically development
on the aforementioned Chyngton Way site.
The only other comments on this option related to the limited amount of
development that could be delivered, due to the National Park being
immediately adjacent to the town, and that if development were to take place
within the National Park then it would need to be justified primarily in terms of
National Park needs.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
No strategic level (100+ units) housing site options have been identified for
Seaford in the Emerging Strategy. Seaford is particularly constrained by a
limited supply of sites available in the town and by the close proximity of the
National Park boundary around the town. A level of new houses to be found
through small-scale sites in or possibly around the town of 155 is presented
for consultation. Together with the existing commitments of 190 houses this
would mean a total of 345 for Seaford over the Core Strategy plan period.
The 155 new sites would be identified and allocated in the subsequent
Allocations Development Plan Document and/or Neighbourhood Plans.
Comments on option 8 - Infill and redevelopment of sites in Peacehaven/
Telscombe (to be informed by the SHLAA).
Number of respondents
5
Summary of the comments received
Very few comments were made on this option. Those who did comment on it
were either in favour of it being taken forward in the Core Strategy, or
considered that very few infill and redevelopment opportunities exist in
Peacehaven and Telscombe, hence the option is unlikely to deliver any
significant level of housing.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
No strategic level (100+ units) housing options have been identified within
Peacehaven and Telscombe in the Emerging Strategy. No suitable sites with
sufficient capacity have been identified.
Comments on option 9 - As option 8, but to also allow for greenfield
extensions on land that adjoins the existing built up area boundary of
Peacehaven/Telscombe, prioritising sites that do not fall within the National
Park.
Number of respondents
4
Summary of the comments received
From the four representations made on this option, two were in favour of it
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and two were opposed. The reasons given in support of the option were as
follows;
• Sites around Peacehaven perhaps offer the only large sites in the
district without flood risk constraints.
• The sites around Peacehaven could accommodate the needs of a Care
Village.
In opposing the option the following reasons were provided;
• Development that extends the Peacehaven planning boundary towards
Newhaven should be resisted as it will lead to coalescence.
• There is not a need to develop on greenfield sites around Peacehaven
and Telscombe.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Two broad locations for development on the edge of Peacehaven have been
identified as options in the Emerging Strategy. These are at Valley Road
(approximately 110 units) and at Lower Hoddern Farm to the north of the
proposed Sports Park (approximately 450 units plus some small-scale
employment (probably office) provision).
Comments on option 10 - Strategic level development on brownfield land at
Newhaven as part of a comprehensive regeneration scheme for the town.
Number of respondents
6
Summary of the comments received
A number of the representations that commented upon this option
concentrated on the possible strategic development site at Eastside. These
comments are covered in the feedback paper for Topic Paper 8.
The majority of those representations that commented upon the principle of
the option, without considering site specifics, were generally in favour of it
being pursued in the Core Strategy. The reasoning that was given included;
• There are plenty of potential development sites within the planning
boundary.
• Development within the town will aid in the regeneration of Newhaven
and the wider area.
• This option would not result in urban spread beyond the existing edge
of the settlement.
There were a couple of representations that did raise concerns with this
option. Reasons given were that a number of potential sites within Newhaven
are constrained by flood risk and that certain sites previously allocated for
housing in the town through the Local Plan have not been developed due to
access and infrastructure constraints.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Emerging Strategy includes the option of allocating Eastside for strategic
level development that would be employment –led but allow for a mixed use
of the site (potentially including housing) to provide higher value ‘enabling
development’ if this is shown to be necessary in development viability terms in
order to deliver the required employment development and help with the
regeneration of Newhaven. Development viability is a key issue here given
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that the site has remained undeveloped for employment use alone for many
years and has contamination and flood risk mitigation expenditure associated
with its development.
Comments on option 11 - Strategic level development on the fringes of
Newhaven (land not within the designated National Park).
Number of respondents
2
Summary of the comments received
From the two representations made on this option, one was in support and
one was opposed to it. The reasoning given for opposing the option was that it
could result in the coalescence of Newhaven with Peacehaven and/or
Seaford.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
No strategic development options have been included on the fringes of
Newhaven in the Emerging Strategy.
Comments on option 12 - Small-scale housing developments to meet local
needs for the villages that fall within the National Park (the amount of
development that this could equate to will be dependent on the outcomes of
the SHLAA and the update that is due to be undertaken of the Housing Needs
Survey).
Number of respondents
2
Summary of the comments received
The two representations made on this option considered it to have some
merit. The reasoning provided was as follows;
• Focus new housing development at the under-used railway stations at
Glynde and Southease. This would ensure more passengers use these
stations ensuring their survival and would lessen the need for
upgrading of the coastal road.
• Option could be incorporated as part of any of the others – small scale
developments for villages within the National Park might be acceptable
in principle if they are to meet identified local needs.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Glynde is identified in the Emerging Strategy as a Service Village, having a
basic level of services and facilities and public transport provisions and as
such potentially able to accommodate some small scale housing growth
(taking into account its level of sustainability in the settlement hierarchy and
the identified level of need in the local area).
Southease is categorised as a hamlet in the settlement hierarchy and as such
it is not identified as a location for growth. It is also located within the National
Park boundary. Within the National Park, small scale development in villages
and hamlets to meet identified local needs only is set out. This would be in
the form of ‘exception’ schemes and currently unidentified infill developments
within the planning boundary of these settlements.
Comments on Annex A
Number of respondents
11
Summary of the comments received
The comments that were made on the Annex in the Topic Paper were either
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concerning the revocation of the South East Plan, were identifying other key
policies and influences relating to housing growth, or were raising queries
relating to the Council’s evidence base. The comments concerning the South
East Plan have been identified in the first sub-section of this feedback paper
and are therefore not repeated here.
The additional key policies and influences on distributing housing growth that
were highlighted by respondents were;
• Local Transport Plan 2 (and emerging LTP3)
• Bus Strategy
• East Sussex Accessibility Strategy and relevant Accessibility Strategy
Local Assessments
• East Sussex Economic Development strategy
• Waste and Minerals Local Plans (and emerging Waste and Minerals
Development Framework)
• East Sussex Community Strategy - Pride of Place
• Lewes District Council Sustainability Checklist
Queries that were made on the evidence base are summarised as follows;
• Concern was raised that the Employment Land Review, the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and the updated Retail
Study were not available to inform the content of Topic Paper 5.
• It was stated that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment should also
have been mentioned in Annex A as it will be a key consideration in
distributing development.
• A couple of respondents were concerned that a map that identified
SHLAA sites was included within a presentation provided by the
consultants AECOM. This presentation was concerned with the
Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Development Study and this was
not considered to be the appropriate way of identifying the SHLAA
sites.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Employment Land Review (Economic and Employment Land
Assessment), SHLAA and SHLAA 2011 update and other relevant evidence
have informed the Emerging Strategy, as will the updated Retail Study when it
is completed. AECOM used some SHLAA sites to help inform the potential
for renewable energy generation in potential new development in the District,
rather than using the Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Development Study
as a determinant of SHLAA sites. Regard has been had to the ESCC
documents mentioned – ESCC officers have been involved in commenting on
the emerging document. The Emerging Strategy is intrinsically linked to the
SCS.
Additional options suggested
Number of respondents
14
Summary of the comments received
As well as commenting upon the 12 options presented in the Topic Paper, a
number of additional options were also put forward to the Council for
consideration for inclusion within the Core Strategy. These additional options
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were;
• Expand option 2 to include Glynde and Southease as both of these
villages have train stations.
• Focus housing provision and employment on the parts of the District
that currently suffer from the greatest levels of deprivation.
• If the Lewes to Uckfield Railway Line is to be reopened then new
housing could be built close to its line of route with appropriately
located stations.
• An option that allows for small scale development in locations on the
fringes of Newhaven.
• To deliver small-scale development within Newhaven.
• An option that recognises the potential to deliver significant growth at
Ringmer.
• Develop the smaller towns, villages and/or hamlets to provide the
critical mass necessary for the enhancement/provision of a viable
sustainable transport network and to sustain local services (which can
benefit the less mobile sectors and help to enhance the community).
• There should an option available that recognises both the north of the
district and the larger villages. House prices are higher in this area,
and constraints much reduced, thus making delivery more likely.
• To locate a far higher percentage of growth to the north of the District
since growth at Burgess Hill is likely to create demand for workers.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Glynde and Southease lie within the National Park boundary and as such
these small settlements do not offer potential for strategic level growth even
with the benefit of train stations.
An aim in the Emerging Strategy is to provide the required level of
development as close as possible to where the need lies.
It is not realistically expected that the Lewes to Uckfield line will reopen in time
to influence development options to 2030.
Small scale development options, including at Newhaven, will be identified
and allocated in the subsequent Allocations DPD. The Emerging Strategy
anticipates that approximately 300 homes will be identified at Newhaven in
this way.
Regard has been given to the fact that some development can help to sustain
important village services and facilities (such as shops and public transport).
As such the more sustainable settlements outside the National Park boundary
are indicated in the Emerging Strategy for a level of small-scale development.
Any development in villages within the National Park boundary is expected to
be small scale ‘exceptions’ type development for local needs only.
Three potential options for strategic level (100+ units) broad areas for housing
growth at Ringmer have been identified in the Emerging Strategy. These are
at land South of Lewes Road (up to 154 units), land North of Bishop’s Lane
(up to 226 units) and at Fingerpost Farm (up to 100 units).
Insufficient potential suitable sites have been identified to allow for an
emerging approach of a far higher level of development near Burgess Hill.
House prices and development viability will be an ongoing consideration. The
Affordable Housing Viability Assessment will consider this factor, including an
assessment of whether development in the residual rural area to the north of
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the District could deliver a higher proportion of affordable housing as set out in
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and reflected in the Emerging
Strategy.
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Topic Paper 6 – Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
35
Comments that agreed with the policy areas identified
Number of respondents
21
Summary of the comments received
A number of the respondents who agreed with one or more of the policy areas
to be covered in the Core Strategy also made comments on the strategic
objectives, which appeared in this paper. Such comments on the objectives
have been summarised in Topic Paper 4.
Proposed policy areas that received considerable support were affordable and
appropriate housing and climate change, flood risk and environmental
resource management.
Those who supported one or more of the proposed policy areas generally
provided reasoning for doing so. For instance, the policy area on affordable
and appropriate housing was supported by many respondents. This was
because they considered that it was essential to have a policy that addressed
the need for affordable housing, particularly in rural areas, and to deliver
specialist housing that will meet the needs of an ageing population.
One of the more detailed comments made concerning this topic paper was
concerning the sentence that emphasised the need for Core Strategy policies
not to just simply reiterate national or regional planning policy. It was implied
that this should also apply to the Minerals and Waste Development
Framework.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Noted. Support for these policy areas is welcomed.
Comments that suggested additional policy areas for inclusion within
the Core Strategy
Number of respondents
17
Summary of the comments received
One of the more fundamental issues raised in response to this Topic Paper
was concerning the revocation of the South East Plan and the possible need
to include further policy areas in the Core Strategy as the result of a lack of
regional policy in certain subject areas. Respondents who raised this issue
went onto suggest policies that were in the South East Plan that should now
be reflected in our emerging Core Strategy. This included policies CC7
(Infrastructure), CC8 (Green Infrastructure) and NRM3 (Strategic Water
Resource Development).
The additional policy areas that were suggested for inclusion in the Core
Strategy were:
• A policy specifically devoted to the subject of Peak Oil. It was
suggested that such a policy area should address the issue of
developing and maintaining a local food supply.
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•
•
•
•
•

Retaining the current Local Plan policy (E9) on the conversion of
redundant farm buildings for business or tourism.
A policy on landscape protection, particularly one that can be applied to
the Low Weald area.
An education strategy on conservation.
Facilitating crime reduction/prevention.
Health and community facilities, culture or space.

Although not specifically identifying an additional policy area, one respondent
felt that the topic paper did not reflect the healthier communities theme, which
is set out in the Sustainable Community Strategy.
Although some respondents did not suggest additional policy areas they did
consider that the policy areas put forward should be amended or added to.
Such comments included:
• The infrastructure policy needs to include the delivery of flood
defences, green infrastructure and electronic communications
(broadband, etc).
• The proposed policy area on affordable and appropriate housing
should include a clear strategy on houseboats and also address
access standards for homes (i.e. lifetime homes).
• The policy area on climate change, flood risk and environmental
resource management needs to consider utilising tidal power and
should specifically consider local renewable energy generation. It was
also suggested that the policy should include the issue of air quality.
• Any policy on town centres needs to recognise the key role played by
leisure and cultural facilities in creating vital and vibrant town centres.
A couple of representations identified further documents that will need to be
considered in taking forward the proposed policy areas. This included the
Lewes Integrated Urban Drainage Study and the relevant Coast Defence
Strategies.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Emerging Strategy includes policy directions relating to Infrastructure,
Green Infrastructure and Resource Management, among others.
Detailed infrastructure requirements will be set out in the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan to accompany the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery
Plan cannot be prepared until we know which development options will be
progressed as requirements will vary for different combinations of options.
Healthier communities themes are related through a number of elements of
the Emerging Strategy.
Broadband communications etc are recognised as important for the future
economic development of the District.
The Emerging Strategy sets out options relating to affordable housing and
housing type and mix (including consideration of Lifetime Homes standards).
Houseboats are not considered to have a strategic position in the District and
as such a specific policy area relating to houseboats in a strategic level
document such as the Core Strategy is not warranted.
Policy areas relating to climate change, flood risk, environmental resource
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management and air quality feature in the Emerging Strategy.
The role of leisure and cultural facilities in the vitality and viability of town
centres is recognised in the Emerging Strategy.
The Integrated Urban Drainage Study and the coastal management
plans/defence strategies etc have informed the Emerging Strategy.
Comments that suggested policy options for the policy areas identified
Number of respondents
10
Summary of the comments received
The policy options that were identified, by policy area, were as follows:
Economic Development and Regeneration
• A policy that seeks to retain existing employment sites, unless it can be
demonstrated that particular sites can be better used for other
purposes. This would need to take into account market conditions and
other economic information.
• A policy that supports local food production, processing and storage.
Affordable and appropriate Housing
• A policy that seeks to provide smaller properties for younger families
and for the elderly to downsize.
• A policy that allows village communities to identify suitable sites for
affordable housing.
Climate Change, Flood Risk and Environmental Resource Management
• A strategic policy that emphasises the requirement for appropriate
water saving measures in new residential developments in accordance
with the Code for Sustainable Homes (BREEAM for non-residential
buildings).
Design and the Historic Environment
• An option with an emphasis on the reuse and refurbishment of empty
properties that contribute to the townscape before demolition is
considered.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Significant elements of the above comments are encapsulated in the
Emerging Strategy options.
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Topic Paper 7 – Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper 38
General Comments on the North Street Site
Number of respondents
29
Summary of the comments received
Most comments supported the identification of the North Street area as a
possible strategic development site. Respondents pointed out that the site is
both large and on brownfield land, whilst some comments received also
stated that the site has become dilapidated in recent years, due in part to the
floods in 2000, and thus needs to be improved.
Some pointed out that the site lies within an area of flood risk whilst others
mentioned that new infrastructure would be needed to cope with any new
development. A couple of respondents disagreed with the site being identified
as a possible strategic development site in the Core Strategy as they
considered that it should remain as it currently is.
One respondent did not believe that there was enough evidence supporting
the case for the North Street Area to be considered as a strategic
development site and that the Topic Papers should have stated when the site
was expected to come forward for development.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
North Street is a broad location for growth option in the Emerging Strategy. It
is acknowledged that there would be significant associated infrastructure
requirements, including flood defences, which are relevant to the ultimate
development viability of the options. However the site is well located close to
the town centre.
Comments on Option A – Retain the North Street area for employment use,
upgrading and redeveloping the existing buildings for employment use as
opportunities arise. No upgraded hard flood defences would be provided.
Number of respondents
9
Summary of the comments received
There was little support for this option. Those opposed to it considered that
the option was unimaginative, not comprehensive enough, not economically
viable and a loss of an opportunity.
Those who did support it suggested that the North Street site should be kept
as a predominantly industrial site in order to keep jobs in the town as there is
a lack of alternative sites for the current occupants.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Comments noted. Such a response would be unlikely to be sustainable and
would not be likely to ever deliver improvements to flood defences.
Comments on Option B - Comprehensive redevelopment to create a new
neighbourhood for the town, with a mix of housing, employment and other
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uses, which is able to generate sufficient value to provide all necessary
supporting infrastructure, including upgraded hard flood defences.
Number of respondents
10
Summary of the comments received
The responses from those who commented on this option were mixed. Some
stated that this was their desired option as it provides housing where there is
demand, whilst others favoured this approach providing that there was clarity
on the mix of uses provided in this development option.
Those who did not favour this option reasoned that it would not be
economically viable in the current climate and that the upgrading of the flood
defences at this point of the River Ouse would increase peak water levels
upstream.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Comments noted. Mixed uses seem likely to be necessary in development
viability terms to cover associated costs including flood defences.
Comments on Option C - Clearance of the existing buildings from the area
and utilising it for flood storage and/or low key uses such as open space if
surface car parking. In effect this restores the flood plain in this location. No
upgraded hard flood defences would be provided.
Number of respondents
11
Summary of the comments received
There was little support for this option. Although there was acknowledgement
that this would likely lead to the best environmental outcome, most comments
received suggested that this option was impractical, not financially viable,
would increase pressure for development elsewhere in Lewes Town and
would be difficult to justify in light of the high demand for housing and
employment land in the District.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Comments noted. Not a preferred option in the Emerging Strategy. It was not
a popular option and difficult to justify financially and in terms of limited
availability of land in Lewes town for employment and housing needs.
Comments on Option D - Restore some of the flood plain, but allow an
element of flood resistant and flood resilient development in selected, lower
risk, locations within the site and integrate this with a wide package of flood
risk management measures both on-site (e.g. open landscaped areas) and
off-site (e.g. managing surface water drainage). No upgraded hard flood
defences would be provided.
Number of respondents
9
Summary of the comments received
There was some support for this option, particularly from individuals and
groups based in Lewes Town. Reasons cited for this support included, that
this option would provide welcomed new amenities, it would cater to potential
tourists to the South Downs National Park and was an option that is likely to
be most in keeping with the existing town.
Those who did not favour this option generally suggested that such a
development would not be financially viable. Another comment felt that
Lewes District Council – Core Strategy Issues and Emerging Options
(Topic Papers) – Consultation Summary

43

providing a range of uses, such as residential, retail, employment and leisure
would be far more beneficial than the approach identified in option D.
The Environment Agency stated that it will be important for the District Council
to consider the vulnerability of the development proposed by this option, and
clarify the flood zone the site is in, to make sure development proposals are in
accordance with Table D3 of PPS25.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Comments noted. Questionable financial viability and flood risk issues.
Comments proposing other options at North Street
Number of respondents
3
Summary of the comments received
There were three suggestions that proposed other options for the North Street
site.
Two of the comments suggested that the basis for any development should
be to improve the riverfront, making it vibrant and encouraging people to visit.
Another comment proposed that a dock should be created on the site allowing
for the river to provide transport routes for heavy goods, thus supporting the
current industrial uses that would be retained.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Improvements
Comments on the area identified as the strategic development site
Number of respondents
7
Summary of the comments received
Some respondents suggested that the Eastgate area of Lewes (including the
Wenban-Smith site) should be joined together with the North Street site to
create an extended strategic development site that the Core Strategy.
However, there was some disagreement with this view with some
respondents having the opinion that the Eastgate site should be considered
as a strategic development site by itself.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The wider Eastgate area is not presented as an option in the Emerging
Strategy as there is uncertainty over the availability of the site in the SHLAA.
Comments on the background to the site (including documents
referenced)
Number of respondents
9
Summary of the comments received
Respondents suggested that the following documents should be considered
as key influences on the future development of the North Street site and thus
should be included in Annex A:
• Planning Policy Statement 23: Planning and Pollution Control;
• The Local Transport Plan 2 (and emerging LTP3);
• The East Sussex Bus Strategy;
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The East Sussex Accessibility Strategy;
The East Sussex Economic Development Strategy;
The East Sussex Community Strategy – Pride of Place;
The East Sussex and Brighton and Hove Waste and Minerals
Development Framework; Waste and Minerals Core Strategy –
Preferred Strategy (October 2009);
The Ouse Catchment Flood Management Plan; and
The Beachy Head to Selsey Bill Shoreline Management Plan.

Some comments received asked for clarification on the affect that the findings
of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) have on the future
development of this site. Whilst some respondents suggested the lack of an
up to date Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA),
Employment Land Review (ELR), a Housing Needs Study and a Housing
Market Assessment made commenting on the options proposed difficult.
Another set of comments did not believe that the site should be assessed
through the ELR or the SHLAA, as it was the view of the respondents that it
should be assessed at a town level rather than at a district-wide level.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The above studies and strategies have influenced the Emerging Strategy
options to a greater or lesser degree as appropriate. Since the previous
consultation the SHLAA, ELR and Housing Needs Assessment have been
completed and inform the options for growth set out in the Emerging Strategy.

Lewes District Council – Core Strategy Issues and Emerging Options
(Topic Papers) – Consultation Summary

45

Topic Paper 8 – Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
25
Comments on the principle of change at Eastside
Number of respondents
14
Summary of the comments received
The majority of representations that were made on this Topic Paper supported
the principle of change in the area to the east of the River Ouse in Newhaven.
A number of comments stated that the strategic area at Eastside is of
sufficient size to effect a catalytic change to address problems at Newhaven
including the future of the port, economic investment, affordable housing,
education, skills and training and general economic prosperity. One
respondent raised concern that the area should not be overdeveloped.
Although supporting change in this area of Newhaven, a number of
respondents also supported the continued use of the port for freight and
passengers as well as resisting the loss of business uses on the site. It was
recognised by many of these respondents that the port area could be
improved, which would help facilitate the economic regeneration of the port
area and town. One comment highlighted potential for the concept of a ‘green
port’ and other respondents highlighted the part the area could play in
becoming a renewable energy centre through the opportunities for renewable
power (including the Hastings Bank wind farm).
A number of comments stated that change would need to be mindful of the
relationship of Eastside with the Ouse estuary, beach, Tidemills, the National
Park and adjacent SSSI. Another respondent commented that development
should not adversely impact on the landing of marine aggregates in the port.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Eastside area is presented as an option for a strategic development site
for employment led growth. The continued use and development of the port
for freight and passenger ferry services and for wider economic regeneration
is also recognised, including potential business development relating to the
Hastings Bank wind farm. The proximity to the Ouse estuary, the SSSI, the
beach, Tidemills, and the National Park have influenced the emerging
strategy for Eastside.
Options identified for Eastside
Number of respondents
5
Summary of the comments received
One respondent commented that light industry does seem to thrive in this
area and another similar comment suggested that the site should be
safeguarded for employment even if the uses expand from B1/B8 (business
and storage or distribution) to B2 and D2 uses (general industrial and leisure).
Another respondent stated that the area does not lend itself to residential
development. It was also suggested that any development proposal for this
area should include low cost business premises.
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The agent for a developer indicated that his client was proposing a range of
uses for the land namely:
• A large retail food store
• 300 units including starter homes
• Hotel
• Pub
• First phase of a new port road.
One respondent highlighted that three options for the reconfiguration of the
harbour area are being considered by Newhaven Port and Properties (NNP):
• A ferry terminal and offshore windfarm facility including a large
windfarm assembly area and smaller units for other port users.
• A ferry terminal and other medium size port users including an offshore
windfarm.
• A ferry terminal with smaller port related areas.
One respondent suggested that the infrastructure costs required to develop
the site for solely industrial use would make such a scheme unviable. It was
also suggested that whatever scheme comes forward in the Core Strategy for
this area it should include integration of the proposed port access road as well
as pedestrian and cycle links.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Eastside area is presented as an option for a strategic development site
for employment led growth. Viability has been a concern on this site for many
years, particularly given the cost of flood risk mitigation. As such it is
considered that some ‘value adding’ development will be required to support
employment development on this site. The continued use and development
of the port for freight and passenger ferry services and for wider economic
regeneration is also recognised, including potential business development
relating to the Hastings Bank wind farm.
Comments on the area covered by Eastside
Number of respondents
8
Summary of the comments received
A couple of comments commented that the National Park has not been
mentioned and that development on the eastern and southern parts of
Eastside have the potential to impact on the setting of the National Park
(including views towards/from the National Park), the Tidemills Site of Nature
Conservation Importance and the beach. Another respondent considered that
reference to the marine workshops and the marina outside of the site should
be made, as well as the existence of 2 listed buildings within the site.
One of the respondents suggested that reference should be made as to how
the development could enhance and provide access to Tidemills and the
beach. It was pointed out that the area has archaeological interest and
evaluation which should form part of the consideration of development
options.
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The risk of tidal and fluvial flooding to the area was highlighted by one
respondent. This included ensuring that any proposals developed for this
area were in accordance with PPS25.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Eastside area is presented as an option for a strategic development site
for employment led growth. The continued use and development of the port
for freight and passenger ferry services and for wider economic regeneration
is also recognised, including potential business development relating to the
Hastings Bank wind farm. The proximity to the Ouse estuary, the SSSI, the
beach, Tidemills, and the National Park have influenced the emerging
strategy for Eastside.
Comments on the background to the site (inc. documents referenced)
Number of respondents
3
Summary of the comments received
As with the comments made on the same issue for Topic Paper 7 (The North
Street site), respondents said the following documents should be seen as key
influences to the future development of the Eastside :
• Planning Policy Statement 23: Planning and Pollution Control;
• The Local Transport Plan 2 (and emerging LTP3)
• The East Sussex Bus Strategy
• The East Sussex Accessibility Strategy
• The East Sussex Economic Development Strategy
• The East Sussex Community Strategy – Pride of Place
• The East Sussex and Brighton and Hove Waste and Minerals
Development Framework; Waste and Minerals Core Strategy –
Preferred Strategy (October 2009)
• The Ouse Catchment Flood Management Plan; and
• The Beachy Head to Selsey Bill Shoreline Management Plan.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The above studies and strategies have influenced the Emerging Strategy
options to a greater or lesser degree as appropriate, including the Eastside
site options.
Other comments
Number of respondents
2
Summary of the comments received
The Environment Agency stated that the position stated in paragraph 3 of
page 3 of the Topic Paper was incorrect as they do not issue “prior approval”.
They suggested that this part of the topic paper should have stated; "In order
for this site to be allocated, it must pass a Sequential Test to justify its location
in an area of flood risk. If this is passed, then any development must be safe,
have safe access and egress and not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere
in line with the Exception Test in PPS25. We will continue to work with the
Environment Agency on flood risk on this site."
Another respondent mentioned that the Topic Paper incorrectly states that the
site is owned by Newhaven Port and Properties (NPP). Instead, the land “is
currently subject of a 999 year lease which has defaulted to the Royal Bank of
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Scotland”.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Noted. We continue to work with the EA on flood risk matters.
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Topic Paper 9 – Summary of responses received
Total number of respondents who commented upon this Topic Paper –
18
Comments on the issues identified
Number of respondents
7
Summary of the comments received
Most of those who commented felt that the Topic Paper had correctly
captured the key sustainability issues.
Notwithstanding the above, some comments were received suggesting the
following:• climate change mitigation and adaption should be identified as a key
sustainability issue;
• the 5th bullet point of the key sustainability issues should have “and in
renovation” added to the end of the last sentence;
• traffic congestion and parking are not currently identified as concerns
but should be; and
• the reduction of fossil fuel energy supplies should be a headline
sustainability issue as it will have an impact on every policy area.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
• Climate change has a direct/indirect influence on, or is influenced by a
number of the sustainability issues identified (flooding, coastal erosion,
biodiversity, resource use, etc.). Thus, we have chosen to state the
many issues that it impacts upon rather than having one allencompassing issue and this remains.
• The words “and in renovation” has been added to what was the fifth
bullet point of the key sustainability issues.
• Congestion was already mentioned in the original document, both in
the characteristics section (in the full Sustainability Appraisal Scoping
Report rather than the topic papers) and in the key sustainability
issues. This will remain, although the paragraphs that it features in
have changed. Parking issues have been added to the characteristics
and key sustainability issues.
• The sustainability appraisal already recognises the need to reduce
resource use and promote sustainable transport options and this will
remain.
Comments in agreement with the objectives and indicators
Number of respondents
8
Summary of the comments received
Some of the respondents broadly agreed with all/most of the objectives and
indicators whilst others supported the inclusion of particular objectives and
indicators.
Some of the respondents who stated their broad agreement with the
objectives and indicators did however point out some suggested additions and
changes. A summary of such views are found in the following sections.
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How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
We are pleased that there was support for some/all of the objectives and
indicators.
Comments that identify additional objectives
Number of respondents
5
Summary of the comments received
There were a few representations that suggested additional objectives to be
included in the Sustainability Appraisal. Among the suggestions received
were that air quality should be considered as a stand alone objective and that
there should be an objective which seeks to protect the cultural heritage of the
built environment.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Air quality, which was previously attached to another objective (transport), is
now a stand alone objective.
Objective number 9 seeks to protect and enhance the historic environment
and will remain.

Comments that identify additional indicators
Number of respondents
6
Summary of the comments received
Whilst there were relatively few respondents who proposed additional
indicators, those that did often suggested a range of possible indicators.
Suggested indicators included the following:
• the District’s ecological footprint;
• the District’s greenhouse gas footprint;
• percentage of adults with degrees or equivalent (for the then objective
16);
• land use change;
• cement production/use;
• new or converted homes that incorporate Lifetime Homes standard (for
objective 1);
• number of people who work from home;
• loss of property value attributable to coastal erosion;
• the provision of green infrastructure (for objective 5 or 8); and
• number of people who participate in formal sport (for objective 5).
Another comment received said that there should be an indicator based on
the Code for Sustainable Homes for Objective 1 but the respondent was not
able to suggest an indicator.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
• There are a number of different factors which collectively create the
ecological footprint (resource use, waste production, etc.). We have
chosen to use some of these factors rather than ecological footprint.
This is due in part to the availability of the statistics, but also because
one all encompassing score could mask variations of different
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components that make up a score.
We use readily available data on carbon emissions per capita per
sector as the indicator that relates to greenhouse gas emissions. We
believe this to be an adequate measure that does not need to be
replaced by another indicator.
The percentage of adults with degrees or equivalent has been added
as an indicator for objective 6, we believe it is a good measure of the
ability level that exists in the District.
There already exists two indicators relating to land use change for
objective 7 (percentage of new homes built on previously developed
land and amount of grade 1,2 and 3 agricultural development lost to
new development) which we feel is appropriate to reflect land use
change.
Whilst cement production/use has an influence on the amount of
carbon dioxide emissions, we already have the carbon emissions per
capita per sector indicator and don’t feel that the suggested indicator is
needed. In addition, we are not aware of any recorded statistics on the
subject.
Unfortunately we do not collect data on the amount of new or
converted homes that incorporate Lifetime Homes Standards and thus
cannot use it as an indicator at this time.
The amount of people who work from home is already incorporated into
the mode of travel to work indicator for objective 3.
There are no figures available that measure the loss of property values
associated with coastal erosion and therefore this cannot be added as
an indicator.
Green infrastructure relates to a collection of different land types. We
already collect the amount of rights of way is an indicator for objective
9 and the change in public open space is an indicator for objective 4.
Most of the indicators for objective 8 also relate to the condition and
extent of key environmental designations too.
We do not believe an indicator relating to the number of people who
participate in formal sport is necessary. This is as increases/decreases
to the amount of participants is unlikely to be related to planning policy
and thus it wouldn’t be indicative of the success, or otherwise, of the
Core Strategy.

Comments that suggest changes to objectives and indicators
Number of respondents
8
Summary of the comments received
Comments were received that suggested changes both to indicators and
objectives. Such suggestions amounted to the rewording and the deletion of
objectives and indicators, whilst some comments proposed that objectives
and indicators were split into two.
A number of respondents suggested that Objective 12, “to address the causes
of climate change through reducing emissions of greenhouse gases and
ensure that the District is prepared for its impacts”, should be split up into 2
separate objectives. It was felt that the first should seek to reduce CO2
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emissions and the second should aim to enhance resilience to climate
change.
Some of the comments received that suggested the rewording or replacement
of indicators are shown below:
• The initial 2 indicators of objective 11 which measure water quality
should be replaced by recently released indicators which provide a
more detailed assessment;
• Percentage change in unit vacancy rates should only count long-term
vacancies;
• Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems should be clearly defined in
indicator 2 of objective 2;
• Percentage change in number of VAT businesses should be rectified to
include all businesses; and
• Percentage of jobs in tourism sector should be changed to number of
jobs in tourism sector.
It was suggested that the following indicators should be deleted as they were
either incapable of being monitored, or would not provide meaningful
information against the respective objectives:
• Number of planning applications approved in the SDNP or
Conservation Areas;
• Number of planning applications approved contrary to advice given by
the Environment Agency on biodiversity matters;
• Number of planning applications approved contrary to advice given by
the Environment Agency on water quality grounds; and
• Percentage of agreed actions to implement long term flood and coastal
erosion risk management plans that are being undertaken
satisfactorily.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
• The ways by which water quality is measured by the Environment
Agency has changed since the Topic Paper was originally prepared
and the previous indicators have been removed and replaced by its
successors.
• We agree that measuring long-term retail unit vacancies would be a
better measure of the vibrancy of the retail sector than the overall
vacancy rate. However, we don’t have these statistics; therefore we
will continue to use the overall vacancy rate as it is still a useful
indicator.
• The sustainable urban drainage system indicator comes from EMAS 3
monitoring information given in planning applications by the applicant.
EMAS 3 asks “does the development incorporate sustainable urban
drainage systems, such as porous paving, or does the development
minimise water consumption, e.g. through rainwater harvesting or
greywater recycling? The indicator has though now been reworded to
include developments that minimise water consumption.
• The indicator has now been changed so the number of business
enterprises includes all PAYE registered businesses as well as VAT
registered businesses.
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We have changed the indicator relating to jobs in the tourism sector, in
light of the suggestion made. It now counts the total number of jobs
rather than the percentage in the tourism field.
We agree that the number of planning applications approved in the
South Downs National Park or in Conservation Areas doesn’t indicate
whether the environment has been protected and this indicator has
therefore been removed.
We have removed reference to advice given by the Environment
Agency on biodiversity matters and water quality grounds in the set of
indicators.
We have removed the percentage of agreed actions to implement long
term flood and coastal erosion risk management plans that are being
undertaken satisfactorily as an indicator.
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Summary of additional comments received
Total number of respondents who made additional comments - 48
Comments on consultation/publicity
Number of respondents
12
Summary of the comments received
A number of respondents mentioned that they were unaware of the
consultation until late on in the process and thus that the publicity of the
consultation was inadequate and should be improved in the future. On a
related theme, one of the Town Councils that was given publicity material, felt
that they were not given the material early enough to advertise the
consultation themselves.
A comment received pointed out that whilst Lewes District Council is a
signatory to the East Sussex Compact, the consultation had not lasted for 12
weeks as stipulated in the Compact document and wondered why this had
occurred.
Some who commented suggested that the consultation period should have
begun after the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and
Employment Land Review (ELR) had been published as it would have
provided additional information to base the content of the Topic Papers on.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
We will be advertising the Emerging Strategy Consultation widely and giving
interested parties, including the Town and Parish Councils, prior warning so
that they may schedule in time for consideration of the consultation document.
Comments on the process & revocation of the RSS
Number of respondents
40
Summary of the comments received
There were many comments who pointed out that since the release of the
Topic Papers for consultation, the South East Plan had been revoked and
thus, amongst other things, the regional housing figures had been removed.
As a result of this some wondered whether the housing figure had changed
and what affect it would have on the preparation process for the Core
Strategy. Suggestions to the housing figure were made and are recorded in
the summary of responses to Topic Paper 5.
Other comments received supported the continued working partnerships with
various bodies that had helped progress the Core Strategy to the Issues and
Options stage.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
The Government has made plain its intention to abolish the South East Plan
and its housing targets. While the South East Plan is currently still in place
we have prepared a Locally Derived Housing Target in the Emerging Strategy
in recognition of the fact that the South East Plan may have been abolished
before the point of adoption of Lewes District Core Strategy.
Our working partnerships with various bodies continue.
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Comments on the design and content of the Topic Papers
Number of respondents
20
Summary of the comments received
Comments relating to the content of the Topic Papers were mixed. Some
suggested that the content was comprehensive and clear whilst others felt
that content was thin and too general, allowing for misinterpretation.
Some respondents focused on particular aspects of the Topic Papers. One
representation was made suggesting the word ‘sustainable’ had been
overused and thus had lost its meaning in the Topic Papers. Other comments
received suggested that there was a lack of attention on the subjects of
agriculture and the historic environment, whilst one respondent mentioned
that Natural England had been incorrectly referred to as English Nature.
Comments received also suggested that Sites of Nature Conservation
Importance (SNCIs) were ignored and that there was a lack of reference to
waste and minerals planning. It was also suggested that the Urban Drainage
Report should have been referred to throughout the Topic Papers but had not
been.
There were relatively few comments that concentrated on the design of the
Topic Papers. One respondent did however mention that it would be helpful
to have paragraph numbers to guide the reader, whilst there were a few
comments that suggested having a District-wide map in the consultation
material would increase engagement.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Noted. We have endeavoured to improve the presentation and content of the
Emerging Strategy, trying to strike a balance between essential content and
clarity/accessibility to the reader.
Comments on the Introduction Paper
Number of respondents
6
Summary of the comments received
There were relatively few comments received on this paper. Most of the
comments related to various pieces of evidence that they thought should be
considered as key influences on the content of the Core Strategy. These
include the following documents:
• The East Sussex and Brighton and Hove Waste Minerals Development
Framework, Waste and Minerals Core Strategy – Preferred Strategy
(October 2009);
• Conservation Area Appraisals;
• Historic Character Assessments;
• List of Buildings of Architectural or Historic Interest;
• Landscape Appraisals;
• The Integrated Urban Drainage Project; and
• The South Downs Joint Committee Management Plan.
Another comment asked when the Open Space/Recreational Space Study
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would be updated.
How these comments have influenced the Emerging Strategy document
Noted. These documents, together with a host of others, have, to a greater of
lesser degree, influenced the content of the Emerging Strategy. The South
Downs Joint Committee Management Plan is no longer an official document –
SDNPA is in the process of preparing its own National Park Management
Plan.
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3. Sessions with Town and Parish Councils/Meetings
The following comments were provided by the Town and Parish Councils/
Meetings at the sessions held in April/May 2010. The comments provided
were in response to the following questions put to them;
• What are the issues for your settlement?
• What are the priorities and needs for your settlement?
• Will these priorities and needs address the issues?
Date of meeting: 26th April 2010
Parish
Attendees
Council’s in
attendance
Barcombe
Cllr John
Cornwell
Mr Alex
MacGillivray
(Chairman)
Mr Malcom
Wilson
Chailey
2 attendees

Feedback
• Chailey – survey undertaken late last
year looking at needs of residents.
• Chailey – no sports provision/pitches
in South Chailey. Not possible to use
the schools facilities.
• Barcombe – need to expand the
recreation ground and improve its
drainage. There is considered to be a
need for smaller houses in the area,
which are retained in perpetuity.
Housing for older people is also a
need.
• Barcombe – consider a need for a
survey of the employment units that
have been established in redundant
farm buildings and occupied by people
from outside the local area. Problem
of the generation of heavy transport
associated with these units.
• Barcombe – a new village hall is
imminent. The nearest health facility is
at Chailey ( possibly underused?).
• Barcombe – poor bus service that is
under-utilised, does not tie in with the
trains stopping at Cooksbridge and is
predominantly for the schools.
• Barcombe – allotments have recently
been delivered.
• South Chailey – looking for land for
allotments.
• North Chailey looks to Newick (by
car). South Chailey has just one
village store. Development needs to
have accessibility to services (unlike
Chailey New Heritage site).
• Chailey see a need to improve
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footpaths and cycle tracks between
the different settlements.
• Barcombe Mills has its own Residents
Association. It is independent to
Barcombe and looks more to Ringmer
and Lewes.
• Informal play space at South Chailey
is being delivered.
• Barcombe – undertaken a recent
village survey to inform the Village
Appraisal/Action Plan.
Date of meeting: 7th May 2010
Parish
Attendees
Council’s in
attendance
Newick
Ms Linda Farmer
C Armitage
Rodmell
Mr Willie
Edmonds
Iford
Mr Clive Broadrib
Kingston
V Jeffrey
Falmer/LDC
Ms Melanie
Cuttress

Feedback
• Broadband is a problem throughout
the Ouse Valley, potentially affecting
businesses and straining transport
infrastructure.
• Public Transport in the Ouse Valley
and Newick is lacking, is funding
available to improve provision?
• Local Area Transport Strategy was
undertaken which could help with
infrastructure plan.
• Buses could operate earlier in the day
in this area to aid commuting to other
settlements both within and out of the
District.
• Bus routes should go through
settlements, such as Iford, rather than
via main roads.
• It was considered that there should be
small, regular (15 minute intervals)
buses running from Uckfield from 6am
– 9am and 5pm – 7.30pm to allow for
commuting to train stations. Will
reduce private vehicle use.
• Traffic has increased in this area as
has parking problems throughout
Ouse Valley and Newick Parish.
• Car pooling as an idea?
• Newick is self- sufficient and provides
some services for Chailey.
• Newick is concerned about not being
in the National Park and being more
susceptible to development.
• Some smaller settlements struggled
historically because of a lack of
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development in the past. This has led
to a loss of services and reliance on
bigger settlements.
• Ageing population, especially in
isolated areas, means there is a need
for villages to expand to accommodate
younger people to aid in sustaining/
improving services and facilities.
• Affordable housing is good, takes a
long time for such development to
occur however.
• Traffic on C7, speed and volume, was
raised as a concern.
Date of meeting: 12th May 2010
Town
Attendees
Council’s in
attendance
Telscombe
Cllr J Livings
Cllr J Harris
Peacehaven
Cllr A Sargeant
Ms Sheila Baker
Ms Georgina
Bancroft
Cllr H Livings
Newhaven
Clerk - Ian
Everest
Newhaven/
Cllr S Saunders
LDC

Feedback
• Newhaven needs an improvement to
its transport routes, particularly cycling
and walking connections (especially
along River Ouse from Newhaven to
Lewes). New play space, sensibly
located is also needed. Currently,
insufficient space for allotments.
• Community centres - currently a lack
of and currently unfit for purpose.
• Development of transport hub at
Newhaven is needed. This should
include adequate parking to make use
of the railway station, which should be
improved. Real time bus stops to link
in with each other are also needed.
• All coastal towns have concerns over
the A259, especially condition and
proximity to cliffs at Saltdean.
(possible solutions suggested: new
link road and/ or better coastal
defenses). Commuters are a
significant pressure on A259.
• Cycling routes are inadequate along
coast road.
• Public transport – lack of buses going
east of Peacehaven and the back of
the town.
• A need for family sized affordable
housing (Newhaven). However, also a
need for smaller units – this is evident
from the current conversions.
• Need for good quality housing to
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Date of meeting: 17th May 2010
Parish
Attendees
Council’s in
attendance
Ringmer
Cllr John Kay
Cllr Richard
Booth
Clerk - Chris
Elphick
Firle
Andrew Barr

attract people into these areas.
Telscombe- has a lack of development
land for housing. Currently have no
allotments and consider there to be a
need.
Schools- lack of adequate, local,
schools. Have to travel to other parts
of the District/ County.
More consultation with Towns and
Parish Councils. Use of S106 money
is narrow - needs to be broadened.
Newhaven – lacking units for those
currently in the Enterprise Centre to
move into if they wish to expand.
Need to attract long term employment
to Newhaven.
Peacehaven and Newhaven need
small units (looking at dividing larger
surplus units).

Feedback
• Support the current Local Plan policy
on farm building conversions to avoid
the loss of valuable buildings.
• Out-commuting from villages,
especially Ringmer, is a concern.
There is a desire for villages to be
more sustainable, which includes the
provision of local employment
opportunities.
• Local employment opportunities also
helps to support local shops.
• Provision of high quality work places
are required to meet current demands,
helping to achieve the above issues.
• Ensure that brownfield sites are
maximised before greenfield sites on
urban fringes are developed.
• Need affordable housing in villages to
enable the next generation of the local
community to stay in the villages.
• Road capacity is a problem, especially
at some of the trunk road junctions.
• Ensure that local affordable housing
remains as affordable housing rather
than lost to market housing.
• Ensure that adequate and suitable
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Date of meeting: 19th May 2010
Parish
Attendees
Council’s in
attendance
Streat
Karen Pritty
Tony Gedge
Ditchling
Don McBeth
LDC
Cllr Tom
Hawthorne
East
Clerk - Jenni
Chiltington/
Toomey
Hamsey

play space is provided – particularly
an issue in Firle where children play
on roads as there is no hard surface
play area.
Infrastructure in villages is unable to
support existing development, let
alone additional development.
Inadequate parking in new
development is an issue. ‘No car’
development does not work in
villages.
Ensure that adequate parking is
provided for visitors coming to the
National Park so that parking
pressures are not exacerbated in the
villages.
Integration of development into
existing settlements. Particularly an
issue where large developments are
built. Smaller (10 or so units) are
easier to absorb whereas large
developments tend to remain more
isolated.
Flooding – prevent further issues of
flooding in parts of villages or find
alternative, less expensive, methods
of protection (e.g. bunds).

Feedback
• East Chiltington/Hamsey – loss of
employment opportunities is a serious
issue in the villages. Too many
potential business sites/premises are
being developed for housing
purposes.
• Diversification of units on farms is
needed.
• Some Downland villages may not be
suitable for future employment land
provision.
• Broadband – need to improve to aid
the rural economy.
• Need for affordable housing –
encourage people to stay in their
areas and keep village communities
alive.
• Streat – questionnaire issued at the
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Parish Meeting. Feedback to be
provided. People value the peace and
quiet. Speed and traffic along Streat
Lane is seen as an issue.
Low cost/affordable housing in Streat
is possibly acceptable, but no large
scale development. Facilities in
neighbouring settlements (Ditchling,
Hassocks) meet needs, but probably a
need to improve access by bus from
Streat to these settlements.
Concern over the potential use of a
camping/caravan site at Streat,
particularly with the National Park
designation. Will the demand for
increased visitor accommodation in
the National Park outweigh the desire
for local communities to retain their
seclusion and tranquillity?
No need for further facilities in Streat.
Low-cost housing in Plumpton needed
to service rural workers.
South Downs NP – a potential threat –
increase in traffic?
Improving transport to health facilities
– particular issue for the elderly.
Volunteers aid in this, but
improvements are needed.
Plumpton – can’t afford to see a
reduction in rail and bus services.
Streat – no bus service.
Need for increased frequency of rail
services stopping at Cooksbridge
village.
East Chiltington – PC would like to
see smaller houses retained, too
many cottages are being significantly
extended and thus become
unaffordable to local families.
Need for shared ownership, housing
for farm workers, suitable
accommodation for the elderly
(quality, smaller units).
Plumpton – falling school role,
buildings are declining in condition.
The scale of housing development
appropriate to villages does not
generate sufficient S.106 funding to
make any real improvements to rural
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services and facilities.
• Villages half in and half out of the
National Park is an issue.
Date of meeting: 24th May 2010
Town
Attendees
Council’s in
attendance
Lewes
Jim Sinclair
Susan Murray
Mike Turner
Lewes/LDC
Ruth O’Keefe
Seaford/LDC
Bob Allen

Feedback
• Health provision in Seaford is
inadequate with 2 small surgeries
• No Community Hall in Seaford – have
been no proposals as no site
available. Previous potential hall sold
for housing.
• Community halls in Lewes are plentiful
but should be used better
• Ringmer/Barcombe parishes, powerful
lobbyists, hard to develop in these
areas without local support
• Balance between affordable, rentable
housing, and free market housing is
‘wrong’ – affecting sustainability of the
settlements as new residents are likely
to be commuters. Private
developments should be put under
higher scrutiny than those that provide
affordable housing.
• A need to bring back Council housing.
• Shared ownership – renting and
buying should be considered
• Disabled housing is needed in District.
Adaptations to housing are very
expensive – money could be spent
better. ‘Lifetime housing’ should be
given to people who need disabled
access, possibly moving current
residents out.
• Larger homes, with two receptions or
with larger reception room may be
needed for disabled residents.
• Need for family homes (2, 3 beds) with
outdoor play spaces, rather than
building flats/apartments for small
households. Shared play spaces are
not desired, people want their own
private areas.
• Lots of empty industrial units –
possibly due to poor condition of
buildings. Very few ‘in betweeny’
units. Need for modernisation of
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some of the existing buildings.
Planning policy is needed for small
industry to ensure that units/land is not
removed for housing, despite Seaford
not having full occupancy.
Newhaven Enterprise Centre has
been very successful with not much
room for businesses to expand and
move out. Could this be provided in
Seaford?
Public transport is needed on estatesespecially late evening and on
Sundays.
Railway line from Lewes – Uckfield.
ESCC have rejected some
applications. Would open up
opportunities for the District.
Bus Station should be moved in
Lewes, close to rail station, possibly
over parking spaces.
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4. ‘Drop-in’ Sessions
In total, 106 people attended the ‘drop-in’ sessions. Details of the attendance
are given in the following table:
Date
24/5/10
25/5/10
26/5/10
27/5/10
7/6/10
8/6/10
10/6/10

Venue
Newick Village Hall
Lewes Leisure Centre
10 High Street,
Newhaven
Ringmer Village Hall
Rodmell Village Hall
Meridian Centre,
Peacehaven
Seaford Baptist Church

Attendance
3
9
3
17
10
38
26

Below are all of the comments that were contained on post-it notes that were
stuck on the various exhibition boards.
The comments below have been grouped according to which exhibition board
they were placed on. Some of the comments have been altered to correct
grammatical and spelling errors but they are otherwise unedited.
‘Key issues and challenges for the district’.
Comments on Topic Paper 2
• Peacehaven seen as a younger relative of Lewes.
• Lack of facilities i.e. Sport recreation
• The new South Downs National Park covers a beautiful area of Seaford.
Don’t allow house building to encroach on the areas around the National
park.
• Access out of Peacehaven
• No mention of archaeological sites in building areas.
• No account of natural spring or polluted land.
• Lack of complete cycle paths within the District
• Lack of public parking space in Ringmer, i.e. not at the Village Hall and the
Church and behind the shops which are all private
• Lack of a usable, manned and sheltered transport hub (Newhaven)
• Falmer Stadium lights & bottleneck.
• Better proactive road repairs, especially on safe journey to school routes.
• Lack of parking enforcement in school areas & at junctions around the
town (Lewes).
• Same size as Lewes yet no Police or Fire Stations in Peacehaven
• COMBINE THE 999 SERVICES TOGETHER AT PEACEHAVEN AREA
• Lewes post office is a disgrace – long queue and hardly ever all counters
open.
• Parking – needs to be kinder and cheaper, especially in Lewes High Street
i.e. £1 for 2 hours.
• Good broadband internet is essential for the rural areas.
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‘How to address the issues and challenges?’
Comments on housing delivery and associated infrastructure (Topic Paper 5).
• Peacehaven needs economic development, encourage small firms to open
small companies and bring in young families to work and live in the town.
Developing Newhaven will help but will not be advantageous to
Peacehaven.
• The A259 from Newhaven to Brighton has housing all the way along it.
Don’t build more houses and destroy the pleasant parts of the A259
remaining.
• Seaford has suffered enough new housing already! Population now 22K –
in 1967 was 16.5K!!
• Seafront in Seaford could be improved with better designed houses.
• Why are we building ‘low cost’ housing on a green field site in Potato Lane
(Ringmer) when there is ample room at the Council estate at Green
Close?
• Can we please learn from previous mistakes! How was the Forges
development (Ringmer) allowed? How was a bungalow allowed in a
garden fronting a housing estate on Church Hill? Why are we allowing
development opposite the church on Church Hill on ground which floods?
• Water issues – drought as well as flood.
• Seaford – Increased housing means more families needing education,
water, health facilities, road structures, transport facilities, care facilities,
sports and leisure access. Health facilities are under a microscope now –
DO NOT DELAY. Education – 6th Form and Adult Education has been
CUT BACK OR CHOPPED. Joined up thinking has not been obvious in
the PAST. FUTURE?
• Seaford is a small town by the sea loved for being quiet and unspoilt. They
tried making it a seaside town in the 19th Century and failed. Leave it
alone.
• Existing brownfield land should be used for housing – greenfield
agricultural land should be preserved.
• Extra homes mean extra cars, which mean more pollution and queues.
• Seaford already has more houses than Lewes and local services are used
to their limits. Education, Doctors, road infrastructures etc. There should
not be any further housing development extending Seaford still further and
destroying eventually the unique and pleasant town we enjoy now.
• It would be inappropriate to develop around Seaford’s edges as it is
surrounded by the National Park.
• The proposed housing density in this area / district pre-supposes there will
be adequate Water or Road Infrastructure. This is not obvious or fully
investigated!
• Please preserve the ‘Gateway to our National Park at Chyngton Way
Seaford. Hear hear (added by another member of the public)!
Comments on potential policies that the Core Strategy should contain (Topic
Paper 6)
• Although the district has a high proportion of older people we need
facilities for under 18’s in the area.
• Support sports facilities
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‘North Street, Lewes’
Comments on the development options suggested in Topic Paper 7.
• 1) River walk 2) Option A
• Options A or D please
‘Eastside, Newhaven’
Comments on options for development at the site in Topic Paper 8.
• Newhaven – Great potential on this site.
• Keep historic warehouses.
• Get the beach reopened. Keep Tidemills free of development.
• Don’t build where flooding is likely.
• PLEASE RE-OPEN THE BEACH AT NEWHAVEN. NOT TURN IT IN TO
A VILLAGE GREEN.
• Please please, no enormous housing development i.e. like the Westside.
‘Any Other Comments’
Comments on Topic Papers 1,3,4,9
• Topic Paper 1 - Existing Lewes housing includes private gardens more
often than not. New housing should also. Garden space is good for A.
Children B. Growing veg (i.e. Sustainability) C. A place to relax.
• Topic Paper 3 - “Seaford will have improved provision of Tourist Facilities”
If that is the case why has the SEAFORD TOURIST OFFICE got smaller
and is no longer open on Bank Holidays! Some joined up thinking please!
• Topic Paper 3 – No parking charges on Bank Holidays. High Street
charges too expensive. Lower rates to encourage new shops & keep old
ones from going out of business.
• Topic Paper 4 – Housing should be spread among the smaller villages and
perhaps facilities can be shared – i.e. shops, Post Offices, Libraries.
• Topic Paper 9, page 3 – “the ageing population is likely to increase…” We
need better healthcare for Seaford particularly a hospital”
‘Finally’
Comments on the needs and aspiration of a District plan
• Towns and cities in Sussex are some of the dirtiest in the South East (the
Argus, June 09 2010). More needs to be done, more BINS more DOG
BINS, more enforcement, bigger NOTICES, CCTV, I am disgusted. Dog
walker.
• Dog walker continued. Take a look at Brighton & Hove, where they have
combined general bins with dog bins. There are either not enough general
bins or not enough dog bins.
• Address dog fouling on Peacehaven Promenade.
• A259 Pinch point.
• Thanks for exhibition & info. Recreation and enjoyment of countryside
(new National park) must be included. Provision of open space and
improved Right of Way are vital.
• A cleaner, less litter-strewn environment. I am ashamed of the amount of
litter some days.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Why not a full time traffic warden, he or she would make their month’s
salary in two days.
Allow the re-flooding of Lewes Brooks to restore the wetland.
Protect and encourage walkers etc in Seaford Head area. Area of
outstanding beauty – keep agricultural.
The A259 Is a major road which does not stop congestion – when there is
an accident the whole of Peacehaven is affected.
What about recreational facilities for teenagers?
A Lower Ouse Valley Cycle track!!
Has Seaford dropped off the map?
The Coastal strip is outside of the new National Park. It must not be where
too much development is situated in the future. A concrete jungle from
Brighton to Eastbourne is the danger!
Looking after families and supporting the education sector, promoting
further education, support and canvas business to identify business needs
and addressing them.
Lack of school places.
The strategy needs to identify infrastructure needs – transport, community
services – visitors’ needs and their roles within the environment, especially
for the South Downs and Seaford head area. The strategy gives first
priority to housing rather than the natural environment. The Seaford Head
area is a vital environmental resource. Visitors come here to unwind and
enjoy the South Downs. We owe it to future generations. The strategy
does not seem to highlight the richness of our historical culture or
archaeology. What about recognising ‘Poynings Town’ at Chyngton Farm
for example? There needs to be proper recognition of safe guarding the
South Downs National Park in the Chyngton farm area of Seaford.
A weir just south of the town? So that the town had permanent high water
– boating etc.
Affordable housing rural areas.
Must have bumps in road through Rodmell to slow traffic down
The South East is one of the most densely populated areas of Europe.
There is an urgent need to restrict population growth caused by incomers.
Use existing legislation to restrict houses in the National park to locals.
The York District national park does this already.
Full backing for Transition Town Lewes initiatives – Make Lewes plastic
free!
Cycling is banned on the seafront, but it still carries on, a friend was
knocked down, nothing has been done, more enforcement & CCTV is
needed or wardens to patrol the area.
As Seaford is the largest town within the LDC ensure that copies of any
documents and plans are available in the town LIBRARY/T/C etc not just
in Lewes.
Less charity shops. More household & fashion for the over 60’s please.
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5. Discussion Forums
Comments received and questions raised at the two discussion forums are
summarised below.
Thursday 1st July, The Corn Exchange, Lewes Town Hall
Chairman Councillor Peter Gardiner
Attendance 61
Officer presence

Lindsay Frost
Paul Hoppen
Natalie Carpenter
Tal Kleiman

Discussion 1 – What issues should a plan for Lewes District be addressing?
•

What does top-down housing targets mean?

•

How will targets now be determined?

•

Regarding the SHLAA (particularly sites put forward in Plumpton) why
weren’t the local community involved?

•

Should be avoiding housing development on Greenfield locations as
they are unsustainable locations.

•

How are the opinions and comments from the consultations processed
and how do we know that they are taken into account?

•

Following on from the previous ‘responses’ related question – how and
who will be collating the comments made during the consultation.

•

Affordable housing. How is the need identified and how is it delivered?

•

When are the SHLAA and Housing Needs Survey due to be
completed? Wouldn’t it be better to wait until these studies were
complete before producing the Topic Papers, or at least have the
completed studies to read beside the Topic Papers?

•

Not enough attention or reference given to conservation areas and the
historic areas, as well as improving the public realm which looks tired.

•

In relation to Lewes being the County town, is it still likely that in 2026
this will still be the case as ESCC have rumoured in the past to move
out of the town? Not enough emphasis on other possibilities.
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•

Will the South Downs National Park Authority, as a national entity with
national interest in conservation, be able to resist large company
development (e.g. Tesco) from encroaching in town?

•

Parking improvements needed within the town of Lewes. There should
be access to electric vehicles and available charging points. Parking
should also be made easier for the elderly and the disabled. Easier
mobility for the elderly.

•

There should be a representative from the SDNPA at such meetings to
represent their interests and answer questions.

•

Believe that developers are not held accountable to follow policy and
developers are finding loopholes in the system. Want that future
policies avoid this.

•

When inviting people to meetings like this don’t just invite the Chamber
of Commerce but the shopkeepers themselves.

•

Concerns over loss of retail in the town of Lewes and lack of
accessibility for the elderly.

•

What evidence is being used to look to 2026, are scenarios and
existing studies being used and tested?

•

Vision is hopeful.

•

Housing needs to meet the needs of the whole community, dangerous
to leave to the developers. A cohesive approach needed; village
homes, e.g. close to services, homes suitable for elderly, good
transport links. Need to be ambitious today rather than leave it for the
future.

•

More cycling greenways needed.

•

Parking – traffic wardens strangle the town.

•

Want more police presence on the street.

•

Lack of detail on how the Council intends to manage the anticipated
influx of people by car and rail who visit. Other resources such as
water may be at risk from growth in the District population as people
are attracted to the area. The increase in population needs to be
considered in detail otherwise there will be flaws in the vision.
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Discussion 2: Where should new development and change take place in the
District?
•

Although the Eastgate Wharf site, incorporating Wenban-Smith,
Waitrose, the car park and Laura Ashley, may not be as large as the 2
strategic sites mentioned in the Topic Papers (TPs 7 and 8) it has an
important contribution to the town centre.

•

Why is nothing said about the Eastgate Wharf, Lewes, site?

•

Need appropriate tourism development, not just the expensive hotels
that exist. Not much information on how the Council is going to
address and promote increased tourism.

•

Increase in tourism may not be such as issue with the escalating price
of fuel.

•

Need other forms of economy for the town (Lewes) other than tourism
and public sector.

•

Ensure that affordable housing is genuinely affordable and that it is for
local people, either by association through already living in area or
work in the area.

•

Concerns regarding the capacity of the schools, particularly secondary
schools in the District.

•

Need more provisions for youth, such as community halls.

•

Need to ensure that the tourism industry does not strangle the town
and other, existing, industries do not suffer. Also concerned that
residents don’t start to resent tourists.

•

Concerns that the National Park will become detrimental to the town as
tourists will inundate the town of Lewes so need to be encouraged to
visit other areas.

•

Ensure that Lewes town keeps its identity and loveliness. Option to
help this may be to discourage tourists but this depends on the number
of tourists expected to visit the town.

•

The Council should take opportunities to disperse tourism to villages
and south coast towns such as Newhaven and Seaford.

•

Allotments provide much needed space for residents. The Council
should ensure that there is sufficient space within developments or
communal spaces.
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•

Communities do not receive much money through S106. Want more of
a contribution to do more with.

Discussion 3: What should the future of North Street be?
•

Relating back to the previous Eastgate Wharf comments in the context
of the North Street strategic site, why isn’t it included as part of that
redevelopment? Would have thought this would be beneficial to look at
the whole?

•

How is the size of strategic determined and who determines it?
Cumulatively lots of small sites can have significant impacts on an
area.

•

Employment doesn’t match local house prices and therefore ‘staircase’
housing doesn’t always work as it relies on improving wages. Need to
work closely with the North street development to ensure that
opportunities for affordable housing are realised.

•

Lewes town needs more open spaces, akin to Southover Grange, in
the north of the town. Opportunity within the redevelopment of North
Street?

•

Pedestrian access along river, especially North Street area to town
centre, needs to be improved.

•

Apart from North Street industrial sites in Lewes town are limited
therefore future development of the site should stay flexible to allow for
changes over the next few years.
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Discussion Forum – Monday 5th July, Tideway School, Newhaven
Chairman Councillor Peter Gardiner
Attendance 19
Officer presence

Lindsay Frost
Paul Hoppen
Edward Sheath
Robert King
Susie Mullins

Discussion 1 – What issues should a plan for Lewes District be addressing?
•

Where will Transport be addressed in the plan and should it have a
specific chapter?

•

The list of issues should be reversed with ‘promoting sustainable
economic growth and regeneration’ being at the top.

•

Economic Growth will solve a number of ‘sub’ issues

•

Phrasing of proposals should be more ‘defensive’

•

Another comment suggested that ‘Tackling Climate Change should be
the first issue in the list.

•

Newhaven could be a leader in Tackling Climate Change

•

Children services in Seaford are low

•

Loss of employment sites to residential and leisure uses should be
addressed.

•

Area needs more manufacturing to generate income

•

Use planning system to ensure that growth and change is balanced.

•

Newhaven could be used as a leader for the County in that it has a
facet of everyday life such as sea, downs, retail, residential, industry. It
has much potential.

•

Problems should be looked at an even higher level. Need to look back
over the last 200 years to see how problems have been created so we
can see how they can be corrected

•

To support economic growth, engineering solutions should be provided
to solve problems in flooding, as in Holland. Flooding could be
controlled by pumping systems.

Lewes District Council – Core Strategy Issues and Emerging Options
(Topic Papers) – Consultation Summary

74

•

Healthy Sustainable Communities must mean enough GP’s, water,
school places, accessibility

•

Newhaven could be a demonstration town on sustainability

•

Tourism could be important for Newhaven, especially Green Tourism

•

Archaeological interests in the National Park Area should be
highlighted.

Discussion 2: Where should new development and change take place in the
District?
•

Employment provision needs to be where the occupiers would like
them

•

Employment sites need to be accessible by vehicular access

•

Lewes town is the transport hub hence that is where the employers will
want to be

•

Need to retain policy that supports employment on farm sites

•

North Street may not be an ideal location for employment due to
transport issues

•

There should be a balance of housing and employment in appropriate
locations to provide a balanced mix

•

In Newhaven there is no need to look beyond the development
boundary for sites as there are many sites within the town which could
accommodate housing and employment

•

Specialist and ‘green’ engineering should be encouraged for
Newhaven and this is traditionally what has existed within the town

•

Masterplan for Newhaven was developed by Brighton University (as
well as other agencies). This could be reviewed as part of the work on
the town.

Discussion 3: What should the future of Eastside be?
•

Recreational facilities in particular tennis courts and facilities for older
children

•

Newhaven has need for additional recreational space

•

Sailing club and cinema would be welcome
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•

Employment in particular to meet the needs for younger people

•

Tidemills Village could be reconstructed for tourism but also existing
site could be further protected for tourism purposes

•

Any use to further ensure solidarity between Newhaven and Seaford

•

Upgrading of footpaths

•

Improved access required

•

Example given from landowner who has tried to attract hotels and other
businesses to Newhaven which has not been successful

•

Smell from the sewage works is a problem

•

Provide a mix of residential and employment

•

Eastside development will have a positive knock on effect to Seaford

•

More population is required to support prospective employers and
demographics are a problem

•

Retention of port but consideration needs to be given to the size of
vessels.

•

Greater opportunity for the Arts to support Newhaven

•

Proposed off shore wind farm may provide employment opportunities
for Newhaven

•

Problems with the Harbour in terms of its depth and lack of financial
support
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